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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR 2020 

TUESDAY, MARCH 26, 2019. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY FISCAL YEAR 2020 BUDGET 
REQUEST

WITNESS
HON. RICK PERRY, SECRETARY OF ENERGY 

Ms. KAPTUR. Good morning. The subcommittee will come to order 
as we begin our first hearing on the fiscal year 2020 budget re-
quest. Thank you, Secretary Perry for being here. Today’s hearing 
will focus on the Department of Energy’s budget request. The De-
partment of Energy addresses our Nation’s most pressing energy, 
environmental, and nuclear security challenges through trans-
formative science and technology. With those challenges comes op-
portunity. Opportunity to make our Nation energy secured today 
and in perpetuity. Opportunity to drive down energy costs, oppor-
tunity to address climate change by making energy supplies clean-
er and more resilient. Opportunity to invest in science and innova-
tion that keeps our nation globally competitive. And, last but not 
least, opportunity to cost effectively sustain the Nation’s nuclear 
deterrent while simultaneously working for nuclear non-prolifera-
tion.

Looking toward fiscal year 2020, however, the Trump adminis-
tration proposes to cut the Department of Energy’s budget by 11 
percent. By drastically reducing or eliminating programs critical for 
Nation’s needs and energy as well as our security, we can grow our 
economy by creating more jobs as our Nation transitions to a clean 
energy future and we need to get there faster rather than slower. 

Emblazoned on the President’s budget request are the words ‘‘A 
budget for a better America. Promises kept. Tax payers first.’’ How-
ever, the proposals in this request tell a very different story. In 
fact, the President’s budget request harms America’s energy future, 
our competitiveness, our consumers, and our economy. Mr. Sec-
retary, just when I think I can no longer be surprised by this ad-
ministration, this budget request hits a new low and this is just 
from the small amount that has been made public to date. Once 
again, the budget justification documents we rely on have not been 
released.

In full and to say I am disappointed is an understatement. This 
request is riddled with backward looking proposals. Let’s start with 
energy efficiency and renewable energy funding cut by 86 percent. 

Notably, energy efficiency and renewable energy is responsible 
for creating and sustaining American leadership in the transition 
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to a global clean energy economy. Your budget even eliminates the 
Weatherization Program, which is critical for addressing the hid-
den pockets of energy asymmetry across our nation. 

Then, the Advanced Research Projects Agency–Energy, which in-
vents the future, is eliminated. Eliminated in your budget despite 
its history of success. Since 2009, ARPA–E has provided $1.8 bil-
lion in research and development funding and 136 of those projects 
attracted more than $2.6 billion in private sector follow on funding 
to propel our nation toward energy security and perpetuity. 

Next, funding for the Office of Science is cut by over a billion dol-
lars. This program funds research in vital areas such as advanced 
computing, biology and environmental sciences, chemistry, and ma-
terials research. All spur energy innovation that keeps our Nation 
globally competitive and strategically ready in a very competitive, 
often predatory, and, yes, even corrupt global marketplace. The en-
ergy future of our country cannot be left to chance. It depends on 
workers and clean energy, it depends on transition in coal country, 
it depends on a competitive U.S. industry, it depends on students 
and teachers and scientists who rely on the Department of Ener-
gy’s investments to solve our toughest energy challenges. This re-
quest could eliminate over 6,100 jobs in our national lab system 
alone. Think about that. Something that you, Mr. Secretary, have 
called a crown jewel and we agree. 

The fallout of this would be drastic given the multiplier effect on 
the Department of Energy’s supported jobs that is in the range that 
could double or triple that job fallout. It is no secret that the inno-
vation economy faces fierce international competition including 
those with true nefarious intent. 

With respect to nuclear weapons, this is not a budget that estab-
lishes clear priorities with a responsible plan to fund and execute 
those priorities. Instead, this budget includes massive increases 
such as a 12 percent increase for weapons activities alone, which, 
as we have said before, is unsustainable. Sustaining the nuclear 
deterrent is a national priority, but it must be done in a cost-effec-
tive manner and I must express serious concern your request cuts 
key non-proliferation programs. With that, I’ll close my remarks. I 
thank you, Mr. Secretary, for being here today. We look forward to 
discussing this request with you and adapting it accordingly and 
I’d like to turn to our ranking member, Mr. Simpson for his open-
ing remarks. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur. I’d like to join 
you in welcoming Secretary Perry to today’s hearing. Mr. Sec-
retary, thank you for your continued service to our country. I look 
forward to hearing from you today on the fiscal year 2020 budget 
request and learning more about how it reflects your priorities for 
the Department of Energy. The Department of Energy’s defense 
and non-defense missions are both critical to the strength of our 
Nation, but in distinct ways. The department’s role in national se-
curity centers on its maintenance of our nuclear weapons stockpile 
and the support of nuclear navy. The department’s role in economic 
security centers on its research and development efforts to under-
stand and transform the Nation’s energy systems. 

The importance of DOE’s defense activities is well-reflected in 
the fiscal year 2020 budget request with strong support for our nu-
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clear weapons security programs including weapons activities, de-
fense nuclear and non-proliferation and naval reactors. These pro-
grams and the other defense priorities in the Energy and Water 
bill must remain a high priority for this committee. 

I am also pleased that the administration continues to propose 
funding for Yucca Mountain. It is the law of the land and I con-
tinue to support efforts to restart this stalled effort. The budget re-
quest for energy R&D programs, however, is not as robust. While 
certain select activities are well-funded, overall these programs are 
reduced by approximately 4.8 billion dollars from fiscal year 2019 
enacted levels. That said, I think it is worth remembering that the 
DOE proposal is in the context of the President’s budget request 
that adheres to the current law budget caps for non-defense discre-
tionary spending. Congress passed and the President signed the 
law that created that cap level and if we want to change it, we will 
need to work together to once again craft a new budget deal that 
Congress can pass and the President will sign. 

Secretary Perry, I’m trying to make you President right here, 
Secretary Perry, I appreciate you being here today to explain your 
budget request. I know my colleagues and I look forward to work-
ing with you to move forward a budget that will strengthen our 
Nation’s security and advance our energy independence. Thank 
you, Chairwoman Kaptur. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Simpson, very much and I just 
want to commend members on both sides of the aisle for their ap-
pearance this morning. A very robust committee. A committee that 
cares deeply, Mr. Secretary, about this presentation today. 

I will now turn to our witness, Secretary Rick Perry of the De-
partment of Energy. Secretary Perry is the 14th Secretary of En-
ergy. He previously served as the 47th governor of Texas for 15 
years making him the longest serving governor in Texas history. 
Prior to his governorship, Secretary Perry served as Lieutenant 
Governor, Agricultural Commissioner, and in the Texas legislature. 
Thank you for taking the time to be here today. Without objection, 
your written statement will be entered into the record. Please feel 
free to summarize your remarks in approximately 5 minutes if you 
can. Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary PERRY. Ms. Kaptur, thank you very much, Ms. Chair-
woman, Ranking Member Simpson, and Members of the Com-
mittee. I’m honored to appear before you today to discuss the Fiscal 
Year 2020 Budget Request for the Department of Energy. I con-
tinue to say this is the coolest job I’ve ever had. It is a great privi-
lege to serve as the 14th Secretary of Energy. This is an exciting 
time to be at the helm of DOE. I look forward to working with each 
of you on some incredibly important issues on passing a budget 
that invests in the Nation’s priorities and our National Security 
while continuing our shared support of innovations that have led 
to America’s world leading, yet I remind people often overlooked 
progress in reducing energy-related emissions. 

When I appeared before the Committee last year, I committed to 
rebuild and restore our Nation’s security; to protect to our critical 
electric grid and energy infrastructure from cyber threats; to im-
prove the resilience and the reliability of the Nation’s electrical sys-
tem; to continue to seek a federal disposal solution for the Nation’s 
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nuclear waste; to invest in early-stage, cutting edge research and 
development and to advance our leadership in exascale and quan-
tum computing. 

I’m proud to report to you and since then, DOE has advanced 
each of these goals. This budget request of $31.7 billion seeks to 
build upon that great progress by making strategic investments 
that yield the best return on investment for taxpayers that benefit 
our country in the years to come. The Budget is a request to the 
American people through you, their representatives in Congress, to 
secure America’s future through energy independence, scientific in-
novation, and national security. 

As such, it represents a commitment for all of us at DOE to 
honor the trust of our citizens with increased stewardship, account-
ability, commitment to excellence. This request supports the De-
partment’s vast mission in a fiscally responsible way. It makes 
clear that success will be measured, not by the dollars spent, but 
by the results achieved on behalf of the American people. By in-
vesting in reliable affordable energy, transformative innovation, 
national security, we are approaching the dawn of what I call the 
new American energy era. A time of energy abundance and secu-
rity and yes, even independence. American energy independence 
was used for a long time as just a sound bite, but thanks to innova-
tion, today it is a reality. The Department’s world-leading science 
and technology enterprise generates the innovations we need to ful-
fill our mission. Through support of cutting-edge research at our 17 
national laboratories and at over 300 universities across the Na-
tion, we are expanding the frontiers of scientific knowledge, accel-
erating the pace of discovery to address our greatest challenges. 

This past fall, I fulfilled a commitment to visit all 17 of our De-
partment’s National Labs and I got to see first-hand the brilliant 
work performed by the dedicated individuals at each of these sites, 
and each one of these Labs has this rich history of science and in-
novation, and together, they have bettered countless lives around 
the world. 

I am especially proud of the work the Labs are doing in collabo-
ration with others to harness the power our world-class computing 
capabilities to maintain America’s leadership in high performance 
computing, advanced exascale computing, and push for break-
throughs in artificial intelligence. To do that, this budget proposes 
investments in early stage research and development that will 
focus the intellectual prowess of our scientists and engineers on the 
development of technologies that the private sector can then con-
vert to commercial applications to improve the lives and security 
of all Americans. 

One example where this cross-cutting research and development 
will be done at the Department is in our new Cybersecurity Insti-
tute for Energy Efficiency and Manufacturing, which will provide 
70 million dollars for early-stage research to help U.S. manufactur-
ers remain resilient and globally competitive against cyberattacks. 

This budget also requests significant funding to modernize our 
nuclear security enterprise, further nonproliferation efforts, and 
propel our nuclear Navy at sea, as well as supply the power for the 
fleet of the future. And, as we work to include America’s nuclear 
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energy industry in our all-of-the-above strategy, we see really great 
promise in the next generation of advanced nuclear technology. 

In the coming weeks and months, I look forward to working with 
you, your colleagues, your excellent staff, and others in Congress 
on the specific programs mentioned in this testimony and through-
out the Department. Congress has an important role in the paths 
forward. I have met with many of you already; and I look forward 
to deepening our partnership for the benefit of the people that we 
serve. As we move ahead in this new American energy era, you 
have my pledge, Madam Chair, that we will continue to run DOE 
efficiently, and effectively, that we will accomplish our mission, and 
advance energy security, economic security, and national security 
for the American people. Thank you. I will be happy to attempt to 
answer any of your questions now. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, very much for your testi-
mony. We will now begin questioning under our normal rules. I 
will ask one question so I can allow our members to proceed with 
theirs and then we will have more than one round. Mr. Secretary, 
your budget proposal cuts the office of science by 16 percent and 
the energy research and development programs by over half, 59 
percent, two-thirds nearly. While the United States currently leads 
in research and development, in terms of total dollars spent, China 
is expected to surpass the United States by 2026. I might add par-
enthetically for they haven’t already stolen. That would be a ter-
rible moment in history. In looking at U.S. research spending rel-
ative to the size of our economy, the United States already dropped 
from 8th to 11th place between 2009 and 2015. We are sliding 
backward. We must sustain investments in innovation to maintain 
U.S. competitiveness in the future. So, how do you justify your 
budget’s drastic cuts to the science and energy research and devel-
opment programs at a time when China and other countries are in-
vesting trillions in innovative energy technologies? How do we keep 
up?

Secretary PERRY. Madam Chair, you are correct. We are in a real 
competition out there in the world and we see it every day. It is 
not always on a level playing field. As you rightfully point out that 
we have some competitors out there that do not follow the general 
rules of the game so to speak. China being one of those and their 
propensity to steal technology. One of the things, before I answer 
directly, I want to share with you that we recognize that—we un-
derstand that, and in our National Labs in particular, which is you 
fish where the fish are, and the Chinese and others understand 
that, and putting individuals into our National Labs, and putting 
individuals into our universities, is one of the great concerns that 
we have because they are in the business of collecting information, 
taking it back, and stealing it if you will. So, the Thousand Talents 
Program, the Department sent a very clear message out, not only 
to our National Labs, but to universities as well, that individuals 
and we would clearly define who these individuals are, and de-
scribe their characteristics, if you will. If they are involved in their 
labs, if they are involved in their universities, then there is not 
going to be federal dollars flowing into those. 

So, I just wanted to address that up front. Since you brought 
that up, I think it is a very important role of which we play and 
that is to guard our very important secrets of our national defense. 

So, with that said, one of the things that I am very proud of, as 
I said in my remarks, the results you are looking for I hope that 
is, and sometimes we have—as we were sharing backstage, having 
been an appropriator before I was a governor, is a very useful expe-
rience in life, I understand how this process works. I jokingly told 
Mr. Simpson that my governor’s budget was a very useful doorstop 
from time-to-time. I understand how this process works. I respect 
it very much. 

With that said, our crosscutting work that we have done at the 
Department, computing is a good example of it. Although there 
may be a reduction from 2019 Enacted, to 2020 Request, particu-
larly in the area of artificial intelligence through other different 
line items, if you will, where we have focused on that particular ex-
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penditure and that particular result, I am comfortable—we now 
have the two fastest supercomputers in the world, one of them at 
Oak Ridge that you oversee and the other at Argonne, where I was 
last week. Those projects are being funded and I think we may 
quibble about is this amount absolutely correct. The amount that 
you appropriate to us we will spend efficiently and effectively and 
I think the commitment to you and to your members of keeping 
America in this preeminent place relative to supercomputing. 
There may not be a more important role enterprise-wide than that. 
We understand it and we will work with you in any way that we 
can to make sure that the result is keeping America at that pre-
eminent role in higher supercomputing capacity as we are on the 
road to quantum computing. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I am glad you heard our 
deep concern about those massive cuts because you need intelligent 
people and we have to support a complex that is not viewed by oth-
ers as being weakened so any additional material you wish to pro-
vide to the record on that topic, we would be grateful for. I would 
now like to turn to Mr. Simpson. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. And to follow on that, you were con-
strained in this budget request by the law, which is the caps. And 
so, consequently, this is your budget priorities given this level of 
funding, not last year’s level of funding or anything else. I have no 
idea what this year’s level is going to be and what our 302B is 
going to be on this committee, but I understand the constraints 
that you have in trying to put this budget together within the caps, 
which are the law, which is what you have to do. 

Let me start off by saying that I am pleased that the department 
has continued to request funding to reopen Yucca Mountain, the li-
censing process anyway. We need to move forward with the perma-
nent repository without further delay. Could you tell us a little bit 
about the costs of delaying Yucca Mountain are in terms of the tax-
payers dollars being spent as well as other negative impacts such 
as how willing are communities going to be to accept interim stor-
age, which is on an interim basis if there is no likelihood of a per-
manent repository and they become the defacto permanent reposi-
tory? Is that going to make it more difficult to have communities 
willing to accept waste from Yucca Mountain or waste from the 
sites that should be going to Yucca Mountain? 

Secretary PERRY. Mr. Simpson, thank you. We have worked 
closely through my tenure at the Department, on this issue. I re-
mind the Members and I remind the public that this is the law, 
and I held up my hand and committed to upholding the laws of this 
country, when I took this role. So, understanding that this is the 
law, and our budget asks for those line items that will, in fact, 
allow us to maintain the duties that we are required, by Congress, 
to conduct, the licensing of the site, for instance, Yucca. Also for 
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, their funding of their, con-
tinuing, that is what this budget request is for, and there is also 
a request in there for interim storage. So, because if we do not do 
this, in some form or fashion, we will have 39 permanent reposi-
tories in America, and it is in every one of your states. I do not 
know if it is in every one of your districts or not, but it is certainly 
in every one of your states. I have a map, here, Madam Chair, that 



26

is the 39 states where high level waste is now deposited, and I 
think that is the question for us, as the citizens, you as our elected 
officials. Is this going to be? I, certainly, hope that is not the case. 
We are going to be open to any of the ideas. The scientists that we 
have at the Department, in our labs, will work with Congress any 
way that we can to find the solutions here. We have been working 
with WIPP, out in New Mexico, to come up with some additional 
volumes, and the state agreed to that this last year, so that we can 
take more into that site. There is a site in West Texas, in Andrews 
County, that it is also a legitimate site, and, obviously, Yucca con-
tinues to—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me ask you on that. Even the site in Texas, 
do you think that they would be willing to accept permanent stor-
age?

Secretary PERRY. You know, I am going to leave that up to the 
current Governor to answer for you, directly. I can tell you what 
the previous Governor said, and he was very supportive of it being 
a permanent site. It worked that way. We had a low-level nuclear 
commission that worked towards that, while I was the Governor, 
and, again, I do not know, I am not going to speak for the current 
Governor or the current legislature, but for 14 years prior to those 
individuals coming on the scene, there was a clear effort to make, 
and the people of Andrews, the citizens of that county, are very, 
very supportive of that. So, my point is we have got to find a solu-
tion to this. Thirty-nine states as final repositories is not an appro-
priate solution to this. Thank you. Oh, and you asked me, I am 
sorry. You asked me, specifically, the cost. It is two million dollars 
a day. $2 million a day is the cost of keeping the process that we 
have now in place, in these 39 states, eight billion dollars since 
2010.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Simpson. We are now going to 
move to Congresswoman Wasserman Schultz. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Al-
though, I need about 10 seconds to get myself organized, but thank 
you very much. 

Mr. Secretary, it is good to see you. Thank you for your service, 
and I appreciate the opportunity to talk with you about some of our 
concerns and questions we have. Madam Chair, if I can just clarify, 
did you ask about the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy?

Secretary PERRY. No. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. No? Thank you. Thank you. No, that 

is okay. Anyone that could answer the question is fine. Mr. Sec-
retary, the mission of the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renew-
able Energy, or EERE, is to create and sustain American leader-
ship in the transition to a global clean energy economy, but I was 
extremely disappointed to see that your budget request would cut 
funding for EERE by 86 percent. Effectively, what this does is shut 
down the office. I mean, there is no justifiable reason to devastate 
EERE like this. A cut like this is really a prime example of why 
this budget document is simply not a serious document, and one 
that we are likely to discard, and really focus on the priorities that 
we have, in terms of addressing our energy needs. So, what reason 
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does the Administration have for slashing this office and, basically, 
abdicating American leadership on energy? 

Secretary PERRY. I think the focus on that we have, as I said in 
my remarks, the results that we are looking for that far outweigh 
just the straight up number of dollars that go into a particular line 
item. Our focus on battery storage, for instance, is one of the things 
that I would hold up and say, ‘‘Here is a proper focus of the De-
partment; the $90 million that we put into that program, the $105 
million into the Advanced Energy Storage Initiative, and FY2020, 
as well.’’ The Advanced Energy Storage Initiative will also coordi-
nate, across the Department, to integrate all of the storage sources, 
and that gets to the concept of crosscutting that I spoke about ear-
lier, the coordination between different programs is, frankly, not 
accounted for in the way that we budget. In the line item process 
that we have in place. So, I am comfortable—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Secretary, I need to be a little bit 
mindful that I am approaching two minutes left in my time, so. 

Secretary PERRY. Okay. Yes, ma’am. Go ahead. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Respectfully—— 
Secretary PERRY. Sorry. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ [continuing]. That is, kind of, a Texas 

two-step answer. 
Secretary PERRY. Well, I was just trying to Waltz with you. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yeah, and I—and I enjoy it. We do it 

backwards in high heels, like Ginger Rogers, but your budget re-
quest proposes to fund EERE for FY20 with $353 million from last 
year’s—last fiscal year’s appropriated funds. Why have you not 
planned to spend this unobligated money, in accordance with Con-
gressional direction, as specified in the FY19 Appropriations Bill 
and Report, and do you plan to move, for FY20, your appropriated 
funds to the FY21 budget? This is what I mean by two-stepping. 
At 86 percent, I mean, it is plain on its face, an 86 percent cut and 
not spending the money that Congress has—how Congress has di-
rected you to spend clearly shows that these are not your priorities, 
or your values, and you are cutting the legs out from under the 
goal of this program. 

Secretary PERRY. Well, I respect that observation, and here is my 
commitment to you, certainly, going forward is, as I have said to 
the Committee, having been an appropriator, I understand how 
this process works, and we will work with you, from the standpoint 
of you all will point to where the priorities are, and I am pretty 
sure you will follow up, and we will be diligent in our efforts to 
work with you, going forward, to make sure that not only does the 
agency follow the instructions of this Committee and Congress, as 
a whole, but to give you some comfort that the focus is in the right 
places.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you for that commitment. 
Madam Chair, I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Congressman Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Mr. Secretary, 

thank you for appearing before us today. Before I begin with my 
questions, let me extend my heartfelt thanks for your effective, and 
competent, and strong leadership at the helm of the Department of 
Energy. It might be the Department of Energy is not only impor-
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tant to our great United States, but also to my home state of Ten-
nessee. I have the great privilege of representing the city Oakridge, 
where we have the Oakridge National Laboratory, the Y12 Security 
Complex. We are building the uranium processing facility, and, 
also, we have a great legacy cleanup, and we not only see great bi-
partisan, but also bicameral cooperation in these endeavors. So, I 
thank you for all that you are doing. 

My question will start with advanced manufacturing, sir. I want-
ed to talk about the department’s support for advanced manufac-
turing research and development. This is one area that I am par-
ticularly interested in because Oakridge National Lab has been 
leading an innovative program, in additive manufacturing and 3D 
printing, that is so important for future technology, but also for 
workforce development, and I might add, we are excited to see that 
Oakridge National Lab is hosting a large summit, on behalf of the 
Department of Energy, on this topic, in May. 

As background, small businesses make up over 85 percent of the 
manufacturing companies in the United States, and three-quarters 
of these firms have fewer than 20 employees. Many of these compa-
nies do not have the resources for research and development, and, 
therefore, are lagging in the adoption of new advanced manufac-
turing technologies. The Department’s Manufacturing Demonstra-
tion Facility, at Oakridge National Laboratory, has tremendous ca-
pabilities in additive manufacturing, carbon fiber, and composites, 
battery manufacturing, and cyber security, to name a few. We are 
seeing many of these small companies relocate near the MDF. So, 
I view this as a wonderful ecosystem for strengthening the public 
private partnerships. 

My question, sir, how do we better provide access for these small 
companies to the tremendous capabilities and expertise of the na-
tional labs, and then, as a follow-up question, how do we further 
expand at the successful Manufacturing Demonstration Facility 
model, connecting national resources to local ecosystems? Thank 
you, sir. 

Secretary PERRY. Sure. Thank you, Mr. Fleischmann. You give a 
good example of the transitional type of work, and the trans-
formational type of work, that is going on at our National Labs. 
This is one segment that you talk about, the challenge reactor, our 
combined advanced manufacturing work that is being done at Oak 
Ridge is a great example of where we are, literally, building part 
of our reactors from these advanced materials and being 3D print-
ed, literally, is a great example of the type of work that is going 
on out there. What I am trying to do is connect the dots, if you will, 
where some of the concerns that we have is about the line item 
funding may have been less than what was budgeted, and you are 
correct, Mr. Simpson, from the standpoint of living within the con-
straints of the requirements from the Administration, to which we 
support, and we will find ways to make this work, but having the 
ability to have private sector partners to transition this technology 
into the private sector, and into commercialization that is the real 
key to what is going on out there. I am going to be at Oak Ridge 
in May, I think the first week in May, for the X-Lab work that is 
going to be out there, showcasing exactly what we are all about, 
what we are doing, making our Office of Technology Transition bet-
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ter known by the general public and, particularly, by those small 
and medium-sized businesses that are looking for ways to partner 
with our Labs and, most importantly, to get that into the private 
sector, so that people’s lives can be improved. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Madam Chairman, 
I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congresswoman Kirkpatrick. 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Thank you for 

being here today, for your testimony. 
Secretary PERRY. Yes, ma’am. 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Arizona is home to the largest nuclear reactor 

in the country. The Palo Verde Generating Station provides 30 per-
cent of the state’s electricity generation, and 72 percent of the 
emission-free power across the state. It is my understanding that 
smaller, less capital-intensive reactors, called SMRs, are being de-
signed, now, to help address climate change. Could you speak to 
what the department is doing to assist in this effort? 

Secretary PERRY. Yes. Thank you. Just as a note, we were out 
in the Phoenix area, just South of town, at a big development, 
probably three or four weeks ago, I think it was a Dell Web Oper-
ation, and a massive amount of rooftop solar that are feeding into 
a big battery project that we are helping fund and work on out 
there. So, I mean, it is, again, another example of some of the tech-
nologies that come out of our national labs, and I do not know 
whether that is your district or not, but it is, certainly, your state. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. It is not exactly my district. I represent 
Southern Arizona, but some good—— 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, ma’am. 
Ms. KIRKPATRICK [continuing]. Energy work going on in Arizona. 
Secretary PERRY. There is, and to be specific about your request, 

there are a number of new technologies, small, modular reactors 
being one of them. As a matter of fact, in Mr. Simpson’s district, 
and out at the Idaho National Lab, some of the work that is going 
to be done out there on advanced reactors, using different fuels, 
safer fuels, fuels that have, substantially, a smaller footprint, if you 
will, from the standpoint of not just the size of the facility, but also 
from the amount of waste that is developed from these. You see a 
lot of interest from the private sector. There is a number of compa-
nies, Bill Gates being one of those, with Terra Power, and, New 
Scale is another that is going to be partnering out with the Na-
tional Labs. I am a big believer that if we are going to be serious 
about the globe that we live on, the climate is within that globe, 
that we have to have an all-of-the-above approach, and nuclear en-
ergy has to be part of that. When you can develop as much energy 
as what nuclear power can, and doing it in a safe way, and in a 
thoughtful way, and in an emission-free way, then I think you 
must be committed to that source. The Department has sent a 
clear message that nuclear energy is cool again. We are committed 
to finding the new technologies that will continue to make it effi-
cient, that will make it effective, that will make it safer, and it is 
already safe, but, making it safer, and I think that is the important 
message that you see, by this Administration, from the nuclear en-
ergy front. 
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Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. And are you partnering with state univer-
sities who are also doing similar research? 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, ma’am. Can I get back with you, with the 
specificity of which ones and where—— 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. You can get back to me with it. 
Secretary PERRY [continuing]. Of which ones and where, but I 

can assure you there is a number of universities that I know, and, 
in Nevada, we have some work that is being done with, I think, 
the University of Las Vegas. But we will get back to you, Mrs. 
Kirkpatrick.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. You mentioned your support for the advanced 
nuclear technologies. What—can you describe how the depart-
ment’s budget helps ensure the rapid development of advanced nu-
clear technologies? 

Secretary PERRY. I think I mentioned, the Advanced Reactors 
Technologies Program, and that is funded. It conducts the research 
and the development in these long-term projects, and there is a 
couple of specific projects that we are working on. We have got ex-
perimental breeder reactors, at INL. Those are currently, under-
way. Those will end by 2023. I do not have the dollars on that one. 
I apologize, specifically, on that. These advanced reactors, they are 
going to require what is referred to as high assay, low enriched 
uranium. You will hear us talk about the term HALEU, and there 
is some really exciting work, I think, from my perspective, on 
those, and we are bringing that back in. That requires a domestic 
supply of that fuel. So, it is really important to the United States, 
in the future of advanced reactors, that we have this fuel, that it 
comes from the United States, and—that is—this work is done 
here. We have a project up in, I think, Ohio is where that is being 
done.

The second pathway to get to the destination you are making ref-
erence to is through a process that they refer to as a zirconium ex-
traction, Zircex, and that is also at INL, and it should be available 
by 2025, and produce about four to five metric tons a year. The 
HALEU Demonstration Program, Zircex, all of those are intended 
to be in place by—between 2021 and 2025, and—— 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you. 
Secretary PERRY. So, to answer your question, there is a number 

of things that we are doing on advanced reactors, and on small 
modular reactors. There is a new commitment. I will suggest to you 
a new commitment, by the DOE, to make sure that we have a sus-
tainable, safe, and a substantially, commercially viable nuclear en-
ergy industry, as we go forward in the future. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you, Mr. Secretary and Madam Chair-
man. Thank you for allowing me to exceed my time limit. I appre-
ciate that. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congressman Newhouse. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Madam Chair. Welcome to the Com-

mittee, Secretary Perry. Thank you for your service to our country. 
It is always a pleasure to be able to welcome a fellow former Com-
missioner of Agriculture; appreciate you being here. 

Secretary PERRY. A good training ground. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Yes. Thanks for visiting my district. It must ap-

preciate the attention and increased awareness of what we are— 
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the important work we are doing there. I am sure you are aware. 
I know you are aware that your department recently released its 
2019 Hanford Cycle Report, which provided a dramatically in-
creased cost range estimate, associated with the cleanup work at 
Hanford, that is happening in my district. The estimate provided 
a range of between $323 billion to $677 billion in costs associated 
to what needed to clean up—complete the cleanup on the River 
Corridor on the Central Plateau, all the tank waste and the mis-
sion support components. So, in light of that report, and consid-
ering the Federal Government’s legal, moral, and ethical obligation 
to the cleanup of that waste at Hanford, which is also cemented in 
the tri-party agreement, can you—I guess, two questions, here, Sec-
retary Perry. Could you, first, help me understand and explain 
such a dramatic increase in the cost estimates, first of all, but also 
help me understand how, on one hand, the department is telling 
us that the mission is going to become, exponentially, more costly, 
expensive, but then, on the other hand, with this budget, saying 
that you want to reduce and cut the funding that comes to Hanford 
for the Fiscal Year 2020 Budget? To me, those two messages are 
contrary, do not seem to mesh. So, could you help me understand 
that scenario? 

Secretary PERRY. And it was a good experience for me to not only 
come to Hanford and Richland, that entire area, and walk that lab-
oratory, walk that land where a lot of the Manhattan Project was 
conducted, and just absorb the history of what occurred there and 
the monumental work that went on there. And to view how Amer-
ica changed the world and, the cost to this country, and the cost 
to that region in the environmental cleanup side of it in particular. 

I will tell you as a former chief executive for the State of Texas, 
keeping up with a timely observation of programmatic cost was im-
portant to me. One of the reasons I went out there was to see first-
hand the challenges. You can read all you want about it, and what 
have you, but to see the size of the work that has got to go on there 
and when you look at all the different reactor sites along the Co-
lumbia River, you understand the importance of what we are talk-
ing about here from the standpoint of if we don’t get this done and 
get this done right, the environmental disaster that could be at 
hand.

But I could not understand why are we not making any better 
progress? Why is this not moving along the way you would think 
it ought to move along? And I found a number of things that really 
disturbed me when I came back and I started looking at it. 

Number one and this is just the facts, the previous administra-
tion did not take the time to really dig into this to give, from my 
perspective, new projections on what this costs. I mean we have 
gone about 7 or 8 years without giving an appropriate answer to 
Congress, to this committee, from the standpoint of what it really 
was going to cost to do that. And you have in hand now what that 
new estimate is, and it is a pretty shocking number, and the time-
table out on that. 

So with that as the basis, we basically did the tough work to get 
you the time and the cost that it is going to take to complete this 
cleanup. And that is why we are taking a very aggressive approach 
to meet the ultimate goal of getting the waste out of Hanford. 
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There is a number of initiatives that are going to be safer, and I 
might say at reasonable cost, and there is some significant accom-
plishments that have been made out there. 

For instance, the K-West Basin sludge, it is going to be removed. 
It is going to be transferred to the Central Plateau, and there is 
going to be ultimate interim safe storage out there. It is going to 
be grouted and potentially go to that site in West Texas that we 
talked about. That is one of the locations for it. 

Madam Chair, we are working with the tribal leaders there. 
When I was out there I sat down with them, we had dinner, we 
talked about the very sensitive part of this land of theirs, histori-
cally, and taking care of it and doing this right. And I think we 
have a really good working relationship with the tribal leaders. 

And so again, let me finish up by saying I think it is important 
for us to recognize the cost, recognize the timetable and be honest 
about what this is going to be. But also to have a thoughtful plan 
going forward, which I think we have done. We are not going to 
make up in one budget cycle what got pushed off for the last seven 
or eight budget cycles. But I think, Mr. Newhouse, we give you our 
commitment that not only are we going to be working efficiently, 
we are going to be working timely. Hopefully, we will be as trans-
parent as we certainly need to be, to make you and the committee 
members satisfied that we are getting this job done. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. I appreciate that. I thank you, and certainly look 
forward to continuing to work with you on not only to get the nec-
essary resources, but also developing these new and innovative ap-
proaches that you have mentioned to make sure that the cleanup 
effort is as efficient and effective as it possibly can be. So look for-
ward to continuing a good working relationship with the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

Madam Chair, I am way over my time. I appreciate your leniency 
in that. Thank you. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Try to be fair here, you know. Congressman Simp-
son taught us how to do this. 

We are going to move into a second round and we have some 
members who have concurrent hearings so we are going to try to 
get them in as they come back if we can. 

Mr. Secretary, I wanted to ask you a question about the nuclear 
deterrent. And it is clear that the Department of Energy has to 
prioritize with a 12 percent increase for weapons activities. And 
this budget request doesn’t really establish a baseline or a set of 
concrete priorities. 

We know that the modernization program was begun in the last 
administration, and the 2018 Nuclear Posture Review included 
even more requirements on a complex already at its maximum. 

So my question really goes to your views on the most essential 
priorities for the NNSA and how you view the future for NNSA. 
The budget request, and I do not know if you have follow along ma-
terials you could provide us, but it really does not establish a base-
line or a set of concrete priorities for the expenditure of those dol-
lars.

Secretary PERRY. Madam Chair, let us work with you on getting 
additional documentation—— 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
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Secretary PERRY [continuing]. For you and your office so that any 
questions that you all may have going forward. The world looks dif-
ferent today than it did in the year 2000. I mean in almost a 20- 
year period of time the world is substantially more dangerous than 
it was. And I am like everybody sitting at that table, I wish that 
wasn’t the case, but it is the reality that we live with. 

And one of the things, Madam Chair, that was really good for me 
was being able to go to the National Lands, particularly to Los Ala-
mos and Sandia, those two in particular from the standpoint of rec-
ognizing the challenge that we have in keeping our deterrent mod-
ern. When you start thinking about the deterioration that has oc-
curred over the last 50, 60 years some of these weapons are getting 
up in age from the standpoint, and we are being able to use our 
technology to analyze where the deterioration occurs. 

So I agree that the National Nuclear Posture Review was need-
ed, and the previous administration and this administration are 
going forward with that was the appropriate thing to do. 

It is going to take some time. The NNSA is going to be really 
strapped from the standpoint of both from financial and from staff-
ing levels. I have great confidence in the new Administrator. Lisa 
Gordon-Hagerty is an amazing talent, a great manager, a very vi-
sionary individual who I have got every confidence in the world in 
from the standpoint of her historic background of working at the 
NSC, through her work after that, and understanding incredibly 
well the importance of our deterrent and the work that is going on 
on our nuclear Navy side. I think sometimes as we talk about the 
deterrent we sometimes give a little short shrift to the Navy, and 
our nuclear Navy in particular, and the work that NNSA does with 
them from the standpoint of building the new Columbia-class sub-
marine, and the power plants that are going to be powering those. 
So there is some exciting work that is going on that the NNSA is 
partnering with the Navy on. 

So I am confident that it is a heavy lift and I recognize that, but 
we have the right people in place to develop our deterrent and keep 
this country free and safe. 

Ms. KAPTUR. We will look, Mr. Secretary, for your supplementary 
materials because it appears there is a great need for both DOE 
and DOD to prioritize in this area and to be very clear on what 
the goal is and when it will be achieved. I could say plenty about 
that in the Department of Energy. So the additional materials to 
the record on this topic will be quite welcome. 

I am going to switch almost 180 degrees here to the subject of 
the Weatherization Program, one of the few areas where the De-
partment of Energy actually meets the street directly. 

And this is a program, as you know, that serves low-income 
households across our country, whether individuals live in mobile 
home parks or in cramped urban communities. And these folks 
spend more than twice as much of their income on energy than the 
median, it is amazing. In rural areas the disparity is even worse. 

And your budget zeros out one of the most successful programs 
that DOE has managed for many years now, the Weatherization 
Program, which actually saves people, the taxpayers, money be-
cause of what it does in helping them to retrofit their homes. 
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At a time when one in five households have had to forego neces-
sities to pay an energy bill, how do you reconcile your proposal to 
eliminate one of the few Federal programs addressing home energy 
efficiency?

Secretary PERRY. Madam Chair, this one is pretty simple for me. 
Having the background of being an appropriator back in my young-
er days in the eighties, and then having been the governor of Texas 
for 14 years that I had that privilege, I was always asking why in 
the hell is Washington, DC, telling us how to do our business down 
here?

And that is how I look at this program. I happen to think that 
these are dollars that should go to the states. The states make the 
decisions, they know better how these programs would work, where 
they would work better. There are states that have leveraged this 
program, and I think that is the solution to this, we should let the 
states fund and partner with them. But the decisions of this does 
not need to be made at the DOE, in my opinion. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Well, you know, the sad fact is that state budgets 
are quite stretched right now and we have governors, including my 
own, who cannot even find the money to pave the streets, so they 
are proposing gas taxes and everything else. 

The Department of Energy has always taken the lead on this 
program and we hope that as this bill moves forward you might 
really take a look at what this program has successfully done in 
partnership with the states, many times, and making a real dif-
ference. Certainly Texas is a state that benefits enormously from 
this program. So I was just really flabbergasted when I saw the 
budget come up with zero funding. 

Secretary PERRY. Madam Chair, let me just say that I under-
stand from historic purposes and from this conversation as late as 
this morning, that you all have a definite interest in this program. 
And we will continue to follow your directive. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Congressman Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I have got a series of questions, Chair, 

and I hope the chairwoman will put up with this. 
We talked a little bit earlier about HALEU. Many advanced reac-

tors will need a modified fuel called HALEU, but right now there 
is no source of HALEU on the commercial market. The fiscal year 
of 2019 Energy and Water bill included $20 million for activities 
to support HALEU development, and required the DOE to submit 
a plan and cost profile to the committee within 180 days of enact-
ment.

Mr. Secretary, is the Department on track to provide this report 
by the quickly approaching deadline? 

Secretary PERRY. Yes. 
Mr. SIMPSON. In the fiscal year 2020 budget request it seems to 

support multiple potential technologies for developing HALEU for 
use in advanced reactors based on the demand projects and 
timelines, as I have seen. It seems likely we will need all of these 
efforts to get the necessary amount of HALEU at the appropriate 
times.

Do you agree with that assessment, that is why your budget re-
quest supports multiple HALEU efforts? And given this interest 
demonstration is not intended to produce material amounts of 
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HALEU, how does the Department plan to accelerate HALEU proc-
essing at INL so that it can meet the needs for the advanced reac-
tor research and development? And is exploration of multiple pos-
sible solutions or technologies typical for the Department of Energy 
programs?

Secretary PERRY. Mr. Simpson, we will work with you and INL 
in any way that we need to to find the sources of fuel, because we 
agree with you that advanced reactors, if we are going to be serious 
about the next generation of nuclear energy, we have got to have 
this, the high assay low enriched uranium, to be able to do that. 

Mr. SIMPSON. And it has to be domestically produced. 
Secretary PERRY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. The budget request in this one includes $40 million 

for the second year of funding for an agreement with Centrus to 
demonstrate a U.S. technology for enriching uranium to produce 
HALEU. The fiscal year 2019 amount was $35 million, and we pre-
viously were briefed that the project is expected to need a third 
year of funding at a $40 million. 

Is this $115 million still the projected Federal investment in this 
demonstration project? Because our concern, frankly, when I talked 
about this earlier with people from your Department, was that we 
always seem to overrun budget, and when the third year of this ad-
ditional $40 million comes in the third year, that there will be 
great pressure on members of this committee to fund it for a fourth 
year and a fifth year and a sixth year. We have seen that happen 
before.

I need the commitment that the Department is going to hold 
their feet to the fire and that the commitment made of $115 million 
total over the 3-year project will be upheld by the Department. 

Secretary PERRY. You have that, sir. Well, just leave it at that. 
You got it. 

Mr. SIMPSON. And finally, on this same subject, what has the De-
partment done in terms of transportation vessels, as yet they have 
not been designed? What additional research is DOE planning to 
support for the transportation infrastructure needed for the com-
mercial HALEU? 

As you know, it takes forever to design and certify a transpor-
tation vessel for these nuclear fuels. Is that in the plans? 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. Thank you. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Congresswoman Frankel. 
Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you. Thank you. I have been running back 

to other committees, but thank you so much for being here today. 
I really appreciate it. Thank you, Madam Chair, for this meeting. 

You just took one of my questions, but the one that I really want 
to focus on is the question of offshore drilling off the Florida coast. 

Our entire delegation, Republicans and Democrats, recently sent 
a letter, this was to the Secretary of the Interior, opposing offshore 
drilling off our coasts. And there are many, many good reasons for 
that.

Just in Florida, it would cost us 610,000 jobs, $37.4 billion in eco-
nomic impact for really relatively little oil and gas. It also would 
have dramatic impacts on our environment, effect a lot of our in-
dustries, especially fishing, recreation, which is very important to 
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our economy, our way of life in Florida. It threatens the marine 
ecosystems. And we had a terrible situation in 2010, the Deep 
Water Horizon disaster. 

So my question to you is, I really want to know whether you will 
respect or add to our delegation’s request. 

Secretary PERRY. Ms. Frankel, your former governor, who is now 
a United States senator, is a friend of mine. We would talk about 
this from time to time because he liked to compete against the 
State of Texas in job creation, and I mean we had a great go of 
it.

And we both agreed that states, by in large, particularly when 
it dealt with issues that they were to make decisions on, whether 
it wasn’t necessarily a legislative directive from Washington, 
should be respected, and that is certainly one of them. The State 
of Texas, they allow for that and they enjoy the benefits from it, 
recognizing that from time to time there is an event like you all 
saw that could be devastating. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Mm-hmm. 
Secretary PERRY. And so I certainly, from a former governor 

standpoint, DOE actually does not have any decision-making proc-
ess on that, it is Department of Interior. But as a former governor, 
I would suggest that it is every bit in the citizens of your state’s 
right to decide whether or not they want to develop those resources 
or not. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you. Thank you for that. Just to add that 
our citizens actually passed a constitutional amendment in Florida 
on the November 2018 ballot to ban offshore drilling in the state’s 
water. So I thank you for your position. And I would hope that you 
could advocate on behalf of Florida to ban the offshore drilling off 
our coast. 

Secretary PERRY. I will leave that to the folks of Florida. And if 
there is not any conflicts with our Federal statutes, then my bet 
is that there will be somewhere in the country that would be more 
than happy to develop the oil and gas needs for our country, like 
Texas.

Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you very much. And I yield back, Madam 
Chair.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Congresswoman. Congressman 
Fleishman.

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. In this second 
round, Mr. Secretary, I appreciate this. This is very informative. 

I do want to reiterate again what the distinguished ranking 
member, my friend from Idaho, said, anybody watching this. We 
fall in 2020 under the draconian effects of the Budget Control Act. 
We broke those caps in fiscal year 2018 and 2019, so I am fully cog-
nizant that you are under these constraints as Congress will work 
through that with the administration. So thank you for working 
with some very difficult numbers that the law imposed on the De-
partment.

I would like to talk a little bit about stable isotopes, if I may. The 
Department proposes to make significant investment in the re-
search and production of stable isotopes, starting in fiscal year 
2020. Isotopes for medical or industrial applications is one of a 
number of areas where the Department of Energy, Oakridge Na-



37

tional Laboratory, and other national labs have an incredible im-
pact, including lives saved and billion-dollar impacts on the United 
States economy. 

Two part question. So what role does the private sector play in 
the medical and commercial use of these isotopes? What kind of 
partnership does the Department of Energy have with the private 
sector?

And my second question would be, how will the proposed stable 
isotope production and research center help address the growing 
demand for stable isotopes and facilitate research on the beneficial 
uses of stable isotopes? 

Thank you, sir. 
Secretary PERRY. Mr. Fleischmann, the development of these sta-

ble isotopes cuts across a lot of different industries out there, obvi-
ously medicine. I am familiar with the Texas Medical Center, MD 
Anderson, and the work that is done there. I am intimately knowl-
edgeable about the work that is done there. 

It also cuts across other industries such as national security, 
quantum computing, and some of the fundamental research in 
which we require these types of stable isotopes. 

I do not know the history of why we got into the position of Rus-
sia being the sole supplier of these isotopes some years behind us 
and I think we all know that is a problem, whether it is your gas 
supply in Europe or whether it is your medical isotopes that you 
are using in science. Having one supplier, particularly if that hap-
pens to be Russia, is not necessarily the best situation to be in. 

So, with that, the Department is investing in U.S. developed iso-
topes and it became clearly a priority that needs to be addressed. 
I think there are now four companies that are participating in an 
effort to deliver, for instance, Molybdenum-99, is one and we have 
got a number of companies that are producing those at this point 
in time. The U.S. industry has the capability now to enrich what 
they call light elements, like boron and oxygen carbon, through a 
very cold cryogenic type of a process. The key is we have the ability 
now, we are funding, I think, four different companies in a project. 
One of them, as you know, is over at Oak Ridge National Lab and 
they have a gas centrifuge over there that is being used to enrich 
the heavier isotopes up to and including uranium. 

We are going to be by 2020 producing those isotopes at the num-
bers of which we need to get us back and not be relying upon one 
single foreign source of those isotopes, those elements. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I believe my time has 
expired. Madam Chairman, are you back? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Congressman Kilmer. 
Mr. KILMER. Thanks, Madam Chair, and thanks, Mr. Secretary, 

for being with us. I want to start with something that keeps me 
up at night. I have folks in my neck of the woods that are already 
dealing with the threat of climate change representing 11 Native 
American tribes, including 4 that are in the process of trying to 
move to higher ground because of persistent flooding from sea level 
rise. A bunch of people in my neck of the woods work growing 
shellfish and they are dealing with the impacts of ocean acidifica-
tion. We are representing communities on the water, they are see-
ing changing ocean conditions leading to an unprecedented number 
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of fisheries disasters and I think what concerns me is that, accord-
ing to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the 4th 
National Climate Assessment, these consequences are only going to 
get worse if we don’t take action to significantly curb our carbon 
emissions.

So, doing nothing is not an option and the reality is right now 
our Nation lacks both the infrastructure and the technology to 
meet the goal of net zero emissions by 2050, as the IPCC rec-
ommends. And the Department of Energy has a critical role to play 
in developing these technologies, but it sure seems like in this ad-
ministration, we are going backwards not forward. 

Last year our carbon emission actually increased by 3.4 percent 
and rather than taking proactive steps to address this, your budget 
proposes massive cuts across the board on this front, including an 
86 percent cut to the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy that will severely limit our ability to curtail our carbon 
emissions by 2050. 

I think my other concern is I represent a district that could sure 
use some jobs and I think there is real opportunity in this space, 
particularly with some of what our competitor countries are doing. 
So my question to you is do you agree that the U.S. should be a 
global leader in developing cost-competitive clean energy tech-
nology? And if so, what are you doing to make sure we are one? 

Secretary PERRY. Well, sir, thank you. And before I get into my 
remarks, let me just thank you for your support of our quantum 
computing. I know you visited PNNL and I am pretty sure you are 
probably as impressed as I was when I got to see the work that 
they do out there. So thank you for that. 

Mr. KILMER. You bet. 
Secretary PERRY. With specificity you asked what are we doing 

about it and I am pretty excited about what I am seeing this coun-
try do as a whole, and what the Department of Energy is doing 
with specificity, and let me share with you why I say those things. 
I recognize we had a tick up last year, but when you look at the 
trend of which the U.S. is on from the standpoint of our mission, 
we are certainly headed in the right direction. 

As a matter of fact, I think over the course of the last 10 years 
we have had a pretty substantial reduction. I can assure you that 
both in the transition away from older, inefficient power plants to 
cleaner burning natural gas, you have seen the U.S. become the 
number two producer of renewables. I am going to have to brag on 
Texas a little bit before I get out of here, but the State of Texas 
now produces 15 percent of its total energy from renewables. That 
is a higher percentage than Europe. 

And so, there are some states out there that are being good ex-
amples for the rest of the country to follow, and I just wanted to 
pitch that one out from my home team. But the point is, we are 
doing some extraordinary work; the CCUS, the Carbon Capture 
Utilization and Storage technology that the Department is doing, 
we are headed in the right direction. 

I think it is important for us to deliver to the world some of these 
cleaner burning and, in some cases, zero-emitting technologies, 
whether it is our LNG to replace in Europe some of the older, inef-
ficient power plants. When you look at what India and China are 



39

doing from the standpoint of polluting and the emissions that are 
coming, American LNG can go a long way to help putting those 
countries headed in the right direction. I think those small modular 
reactors that we have talked about, the advanced reactors, those 
zero emissions types of technologies can be very, very important 
going forward. 

With the work that we are doing on renewables we have seen a 
90 percent decrease in the cost of solar. We are seeing substantial 
increases of both our solar and our wind energy. I totally agree 
with you that the globe has got some real challenges. 

I think the U.S. does not get enough credit, frankly, for the work 
that we have done, and the direction that we are headed. And so 
in the last 10 years our emission reduction has been the highest 
in the history of energy. 

So, can we do more? Yes. Do we need to do more? Absolutely, but 
America can be a leader. And again, I think getting our tech-
nologies and our clean-burning fuels and technologies into the 
hands of those around the globe is one of the most important 
things.

And I go back to getting our LNG out. And I know the House 
does not have anything to do with approving FERC Commissioners, 
but getting a fully staffed-up Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion in place, and being able to get the bottleneck permits opened 
up and moving, would be very helpful to being able to get those 
projects done and get that U.S. clean-burning natural gas into a lot 
of places around the world. 

Mr. KILMER. Thanks, Madam Chair. I see I am out of time, but 
I appreciated the answer. I do think it is important, though, that 
we are not backtracking. I know some of the progress we have 
made was based on policies that we have since pulled away from 
and investments that are proposed for cuts, so I hope that we can 
do better going forward. Thanks, Madam Chair. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Kilmer. Mr. Newhouse. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Madam Chair. Mr. Secretary, first 

of all, keying off on one of Mr. Simpson’s questions about our per-
manent waste storage facility at Yucca Mountain, I just wanted to 
add my 2 cents and thank you and the administration for inclusion 
of your provisions to restart the licensing process. Simply put, 
Yucca Mountain would be critical, not only for the waste that we 
have at hand, but for all the commercially produced waste at our 
Columbia generating station and around the country. So, I thank 
you for the inclusion of that. 

I want to talk and ask you a little bit about the work at our Na-
tional Laboratory in Richland, the Pacific Northwest National Lab. 
You and I visited that together and I think you were able to see 
some of the truly groundbreaking work that is being conducted 
there by world-class scientists. 

I am very glad to see the Department is looking at how PNNL 
can further accelerate the development and the testing, as well as 
the validation of energy storage technologies for the grid, using the 
newly proposed grid storage launch pad that will be hosted there 
at the lab. 

PNNL has emerged a real leader in this area. We have one of 
the largest concentrations of expertise in advanced grid scale en-



40

ergy storage technologies in the world. And I truly believe that the 
Department’s best successes are the result of focused research here 
with clear outcomes. And I think, it seems to me, that the Depart-
ment believes those goals are an important part of this initiative. 

Could you just briefly tell us how the Department made decisions 
regarding the specific research and goals that are included in this 
initiative? And can you talk about some of the opportunities that 
you might see to advance this important technology. 

Secretary PERRY. Mr. Newhouse, I think there are a couple of 
lines of thought here. One is about just the continual funding, over-
all science funding, and those science labs in particular. And then 
obviously the other thing I heard you talk about was the grid mod-
ernization. There is a laboratory consortium that we put together 
on the grid modernization initiative that is very important. I am 
going to talk about that grid modernization, if I could, because I 
think it is really important for the committee to know our focus on 
that, what our result is going to be and that partnership between 
DOE and the National Labs, bringing together, as you rightfully 
said, the experts that these labs have, the technologies, and the re-
sources to collaborate on the goal of modernizing our Nation’s grid. 

The resilience modeling, energy storage, and the work that we 
are doing on cybersecurity on advanced sensors, and institutional 
support, all of that is being played out. I think we put somewhere 
north of $200 million between fiscal year 2016 and fiscal year 2018 
in that consortium, in that global modernization laboratory consor-
tium, as we refer to it. 

And I think you all recognize, we recognize, the importance of 
this partnership, and I will give you an example. Just recently 
there was a call for an estimated $40 million of foundational work 
from DOE for applied energy programs in that same GMLC, that 
global modernization laboratory consortium. One of the things that 
we have been able to do is to have a lack of duplication in these 
labs on this particular kind of work. And it is one of the things I 
am proud of, Mr. Simpson, is being able to have the management 
recognize what all these labs are doing and try to coordinate them 
more so that there is less duplication of effort out there. 

So, between the funding of our National Labs and I think, as you 
have recognized, with the challenge of saluting the flag on the 5 
percent reduction across the board, but recognizing that the work 
that these labs do in a lot of different areas is what keeps America 
ahead, whether it is in the computing side of things, or whether it 
is in a lot of other areas. Being able to maintain the prioritization 
and get the results that you are looking for, even though, you 
know, the restraints and restrictions on the dollars are real and we 
respect that. But I am very proud of what the men and women of 
the Department and the National Labs have done collectively, and 
we appreciate the congressional respect of that as well. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Well, thank you, Mr. Secretary. And I just might 
add in closing that you—now that you have had all 17 labs, it is 
time for round 2. And we would welcome for you to come back to 
Richland and see what folks are working on there. I would love to 
share it with you. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Newhouse. Mr. Secretary, I think 
it is impressive that you have gone to all of the labs and visited 
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them, and I know whenever any of us visit we are always amazed 
at some of what we see about the future. We see the future being 
invented. I am wondering in your many visits have there been any 
experiences you have had that you would want to share with the 
committee about something you saw that was truly revolutionary, 
that you saw being developed. 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, and thank you, Madam Chair, for the op-
portunity just to kind of wax eloquently about these labs. I mean, 
they really are fascinating and I am going to take it up just a little 
bit higher and share with you something. 

I have always had a great respect for the men and women who 
serve our country and the Department is almost 40 percent vet-
erans. And when you think about it, it makes sense with the 
amount of weapons work done, from the nuclear, both the civil and 
the military aspect of it, the subs and the Naval side of it. It really 
kind of makes some sense, when you think about the Department. 

But the supercomputing side of what we do blows me away. We 
were in Oregon this last week announcing the work on a new com-
puter called Aurora. 

Aurora will be able to do a billion billion transactions per second. 
You know, my small, mortal mind really has a hard time getting 
around a quintillion, which is what that is, a quintillion trans-
actions per second, and to be able to answer questions that we 
have never been able to answer before, because we just did not 
have the computing capacity. That is what your National Labs are 
doing for this country, whether it is in the field of medicine, which 
I wanted to just share with you one thing that is happening. 

The Department of Energy in relationship with the University of 
California-San Francisco, in their Neuroscience Department, they 
are being able to find answers to solutions dealing with brain 
science that we were never able to answer before. For instance, 
whether or not a young child has been concussed on a soccer field 
and that obviously goes on and expands in to the NFL, and to our 
warriors on the battlefield, and a person who has had an accident 
in a car, if you get the wrong diagnosis, if you get sent to the wrong 
hospital. It can have a devastating effect on you or your loved one 
forever.

This doctor, Dr. Jeffrey Manley, has come up with a device. He 
can take a drop of your blood, put it on a slide, put it inside of that 
little device that he has come up with, and in 10 minutes tell 
whether or not you have a concussion. That is life-changing work 
that is coming out of our National Labs, and that is just a glimpse 
into what is happening in a myriad of ways across the enterprise 
of the Department because of our supercomputing capacity. 

Mr. Simpson, I have just given an example of what we are doing 
at the DOE, particularly on the supercomputing side. When you 
think about the host of questions that have vexed us throughout 
the history of mankind, and we are now being able to get answers 
to those today, that is what the DOE is all about. That is the most 
fascinating part of it to share and capture, it is fascinating stuff. 

Ms. KAPTUR. You know, Mr. Secretary, I appreciate you sharing 
it very much. And the scientist you mentioned, you said worked in 
the area of neurology, is that correct? 

Secretary PERRY. That is correct. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. I am very interested. I am glad you have put me 
on the trail to that particular site because I am very much inter-
ested in light technologies and imaging technologies, whether we 
look at the past inventions of MRIs or CT SCANs or PET SCANS 
or whatever, but at a very, very minute scale, to diagnose aspects 
of human illness that we really don’t understand. And generally 
speaking, they say, well, you know, our ranking member always 
has something interesting to contribute. 

Mr. SIMPSON. That wasn’t me, that was my dog. 
Ms. KAPTUR. So I know DOE doesn’t necessarily see itself as di-

rectly responsible for health, however, the diagnostic capabilities 
that technologies coming out of DOE can contribute, I think can be 
world-changing. And so I am really interested in that single ele-
ment as we try to unlock the human brain and understand what 
light technologies can do. 

I saw one machine up here at the Intrepid Center at Walter Reed 
that just blew me away. It was invented by the Swedes. It is able 
to image the human brain and where a stroke pathway actually ex-
isted so they could begin to try to repair deep in the human—it 
was just, I thought, okay, what more can we do? 

Secretary PERRY. Ms. Kaptur, I am telling you, you have turned 
me loose and, number one, rather than use up the time of the Com-
mittee here, I want to come up and sit down with you and share 
with you what is going on. 

Dr. Manley and I are going to give you two examples, again, of 
what the computers at DOE are being able to do on human health. 
And, no, we are not in the health business. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Right. 
Secretary PERRY. We are in the computing business, but we are 

good partners and we stood up the Office of Artificial Intelligence 
and Big Data at the Department to do just this now. And I want 
to come share with you what the vision is, and we have had, with 
some great help from the Congress in the last budget cycle, to 
stand this up. 

For instance, Dr. Manley, who is a neurologist, with a Ph.D. and 
M.D. in neuroscience. He is a neurosurgeon at the University of 
California—San Francisco. This is a world-renowned operation and 
using the computers at the DOE to give them answers to questions 
that they could not get before. For instance, historically, you have 
had mild, moderate, and severe, those are the three levels of con-
cussion. He said what they have discovered is that there are 28 lev-
els of this. We have found more answers to questions on the brain, 
this was a year ago, in the last 10 months than we did in the last 
10 years. 

That is where we are, I mean, that is the exciting part of what 
I think this work, particularly with our supercomputers. I could go 
on about this for a substantial amount of time. But with your per-
mission, I would like to come up and sit down with you and your 
staff and share with you what we are doing, why this is important, 
and just the absolute, cutting-edge, break-through work that is oc-
curring at the Department of Energy because of their supercom-
puters in the field of medicine. 



43

Ms. KAPTUR. Well, we would enjoy that opportunity and we 
would invite every committee member who is interested, Mr. Sec-
retary, and I see a blending of the sciences happening. 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, absolutely. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Even the names of the sciences are changing in our 

colleges and universities. I don’t think they teach biology anymore, 
but I know there is a lot of bioengineering. So, I am very interested 
in the blending of the sciences and what this can instruct us and 
so we would welcome that opportunity. We will even serve you 
lunch. So thank you so much for that insight. I will go to our rank-
ing member, Mr. Simpson. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Chairwoman. I appreciate that. The 
damn dog always calls at the wrong time. And as you know, that 
is a Texas dog, you have met him. 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. And he is hard to control. I will tell you what, I 

have been trying to get some Texas out of him for a long time, but 
just haven’t been able to. But, anyway, thanks for those comments 
on what our National Labs do and the importance that they are. 
That is why I call them the crown jewels of our research and devel-
opment in this country. They do incredible work in a variety of 
areas.

But let me ask one more question on the budget that I had. Your 
budget proposes $79 million in the new construction line to ad-
vance and design the Surplus Plutonium Disposition Project, also 
called Dilute and Dispose, also called MOX Alternative. The plan 
includes permanent storage of the diluted plutonium at the WIPP 
facility in New Mexico. I understand that the Department is mov-
ing forward under a new calculation of the volume of waste being 
placed in WIPP, but that some in New Mexico are still challenging 
this issue. Where do we stand on that and what is the timeline? 
Do you have a timeline for the final resolution of that? 

Secretary PERRY. Mr. Simpson, you are correct that the dilute 
and dispose method is proven scientifically. There is not any ques-
tion about that, that we can, in fact, take that plutonium dilute it, 
and then dispose it properly in a facility like WIPP, which is a sub-
stantially deep cavern in New Mexico. 

The State of New Mexico last year, at our request, the way that 
the volumetric measurement was done before. If you had a 55-gal-
lon drum and you had a 5-gallon bucket of waste that you put in-
side the drum and then transport it, the volume was calculated as 
the 55-gallon drum, when the fact is there is a lot of empty wasted 
space.

So we asked the state if they would go back and consider recalcu-
lating based on the volume of the inner containers so that they 
would know with specificity the actual amount of waste, rather 
than including waste and some air volume. And they did, they 
agreed, and they made a change in the way you calculate volume. 

I know there was some pushback from New Mexico, but we will 
work with them in any way that we need to in order to alleviate 
any concerns. But the point is, I think, from a national security 
standpoint, the place to be able to take the plutonium that we have 
in South Carolina and meet the legal requirements that we have 
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there to move that out of the state and dilute it, dispose it, in a 
very safe and scientifically proven way, is there and correct. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, we are kind of counting on that being the 
case since we are going down this path. But if the policy is imple-
mented, will the increase in overall amount of material that can be 
stored at WIPP—but as you know, it will increase the amount that 
could be stored at WIPP. But, as you know, it does not address how 
many shipments can be processed each week. 

This capacity will be extremely limited for the next several years 
until a new permanent ventilation system is installed. Is full recov-
ery of WIPP still the priority? And when do you expect the WIPP 
ventilation project to be complete and the mine fully restored to 
pre-incident operations? 

Secretary PERRY. The process is ongoing. The new ventilation 
system should be completed in 12 to 18 months to the final disposi-
tion of that. 

Mr. SIMPSON. What would be the impact of wrapping up ship-
ments to dispose the plutonium at the same time the DOE is be-
hind on waste shipments from Idaho and other states already in 
the queue for that? Would it delay our shipments to WIPP? 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, sir, I think there is certainly that potential 
and we are going to do everything we can not only to speed that 
process up, but to also find some alternative locations, like across 
the border in New Mexico, into Texas at Andrews. That Andrews 
site would be an alternative as well. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Madam Chair. Mr. Secretary, I 

would like to talk a little bit about neutron science, specifically the 
Spallation Neutron Source, and the second target station at Oak 
Ridge. Obviously the first target station has been tremendous, an 
international success in this field. I want to commend you and the 
Department for including funding in fiscal 2020 for a second target 
station at this Spallation Neutron Source at ORNL. It has obvi-
ously been planned for quite some time now and I think the mis-
sion for a second target station was first recognized in 2009. I am 
glad to see the Department taking the steps necessary to make it 
a reality. 

Not only would this enable a wholly new capability for the study 
of quantum materials, polymers, proteins, catalysts, and other ma-
terials, but it will double the capacity of the existing SNS which 
is currently oversubscribed by a factor of three. And, as you know, 
this is critical to maintaining U.S. leadership in neutron sciences. 

My question, sir, when is the Department planning for a CD1 re-
view of the STS? And secondly, sir, as competition from Europe and 
Asia in neutron science increases, what resources does DOE need 
to baseline the STS? Sir, thank you. 

Secretary PERRY. Yes, sir. According to the folks out at Oak 
Ridge, getting CD1 to completion and it should be by the end of 
this year, maybe a bit into 2020, but certainly, I am going to tell 
you sitting here in front of the committee that in a year’s period 
of time that should be done. 

And you asked about the competition that we have in Europe on 
the neutron sciences, and that is certainly true. 
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Our folks over in Europe and Asia are both working diligently to 
be world leaders and that foreign competition is real. And we will 
have capabilities and we are expected to exceed those of the 
present SNS. The projection is that we will have the user operation 
by 2023, and be up to 5 megawatts of power to be firing that bad 
boy by I think 2028. That is the projected timeline for the next one. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. I yield back. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Fleischmann. I just have to say 

how wonderful it has been with the scheduling that we could actu-
ally have a hearing and not be interrupted by a vote. That is so 
welcome. So that will be the last question for this hearing this 
morning. And that concludes this morning’s hearing. 

Again, I would like to thank Secretary Perry for joining us today. 
And I ask that for the hearing record, questions for the record and 
any supporting information requested by the subcommittee are de-
livered in final form to us no later than 3 weeks from the time you 
receive them. 

Members who have additional questions for the record will have 
until the close of business Friday to provide them to the sub-
committee office. 

And with that this hearing is adjourned. 
Secretary PERRY. Thank you. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
[Questions and answers submitted for the record follow:] 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 27, 2019. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY—U.S. ARMY CORPS OF 
ENGINEERS AND BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

WITNESSES
BRENDA BURMAN, COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
R.D. JAMES, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR CIVIL WORKS, 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 
TIMOTHY PETTY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR WATER AND SCIENCE, 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 
LIEUTENANT GENERAL TODD SEMONITE, COMMANDING GENERAL 

AND CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Ms. KAPTUR. The subcommittee will come to order. Thank you all 
for being here at 9:45 a.m. and for the extra arrangements it took 
to acquire this room and set it up. We want to thank all of our 
guests. Assistant Secretary James, General Semonite, Assistant 
Secretary Petty, and Commissioner Burman, thank you for being 
here today. 

I also want to welcome the Corps Division Commanders. The 
work you do is of critical importance to our Nation and we all 
thank you for your patriotic service and for making the effort to be 
with us. We are just happy to see you here. 

We are here today to discuss the fiscal year 2020 budget request 
for the Army Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

These agencies play a vital role in the management and develop-
ment of one of our most precious resources, probably the most vital, 
water. Your agencies have been under pressure over significant 
flooding, especially high rainfalls, and other extreme weather 
events. You are at the front lines. You see what is happening to 
our country and to our Earth. And I know you make the difficult 
choices regularly and we appreciate your leadership. 

We are pressing for action on the disaster supplemental that 
passed the House in January which contains funding for both agen-
cies to address recent hurricanes, wildfires, and other natural dis-
asters, some of which are rather extraordinary. And I am sure 
more will be necessary to address the recent flooding in the Mid-
west.

The water resource needs of our country vary from region to re-
gion but all corners of our Nation require investments in this es-
sential infrastructure. The Corps and Bureau support critical navi-
gation and irrigation projects that enable farmers and manufactur-
ers to bring their goods to market. Flood control projects protect 
our citizens’ property and livelihoods. And ecosystem restoration 
projects protect and restore the environment and we are still all 
learning together on how to live in concert with our environment. 

Unfortunately, the budget request is woefully inadequate to ad-
dress the challenges before us. It slashes funding for the Corps and 
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Bureau by nearly a third each from 2019 levels. At a time when 
we should be investing in water infrastructure improvements, this 
budget moves us in absolutely the wrong direction. 

And that is why we are all here. We represent the American peo-
ple and we are going to make a difference. Examples of the varia-
bility of our country’s water infrastructure needs include in the 
Great Lakes region, which I am privileged to represent, extreme 
rain events that exacerbate nutrient runoff problems and cause 
massive algae blooms in Lake Erie and other places threatening 
fresh water supplies to millions and millions of people. 

In the West, despite recent above average rainfall, drought recov-
ery efforts are ongoing and water challenges continue. Many states 
and territories are still recovering from devastating hurricanes and 
typhoons and, sadly, right now Midwest States are experiencing 
historic flooding caused by snow melt and increased rainfall. 

And NOAA is predicting that 25 states are at elevated risk of 
historic flooding this spring. It is an understatement to say that 
this request simply does not address these critical needs. 

There are some bright spots. I was pleased with the inclusion of 
$75 million for the vital Soo Lock. This long-awaited update will 
keep critical cargo moving in the face of an unexpected outage. 

However, I am disheartened to see that this request yet again 
does not respond to certain pressing needs of the Great Lakes re-
gion. Your budget abdicates responsibility to the people of the 
Great Lakes region. Asian carp is one of the greatest threats to the 
multibillion-dollar Great Lakes fishery yet your budget provides no 
funding to move forward on a project to keep the carp out of the 
lakes.

Furthermore, the Corps is an important partner in interagency 
efforts to control the carp and this request again slashes that fund-
ing.

The agencies with us today were created to address the unique 
water resource challenges across our great country. This must in-
clude the need to incorporate resiliency into projects and to address 
a changing climate that is producing more severe and frequent 
weather events. 

However, the administration’s budget is simply inadequate to 
make investments in robust, resilient water infrastructure that we 
so desperately need. 

Nevertheless, the subcommittee recognizes and appreciates the 
importance of your work. Thank you for being here and we look for-
ward to hearing from you. 

And I will now turn to our ranking member, Mr. Simpson, for 
opening remarks. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur. It’s nice to be 
here in the Ag Room. It is surprising when I look around there are 
no real good pictures of potato fields or anything like that, which 
is the number one source of fiber in our diets and a good source 
of potassium if you want to know it. I am just throwing that out 
there.

I would like to join you in welcoming our witnesses as well as 
the Army Corps Division commanders in the audience. We thank 
each of you for your continued service to our Nation. 
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I look forward to today’s discussion of the fiscal year 2020 budget 
requests for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Pro-
grams and the Department of Interior’s Central Utah Project and 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Although I was not surprised since it happens almost every year, 
I was still disappointed to see the budget request included large 
cuts for these programs. The infrastructure investments carried out 
under these programs are critical to improving our national econ-
omy, public health safety, and the environment. And I am con-
fident that this committee will work together to provide strong sup-
port for these programs once again. 

More concerning than the reduced funding levels, though, are the 
proposals to do away with the Civil Works Program as we know 
it. In June of 2018, the Office of Management and Budget, one of 
my favorite places, released a proposal to reorganize the Federal 
Government that included elimination of the Civil Works Program 
with the Army Corps of Engineers. 

The OMB proposed to transfer the navigation mission to the De-
partment of Transportation to be implemented primarily as a grant 
program with reduced Federal funding. The OMB proposed to 
transfer the remainder of the Civil Works Program, including flood 
control and presumably the emergency response mission, to the De-
partment of Interior. 

This proposal was flawed on many levels and through the fiscal 
year 2019 appropriations process, Congress rejected it on a strong 
bipartisan bicameral basis. Yet I see some pieces of the fiscal year 
2020 budget request that looks like an attempt to start moving to-
ward implementing pieces of OMB’s proposals. 

For instance, the budget overview asserts that the current para-
digm for investing in water resource development is not optimal. It 
goes on to state the budget also recognizes the need to challenge 
the way future construction investments are funded with less reli-
ance on Federal appropriations. 

The two new programs highlighted seem intended to move the 
Corps toward becoming a grant-making agency and to allow its 
non-Federal sponsors to jump in front of the line for the Federal 
funding by agreeing to fund a large portion of the costs overall for 
or earlier in time than required by law. 

I do not support either of these goals. I expect to work with 
chairwoman and our other colleagues to recognize the importance 
of the Corps of Engineers and to reject OMB’s misguided policy and 
funding proposals yet again. 

Finally, I would like to mention that Congresswoman Granger, 
ranking member of the full committee, had planned to be here 
today, but due to unexpected events caused her to miss this hear-
ing. I know that she, too, understands and appreciates the good 
work done by our witnesses and their agencies. I would like to ask 
unanimous consent that she be allowed to submit a statement for 
the record. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Without objection, her remarks will be placed in the 
record.

Mr. SIMPSON. And I will have a question on her behalf at the ap-
propriate time. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur, for calling this 
hearing and I look forward to the discussion with our witnesses. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Simpson. And I am sure 
when everyone walked into the room they noticed the sign out 
there that said, ‘‘Sustaining Life on Earth.’’ 

We are in the Agriculture Committee room, but the congressman 
who chairs this subcommittee now and I have agreed that that is 
our slogan for both of our committees. So you have got both water, 
energy, and agriculture here. So we kind of have a symbiotic rela-
tionship.

And we are pleased to have all of our witnesses here today. First 
we will hear from the Honorable R.D. James, assistant secretary 
for the Army for Civil Works. Mr. James serves as the 12th assist-
ant secretary for the Army for Civil Works and was a Mississippi 
River commissioner for decades before, so he is no stranger to the 
Corps.

Next, Lieutenant General Todd Semonite, commanding general 
and chief of engineers. Lieutenant General Semonite assumed his 
current position on May 19, 2016. Prior to this role, General 
Semonite served in various leadership capacities within the Army, 
including as commanding general for combined security transition 
of command in Afghanistan. 

Following that, Assistant Secretary Timothy Petty, the assistant 
secretary for water and science at the Department of Interior. As-
sistant Secretary Petty served as deputy legislative director for the 
U.S. Senator James E. Reich of Idaho and acting assistant sec-
retary and deputy assistant secretary for water and science at the 
Department of Interior under President George W. Bush. 

And last but not least, we will have Commissioner Brenda Bur-
man from the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. Commissioner Burman 
is the 23rd commissioner for the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
first woman to lead Reclamation. America is an exciting place to 
be.

Thank you all for being here today. Without objection, your writ-
ten statements will be entered into the record. Please feel free to 
summarize your remarks in about 5 minutes each, starting with 
Assistant Secretary James. 

Mr. JAMES. Now it is. Sorry about that. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to be here today to discuss the fiscal year 2020 budget for 
the Civil Works Program of the Army Corps of Engineers. 

I have been on the job for a little over a year and my goal now 
is the same as it was the day I was sworn in. Focus on outcomes, 
not process in order to get results. 

Since the beginning of this year, I have had the pleasure to meet 
with each member of this subcommittee one on one to discuss both 
your concerns and the overall direction of the Corps of Engineers’ 
Civil Works Program. The input that you provide is very much ap-
preciated and I remain committed to working with each of you. 

And I am pleased to be joined by Lieutenant General Todd 
Semonite, the 54th chief of engineers for the Army Corps of Engi-
neers. I am grateful for his leadership and the energy he brings. 

The fiscal year 2020 budget reflects the administration’s prior-
ities and provides $4.8 billion for the Army Civil Works Program 
with a focus on investments that will yield high economic and envi-
ronmental returns or address a significant risk to public safety. 
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This budget relies on a foundation of strong relationships be-
tween Congress, the Corps, and local communities which allow us 
to work together to help manage, develop, restore, and protect 
water sources. 

The budget reflects the administration’s priorities within the 
Corps’ main mission areas: flood and coastal storm damage reduc-
tion, commercial navigation, and aquatic ecosystem restoration. 

The budget supports a Corps program that has a diverse set of 
tools and approaches to working with local communities. Whether 
this means funding projects with our cost-sharing partners, pro-
viding planning assistance and technical expertise to help commu-
nities make better informed decisions, or participating in the na-
tional and international conversations on how to best address our 
water resource challenges, the budget helps us maintain and im-
prove our efforts on resiliency and sustainability, one of the chal-
lenges associated with the ways we have used our water resources. 

The budget also focuses on maintaining the vast water resources 
infrastructure that the Corps owns and manages and on finding in-
novative ways to rehabilitate or expand as necessary. I have been 
watching closely the flooding we have experienced in the Midwest 
and the South. As always, the Army Corps of Engineers is working 
with local communities to protect life and property and we will be 
there to help with the recovery. 

Our citizens along the Missouri River have experienced the wet-
test conditions from last August until now in 124 years. The folks 
that live along the lower Mississippi are experiencing a top two or 
three all-time flood event. Flooding like this further underscores 
the importance of investment in critical infrastructure projects. 

The Corps now has 867, and the general may correct me on this, 
this is the latest number I have, 867 personnel in the Missouri Val-
ley and the Mississippi Valley deployed and 453 personnel pro-
viding remote support. I will visit these areas on Thursday and Fri-
day of this week. 

The fiscal year 2020 construction program includes a total of $1.3 
billion. This includes funding for nine commercial navigation 
projects, five aquatic ecosystem restoration projects and programs, 
and four flood risk management projects. 

The construction program uses objective performance-based 
guidelines to allocate funding toward the highest performing eco-
nomic environmental and public safety concerns. 

Four construction projects are funded to completion in the fiscal 
year 2020 budget. They include three commercial navigation 
projects: Charleston Harbor; Monongahela Locks, and Melvin Price 
Lock and Dam; and one aquatic ecosystem restoration project, Mud 
Mountain Dam in Washington. 

There are many more details regarding the fiscal year 2020 
budget that I have submitted for the record as part of my official 
testimony.

Since receiving my appointment to BASA, I have had one mis-
sion: moving dirt. The intention is to start, continue, and finish 
projects in a more timely and efficient manner to ensure a better 
return on the taxpayers’ investment and to better the lives of 
Americans.
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We are working to refine our approaches so that we can optimize 
funding and allow the United States to appreciate all the benefits 
the Corps of Engineers has to offer. 

Under my oversight and direction, and with the help of General 
Semonite and his team, the Corps of Engineers’ Civil Works Pro-
gram is taking bold actions to improve performance and engineer 
solutions for the Nation’s toughest challenges. 

I am committed to ensuring the Army Corps of Engineers does 
what they do better than any other organization in the world: de-
sign and build infrastructure projects, projects that protect lives, 
improve commerce, and benefit all Americans. Thank you for hav-
ing me here today. I look forward to your questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Secretary James, very much. As you 
have been speaking, various slides have been coming up on the 
board there and I just ask in the future because we want to help 
showcase the important work you do, if somehow there could be a 
legend underneath or explaining where that might be and what it 
represents or if you could reference it in your testimony, I think it 
would help a great deal. We are trying to educate the Nation in ad-
dition to ourselves. Thank you very much. General Semonite, 
please begin. 

General SEMONITE. Chairwoman Kaptur, Ranking Member Simp-
son, and distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you 
for the opportunity to testify today. I am glad to be appearing with 
the Honorable R.D. James as we both continue to work together to 
address water resources challenges across the Nation. 

I would also like to take a moment to welcome our division com-
manders and I would like to ask them to all stand up. Every one 
of these officers is a proven combat veteran with multiple overseas 
tours and they are proven leaders and they are absolutely dedi-
cated to the Corps mission. They represent each of the eight divi-
sions with the Civil Works Mission. Thanks. 

The fiscal year 2020 Civil Works budget is a performance-based 
budget which will reduce flood risk in communities across the Na-
tion, facilitate commercial navigation, restore aquatic ecosystems, 
and generate low-cost, renewable hydropower. 

The budget uses a targeted approach to invest in our water re-
sources and focuses on high-performing projects and programs 
within the three main water resource missions of the Corps com-
mercial and navigation, flood and storm damage reduction, and 
aquatic ecosystem restoration missions. 

The budget includes $4.827 billion in gross discretionary funding 
for civil works activities which will benefit the Nation’s economy, 
environment, and public safety now and in the future. 

The fiscal year 2020 budget represents a continuing fiscally pru-
dent investment in the Nation’s water resources infrastructure and 
restoration of aquatic ecosystems. 

Since Congress first authorized our navigation mission in 1824, 
the Corps has worked hard to develop and implement solutions to 
our Nation’s water resource challenges. We are able to do this be-
cause we a have a world-class workforce of talented and dedicated 
professionals who are passionate about what we do. None of our 
work is done alone. 

We appreciate the value, the support of the administration, the 
Congress, and all of our partners to success in our mission. I am 
very proud of the work that we do, however we can, and must revo-
lutionize the Corps of Engineers. 

I have been in command of the Corps for close to 3 years and 
I have challenged the enterprise to revolutionize the way we do 
business. This does not imply that the Corps is not a world-class 
organization. Rather it demands that we anticipate and respond to 
changing requirements in externalities, like all world-class organi-
zations.

We embrace our authorities in current mission areas as a guide 
to change how we do business with a strategic vision taking pio-
neering steps to remain relevant and ready for the challenges of to-
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morrow. Successful civil works project delivery supports the cur-
rent and future infrastructure priorities. 

The Corps’ credibility is measured on our ability to deliver re-
sults that are on time, on budget, and of exceptional quality. The 
Corps is taking bold actions to improve performance and engineer 
solutions for the Nation’s toughest challenges. These actions are re-
alized through modernizing the traditional delivery of the annual 
Civil Works Program with innovative tools, streamlining external 
processes, and exploring alternative financing approaches. 

The effort to revolutionize the Civil Works Program focuses on 
three primary objectives, and they are shown here on the screen; 
accelerating project delivery, transforming project financing and 
budgeting, and improving permitting and regulation reform. 

The first objective, accelerating project delivery, focuses on inno-
vative ways to deliver high-quality outcomes as top Corps priority, 
through looking internally at our organization, we are identifying 
policy and administrative changes that increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of infrastructure delivery. We believe risk-informed 
decision-making should be implemented and documented without 
being subject to numerous time-consuming reviews. 

Our second objective is alternative financing. Fiscal responsi-
bility and constraints demand that we utilize innovate approaches 
and mechanisms which allow for accelerated project execution and 
earlier realization of benefits which increases efficiency and effec-
tiveness.

Finally, our third objective is to improve our permitting proc-
esses. Through Executive Order 13807 we have adopted the one 
Federal decision and are coordinating our processes to comply with 
NEPA and other environmental laws. Our goal is to simplify the 
process for gaining infrastructure permits while protecting the en-
vironment in accordance with the law. 

For more than 243 years the Corps of Engineers has adapted to 
meet the challenges of the day. Today is no exception. Our current 
efforts to revolutionize—simply represent the next chapter in this 
remarkable journey. I placed a copy of our revolutionized brochure 
in front of you today to reference, and there is over 150 different 
initiatives that we are doing to change some of the processes to be 
able to untie our hands, and to be able to facilitate execution. 

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, and members of the committee. 
This concludes my statement. And I look forward to answering any 
questions you or other members of the subcommittee may have. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, General, very much. And thank you for 
bringing supplementary materials as well as the slides. I think it 
is fair to say that you and those under your command do great 
work for our country, but many people in the country are not 
aware of it. And so we thank you for helping us tell your story. 

Assistant Secretary Petty, please begin. 
Mr. PETTY. Yes. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur and Ranking 

Member Simpson and all the subcommittee. It is a great honor to 
be able to be here with you this morning, and for the opportunity 
to discuss with you the President’s fiscal year 2020 budget for the 
Department of the Interior and the Bureau of Reclamation, as well 
as the Central Utah Project Completion Act, also known as 
CUPCA.

I am Tim Petty, the Interior Assistant Secretary for Water and 
Science. I greatly appreciate your ability to come and support for 
our programs, including the timely passage of the fiscal year 2019 
Appropriations Bill for Reclamation and CUPCA last fall. 

The overall Department of the Interior, first of all, in the 2020 
budget request is a total of $12.6 billion in current funding which 
supports the administration’s economic goals to manage Federal 
spending.

It also reflects our commitment to strike the right balance of pro-
tecting yet, sustainingly using our natural resources in a manner 
that provides proper conservation stewardship of our public lands 
and water, enhances the safety of our communities, increases our 
energy security, and allows our Nation to continue to prosper. 

This request enables Interior to meet our diverse core missions 
and continue the progress we are making in advancing the admin-
istration’s priorities and supporting the Nation’s economic growth 
and prosperity. 

Of course reliable water supply and energy security are key-
stones in supporting the economic prosperity of the communities in 
the West. The Bureau of Reclamation’s activities include recreation 
which supports over $62 billion in economic activity with over 
457,000 jobs each year. Reclamation’s average annual power out-
come is 40 billion kilowatt hours of electricity providing more than 
$1 billion in gross power revenues for the Federal Government. 

The 2020 budget supports our efforts to address the challenges 
that impact the availability and reliability of water supply of the 
United States, of the states, the tribes, the local governments, and 
other water users that we partner with. 

Interior’s $1.1 billion budget request for reclamation, including a 
$10 million request for Utah’s CUPCA Program, invests in our 
water and power infrastructure, facilitating the delivery of water to 
31 million people in the West. 

In addition, our programs invest in ecosystem protection and res-
toration so that we can continue to supply water and power reli-
ability as we have historically. 

This budget also features Interior’s commitment to working with 
Indian Tribes toward tribal prosperity. Across Interior the budget 
includes a total of $178.6 million for Indian settlement water rights 
commitments, and this includes $132.9 million in Reclamation to-
ward fulfilling those responsibilities. 



136

Interior is developing and executing a program that will stream-
line processes and better serve the American people. We are work-
ing to reform regulations that are ineffective and obsolete and en-
sure that we reflect advances in the science and technology of the 
day.

To address water infrastructure challenges in the western U.S., 
we are working on agreements to partner with other Federal agen-
cies and streamline those western water infrastructure regulatory 
processes and remove unnecessary burdens. This collaboration will 
help to coordinate regulatory action and drive more efficient deci-
sion-making through clear leadership, teamwork, and integrated 
coordinated review. 

Finally, Interior’s budget request includes resources for the Cen-
tral Utah Project, which falls under the jurisdiction, specifically, 
under my Office of the Assistant Secretary for Water and Science. 

The 2020 budget for this office project is $10 million. This money 
is available for planning, construction activity, and administrative 
work that works with the Central Utah Water Conservation Dis-
trict, and continuing our partnerships in that ongoing work. The 
Central Utah Project annually provides 62,000 acre-feet of water 
for irrigation, and over 100,000 acre-feet for municipal and indus-
trial purposes, supplying nearly 400,000 people in that community 
of Utah. 

In keeping my opening comments brief, I would like to make 
sure that we get my full testimony submitted into the records here. 

And thank you again for your support. I am looking forward to 
any questions. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Assistant Secretary Petty. 
Commissioner Burman, please begin. 

Ms. BURMAN. I won’t make that mistake again. Thank you, 
Chairwoman Kaptur, Ranking Member Simpson, and members of 
the subcommittee, for the opportunity to discuss with you the 
President’s Budget for the Bureau of Reclamation. 

I am Brenda Burman. I have served as Commissioner of Rec-
lamation since being confirmed in 2017. 

Before I begin, I would also like to thank the committee for mak-
ing the very timely passage of our bill a priority in fiscal year 2019. 
Having full funding at the beginning of the year makes a profound 
difference in Reclamation’s ability to fulfill our mission with the re-
sources Congress intended for that purpose. 

Before I start, there is a map of the hydrology of this year in the 
West. I wanted to bring this up, because what a difference a year 
makes. Last year when we were looking at this map, Arizona, New 
Mexico, Colorado, Utah, were all very red. We were having some 
record-setting drought in those areas, and we have managed to eke 
by with California having an average year, but the rains came late 
and so it was very difficult to deliver water last year. 

And this year, when you take a look across the West, as you 
heard, there is flooding in some areas, but overwhelmingly, we will 
be able to deliver water this year. It is a year for Reclamation 
where we can take a breath and that doesn’t happen very often. 

What I think it does is it emphasizes that when you are a water 
manager you have to deal with what comes to you, year by year, 
and it is infrastructure and partnerships that allow you to make 
it from a dry year to a wet year, and then survive more dry years 
again. But I just thought this would be a good reference. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Excuse me. Could you please explain to those who 
don’t live in the West what this means? Take a look at your pre-
cipitation levels, your snow melt, you see percentages. Just very 
quickly, explain. 

Ms. BURMAN. So, unlike many Eastern States, in the West it is 
year-by-year whether we have enough water supplies to serve our 
needs. What has allowed us to go from year-to-year, is often stor-
age. But when you look across the West here, you can see, for ex-
ample, the Upper Colorado Basin, we see precipitation and snow 
levels well above average. That is going to mean that we have 
above average runoff into Lake Powell this year, which will make 
a big difference for the Colorado River system. It is one good year 
out of a 19-year drought on the Colorado River system, but that 
makes a big difference. 

In California, you can see California is all blue, that rarely hap-
pens. Often the South is dry, whether the North is wet or the con-
verse. You can see that our dams and our storage, they show less 
than 100 percent, and that is because of flood control. Largely in 
California, we have been in flood control for over a month, and so 
we are letting loose, water supplies that we cannot capture because 
we lack either the capacity or the storage ability to do that. 

That is just an example. And I will be happy to answer questions 
later as well. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
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Ms. BURMAN. It is my goal today to testify to the strength and 
purpose of Reclamation’s fiscal year 2020 budget, a budget which 
continues to address water supply challenges in the West. Our goal 
remains to ensure water reliability and the efficient generation of 
energy, to celebrate America’s recreational opportunities, and up-
hold our commitments to tribal nations and to the environment. 

The 2020 budget prioritizes these functions and fully support 
Reclamation’s vital role out West. 

Our budget emphases the following principles. First, water reli-
ability. Reclamation recognizes the importance of maintaining 
water supplies that can withstand future drought conditions. More-
over we recognize the importance of securing and modernizing our 
dams and water projects, particularly any that rely on aging infra-
structure.

Second, efficient energy generation. As the Nation’s second-larg-
est producer of hydroelectric power, Reclamation’s projects and pro-
grams continue to strongly support economic growth and oppor-
tunity. The maintenance and modernization of this infrastructure 
thus remains a high priority for Reclamation as we seek to improve 
generation, efficiency, and reliability as well as cost-effectiveness. 

Third, providing multipurpose recreation access. Many reclama-
tion projects provide multipurpose water resource development 
benefits, including recreation. 

Fourth, is our mission of conservation. Reclamation strives to en-
sure future water delivery and power generation through the re-
sponsible use and conservation of its resources. 

With that said, I would like to take a moment to highlight and 
discuss the challenges Reclamation faces in each of our Western re-
gions, as well as the role of the President’s budget in addressing 
these issues. 

In the Upper Colorado Basin, the Bureau of Reclamation con-
tinues to seek and implement mutually beneficial tribal settle-
ments that avoid expensive and contentious litigation. 

For fiscal year 2020, we are requesting funding for the Navajo- 
Gallup Water Supply Project, and the Aamodt litigation settlement. 
In the Lower Colorado Basin, home to Hoover Dam and the dis-
tricts of Representatives Calvert and Kirkpatrick, the priority re-
mains protecting against and mitigating effects of a 19-year 
drought on the Colorado River, with the significantly diminished 
water storage of Lake Mead. Over 75 percent of this region’s budg-
et is either paid for directly by our partners or through the sale of 
hydropower generation. 

The California Great Basin has suffered from its own unique set 
of drought-related problems. Good hydrology this year has high-
lighted the importance of maintaining and improving Reclamation’s 
infrastructure. The region works with a diverse group of stake-
holders to implement water management solutions. 

In the Missouri Basin, and in our Rio Grande Texas Gulf regions, 
we continue to collaborate with our stakeholders to manage the 
wealth and protect resources throughout the area. 

We are requesting funding for both the Crow and BlackFeet 
Water Right Settlements. Further, we are coordinating with nu-
merous local and state entities to improve drought resiliency and 
better prepare communities for future water needs. 
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Finally, in the Columbia Pacific Northwest region, home to the 
Grand Coulee Dam, one of the largest hydropower facilities in the 
world, this region is represented by Representatives Kilmer, 
Newhouse, and Simpson. Our focus here for the coming year is on 
the Boise River Feasibility Study. The study is designed to increase 
storage opportunities, Reclamation’s Anderson Ranch and 
Arrowrock Dams, along with the Corps’ Lucky Peak Dam. 

In closing, the Bureau of Reclamation and this administration re-
main committed to addressing the water and energy needs of the 
West in an environmentally and economically sound manner for 
the American people. 2020 promises to be a critical year. 

And thank you and thank the committee for inviting us here 
today. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Commissioner Burman. And to all of 
our witnesses today, thank you for your statements and we will 
now begin questioning under the normal rules. I will ask one ques-
tion, to give all of our members an opportunity to ask theirs. 

I will begin with Secretary James. The administration’s budget 
request emphasizes the leveraging of non-Federal funds. As evi-
denced, I would point to two specific projects, a $150 million line 
item in the request, one for funding what is called the innovative 
funding partnership, and one for funding projects authorized under 
Section 1043 of the Water Resources Development Act of 2014. 

It sounds quite innovative, but I have to raise concerns that the 
administration may be advancing a pay-to-play system where those 
that can bring funds in excess of their statutory required cost share 
are being moved to the front of the line for Federal funding. This 
budget request appears to do this to the detriment of those commu-
nities and non-Federal project sponsors who struggle to meet cost 
share requirements. 

This is something that this subcommittee has monitored closely 
to ensure that the haves are not receiving unfair treatment while 
the have-nots are left behind. 

Before I ask you a specific question, Secretary James, I would 
like to remind you of section 1166 of the Water Resource Develop-
ment Act of 2018. This provision states that the President cannot 
give preference to local sponsors that utilize provisions for ad-
vanced and contributed funds when developing the annual budget 
submission to Congress. 

So, Assistant Secretary James, can you please explain the ration-
ale behind these two new items in the President’s budget request? 
And can you assure this subcommittee that the administration’s 
funding decisions aren’t being driven by desire to reward those 
communities that can afford to pay more than their statutorily re-
quired cost share of a project? 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, ma’am. I understand your concern—I get that 
you are concerned about more wealthy communities may be able to 
advance infrastructure more than the less fortunate communities. 
I get that. 

The statute that allowed—there is a program, I think it is 1043, 
that actually expires in June by law, that the administration 
looked at to try to locate and determine areas that could afford and 
had the ability to advance a project with funding from the Federal 
Government for the Federal share, and not for the entire share, 
only for the Federal share, but it is an advanced funding. 

So, the community, whatever it may be, the only one we have got 
under that right now is Soo Locks—not Soo Locks, McCook Res-
ervoir in Illinois, in Chicago. And they had the ability to do the 
construction, the planning, and more to move out with their 
project, and that is what the 1043 allowed them to do. 

Now, the other funding, the advanced funding, it comes from the 
same notion actually that there are areas that think they could 
save money by taking Federal funds and applying it to their 
project, and them doing either the study or the work on those par-
ticular projects. And that is what is advancing that from the ad-
ministration.
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Ms. KAPTUR. Well, can you assure the subcommittee, Mr. Sec-
retary, that the administration’s funding decisions aren’t being 
driven by a desire to reward those communities that can afford to 
pay more than their statutorily required cost share of a project? 

Mr. JAMES. I wouldn’t describe it as rewarding them. I would de-
scribe it as locating the communities that, number one, want to do 
this and, number two, have the ability to do this. With those fund-
ing, it has to be determined by the communities that they can do 
these projects on their own. 

Ms. KAPTUR. And we are going to take a very close look at these 
provisions, and to make sure that all citizens of this country are 
treated equally. 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, ma’am. I understand that totally. And if there 
is any way I can help in that effort, let me know. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Ranking Member Simpson, 
please?

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. That was interesting. I know that is 
a difficult question to answer. Last year I had an amendment in 
the committee that said that OMB can’t mess around with the 
Army Corps’ work plan once it has been developed. I was actually 
offering it just to make a point. When members from both sides of 
the aisle came up in the committee and said don’t withdraw this 
amendment; it passed unanimously by voice vote. The Senate 
adopted it. Of course, OMB went nuts over that because they want 
to do exactly what you are talking about. They want to be able to 
go in and say, hey, we can get this done because this community 
can raise the funds to do it. So we are going to authorize this plan 
or this project as opposed to the one you have done. 

I want the Army Corps to develop a work plan based on the law 
and not have OMB mess with it. And if there is one thing that I 
don’t like about what is going on, it is OMB and what they are 
doing. And they are doing OMB earmarks essentially. This is not 
a fault of yours. It is a fault of OMB. So I appreciate the question 
that that Ms. Kaptur was asking and I will guarantee you that lan-
guage will either be in the base bill or it will be an amendment 
again this year. 

But I also wanted to say, Ms. Burman, my colleagues here really 
liked to hear you talk about the West going from red to blue. We 
have got kind of a problem with that. Maybe we need to change 
colors here. I do not know. 

But as I mentioned in my opening statement, I would like to ask 
a question on behalf of Ranking Member Granger. Secretary 
James, you have expressed the Army Corps’ support for the Cen-
tral City Project to Congresswoman Granger on several occasions. 
However, no new Federal funds have been out and included in the 
Corps’ work plan for the past 2 fiscal years. This has obviously 
raised concern locally about the Army Corps of Engineers’ commit-
ment to the project and this funding issue will eventually delay 
construction if not addressed. That would put people and property 
in danger and is simply unacceptable. 

Secretary James, do you and the Corps remain supportive of the 
project? Has Congress given you the necessary authorities you need 
to finish this project and can you tell us when we might expect you 
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to recommend a resumption of the Federal funding to support con-
tinued construction? 

And General Semonite, along those same lines, do you believe 
the Corps has an obligation to complete a project once it has 
begun? And can the people of Fort Worth, who have already in-
vested so much of their local resources in this project and who de-
pend on the Corps, be assured that the Corps intends to complete 
this project? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Secretary James. 
Mr. JAMES. I very strongly support the project and I am not sure 

that the administration does not support the project there. They 
are trying to elevate projects based on their priorities, economic re-
turn to the nation, et cetera, et cetera. I have talked with Ms. 
Granger before, and tend to again, to see if there are other ways 
or other authorizations that that project needs. At this time, I do 
not know of any, but it is a good project. There has been misunder-
standings about the project. 

Mr. SIMPSON. General Semonite. 
General SEMONITE. Sir, your question on are we committed to 

finishing things, absolutely. And most of my frustration in the last 
21⁄2 years is when Congress has given us money to start something, 
given us the authority to do it, and then we do not finish a project 
out there. Chickamauga is a great example of something like that. 
On this one here, we do not have the funding. If the administra-
tion, Secretary James, gives us the green light, we are absolutely 
committed to ruthlessly continue to be able to complete all these 
projects and get them done. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I will save the rest of the question for 
the next round. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Simpson. Mr. Kilmer. 
Mr. KILMER. Thank you, Madam Chair and Assistant Secretary 

James. I want to start by just saying thank you for meeting with 
me back in January to talk about my region’s priorities as my dis-
trict has a lot of Corps projects, so I value your partnership. And 
as I said when we met, I appreciate that you have not put a re-
straining order out against me or my office since we call so much. 

During that meeting, we talked about some of the unique chal-
lenges that the Seattle district is experiencing in implementing the 
Regional General Permit 6. And I want to thank you for your com-
mitment to working with NMFS and with the Seattle district to en-
sure that these issues get resolved. 

We also talked about the recent biological opinion that was 
issued for the Howard Hanson Dam, and that includes a jeopardy 
decision under the Endangered Species Act, which mandates that 
the Corps move forward with construction of a critical downstream 
fish passage facility at the Howard Hanson Dam. That fish passage 
facility is not just critical to meeting your agency’s ESA obligations, 
it is also really important for recovering Chinook salmon and that 
will help with Orca recovery, not to mention tribal and recreational 
and commercial fisheries. And I was really encouraged by our dis-
cussion and your apparent commitment to seeing that project move 
forward.

So I was a little surprised and concerned that the budget request 
does not include any funding to begin moving that project forward. 
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And I was hoping you could explain first why that funding wasn’t 
included in the fiscal year 2020 request. And second, the legal con-
sequences if the Corps that you all face if the facility is not con-
structed.

Mr. SIMPSON. I hope I do not get confused on this, Congressman. 
There was 93 million allocated through fiscal year 2018 with 5.3 
million to complete and, as you said, zero in the fiscal year 2020 
budget. My understanding is that the project was about to exceed 
the 902 cost limit, so the project was halted. Now, the cost limit 
is 138 million, the way I understand it, and even though the 2019 
BiOp directed the Corps to build the fish passage, the funding, or 
override of funding rules in this case, I think that can be worked 
out. I think there may be some areas of the project could be exam-
ined, changed, that would allow the Corps to build under the 902 
limit. But that is where we are today. 

Mr. KILMER. I guess I would just, in follow-up, like to ask your 
commitment to work with me and the members of this committee 
to ensure that the Seattle district gets the resources it needs to 
complete this project. Because I think there is not only importance 
from a fish recovery standpoint, I think the agency’s in legal jeop-
ardy if it does not get it done. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I think that is exactly correct. And you have 
my commitment, sir, to continue to work on this and work with the 
Corps to see if not bypass that cost limit, but at least lower the cost 
somewhat in order to meet the cost limit. 

Mr. KILMER. Okay. I wanted to take the remaining time to just 
recognize and express my gratitude for the Seattle district in par-
ticular. I have represented a bunch of coastal communities and 
they are struggling with the threats of coastal erosion and sea level 
rise. And we call you into action quite a lot and you have done an 
amazing job of shoring up jetties or addressing seawalls that have 
been breached to really prevent catastrophes. And I want to recog-
nize the value of that. I also recognize it comes with an impor-
tant—with a price tag. And I think we may be missing some oppor-
tunities to make some smart investments in resilience upstream 
rather than waiting for infrastructure to fail and urgently calling 
you guys to come in and fix it. 

Either Assistant Secretary James or Lieutenant General 
Semonite, can you talk about the opportunities you see for the 
Corps to take a more active role in sort of pre-disaster mitigation 
efforts? What resources do you need to be able to carry out more 
of these projects so that we are not calling you after something 
fails?

General SEMONITE. Okay, sir, you hit it right on the head. The 
more we can be preventative and try to anticipate what is going 
to happen, sometimes a couple of dollars spent up front before a 
problem can save a hundred times that later on. I think the chal-
lenge is, is that because of the constraints in the Federal budget, 
we are putting Band-Aids on things that have to work, I mean, 
locks and dams and harbors and other kinds of things. And so 
there is less and less money available for some of those things that 
are more proactive. It is not that we do not want to do it, and 
wherever we can figure out how to help advise, we want to, but I 
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think that is the challenge that we have on how much we can do 
proactively. I will defer back to the secretary. 

Mr. JAMES. I agree 100 percent on that. You did hit it right on 
the head and that is what we are trying to do. But it is very com-
plicated and it is very difficult within the budget limitations. 

Mr. KILMER. Time is up, so I yield back. Thank you, Madam 
Chair.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much and thank you for staying 
within the time limit. Congressman Calvert. 

Mr. CALVERT. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Assistant Secretary 
James, General Semonite, thank you for both being here. I think 
I have talked about this with you guys once or twice before. So I 
think you know what I am going to talk about. It is Marietta 
Creek, a flood control project. 

As you know, the project is under construction. We intend to 
keep moving that project through. We have been working closely 
with Commander Barta and the L.A. district to ensure the funding 
is provided to the Marietta Creek Project to continue construction 
of phase two and phase one environmental vegetation removal. 
This rain we had, heavy precipitation we had, underscored how im-
portant it is. The current channel was at capacity throughout the 
February storms and this was only a 25-year event, not the 100- 
year event that this project is designed to take care of when it is 
fully completed. 

And some of the funds received by the Corps of the project were 
intended to be used to advance the validation report. I have been 
frustrated the progress on this draft validation report to date. As 
you know, we have been pushing the Corps for nearly 6 years to 
complete the validation report, which will update the project’s eco-
nomics, hydraulics, and hydrology. The local sponsor, the Riverside 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, recently 
met with the Corps to discuss the status and elements of the draft 
report. The district has now had the opportunity to review the 
Corps’ recently updated economic analysis within the report. I have 
some serious concerns. For example, the flood district has found in-
stances where certain maintenance costs are double counted or 
where cost estimates greatly exceed the actual bids. There is a host 
of specific corrections, additional identified benefits, and cost sav-
ings recommendations the flood control district is making to the 
Corps, which would properly incorporate the full range of benefits 
in the validation report. 

Secretary General, would you commit to me that you both, both 
the Corps leadership, we will work with the L.A. district and the 
local sponsor, address these concerns and incorporate the full range 
of projects, benefits, into the validation report? 

General SEMONITE. Sir, let me go first on that one. We are abso-
lutely committed to getting this done and that is the theme of what 
I am going to say throughout the day here. I have just talked to 
General Colloton yesterday and today on this. I am going to ask 
her to look at this packer. This is the report we have got to do to 
get through there. 

I am not aware of what you talked about on double counting of 
billings. So I will blow into that this afternoon and have General 
Colloton, she is right here, I will have her come back and make 
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sure that they brief your staff. If there is anything that is con-
fusing, we will make sure that we understand exactly what is out 
there.

I think the main thing is that we certainly see a lot of value in 
this project. We are absolutely committed to get it done. And if 
there is anything we do with respect of the work plan of 2020, if 
Congress is so inclined to give us money above and beyond the 
President’s budget, then we have the authority to be able to allo-
cate some of that in key places to be able to get some of these 
projects done. 

Mr. CALVERT. Well, with that, I had a couple of other questions 
I was going to ask about that, but that is a pretty concise answer. 
I accept that and look forward to working with you to see if we can 
get this thing done. I would like to get it done—well, I have only 
been in Congress 27 years, I hope to get it done while I am still 
here. Commissioner Burman, I am intrigued by your map here. Of 
course, being from California, the panel here hears me talk about 
California water all the time. We like Idaho because we like look-
ing at their water as it comes down to California where it belongs. 
On the Colorado system, obviously the Bay Delta right now, we are 
in pretty good shape as far as our reservoirs. The Colorado system, 
is there any estimates how much flow will go up in this so far? 

Ms. BURMAN. I am trying to remember the numbers, but as aver-
age inflow into Lake Powell, we look at it usually for the kind of 
springtime runoff. And last year, it was at 36 percent, for example. 
And this year, as of last Friday, we believe it is going to be at 
about 133 percent of average. So a significant flow of water is going 
to be coming to Lake Powell this year. 

Mr. CALVERT. I mean, save something for Las Vegas because ob-
viously, right now, they are are the most concerned about this. As 
you know, they are having to do extraordinary things to get water 
to enter that area. So this is good news and, gosh, you have only 
been in office for a little while and you have already been able to 
increase the reservoir capacity at Lake Mead. 

Ms. BURMAN. I am committed to turning around flows in the 
West.

Mr. CALVERT. Congratulations and I look forward to working 
with you. Thank you. 

Ms. BURMAN. Thank you, Congressman. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Calvert. I would ask, 

when you calculate these percentages, how do you relate that to de-
mographics and population growth? Do you just measure water? 

Ms. BURMAN. So we measure water on a map such as this. So 
we also have programs. This is through USGS gauging, through 
working with universities, working with NOAA Fisheries, National 
Weather Service. We use all of our assets and sources and partners 
to look out at what is the current hydrology and what is the pre-
dicted hydrology. What can we predict in the short-term and the 
long-term?

Ms. KAPTUR. Hydrology, but is that related to demographics in 
any way? 

Ms. BURMAN. So what we do have is under the WaterSMART 
Program. We have a basin program and so we have been able to 
go out, and I believe it is over 20 basins at this point, work with 
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local partners and to look at those things. We look at what future 
demand is going to look like? What is growth out of different cities 
or footprints? What are the tribal needs? We recently completed a 
10 tribes study on what will their future water needs be and what 
are the sources that are out there. And the idea is that by doing 
these studies we can also start looking at the next steps of when 
you see the gap between supply and demand in the future, how are 
we going to fill it? 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Ms. BURMAN. And so that program has helped us work with the 

different parties about what are the different ideas out there. Ev-
erything from conservation, infrastructure, new partnerships, ex-
changes really trying to look at all of the above of what is right for 
a particular area. 

Ms. Burman, I thank you for that clarity. If there is any way you 
can provide in a decipherable manner to this committee, those 
futuring estimates by watershed or basin that would be most inter-
esting, I think to all of—the whole country really. Are you able to 
do that yet? 

Ms. BURMAN. I will work with my team. We have a really amaz-
ing team at Reclamation and we will compile all of those. I know 
we have them for separate basins. I do not believe we have com-
piled them yet, but I think that is something we could do for the 
committee.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Supply and demand, very important in 
this arena. Obviously, Mr. Calvert, Mr. Simpson, are your experts 
because they live in the area, but for those that do not, this would 
be most instructive. 

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Chairman, we are just a small state in 
California, we just have a lot of needs. Thank you. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congressman Pocan. 
Mr. POCAN. Thank you, Madam Chair. Thanks for being here, ev-

erybody. My district, my state, upper Midwest has a lot of reliance 
on the Army Corps of Engineers for a lot of different projects, 
whether it be helping to site power lines, but really more around 
some of the flood management issues and around navigation down 
the Mississippi and the issues that that has. 

It has been a long, cold winter in the upper Midwest and now 
we have got a lot of flooding. I think it was a couple of weeks back, 
I left on a Monday, we had four-feet snow banks, and I came back 
on a Thursday and there was no snow on the ground. It is a lot 
of melting really fast and I just saw it this weekend driving 
around, a lot of flooding. About 280,000 water wells in my state are 
at risk, severe impact, property damage, et cetera, from that. 

When it comes to dredging, I know we have had the conversa-
tion, Mr. James, specifically and the Army Corps comes in every 
year and I appreciate that, into the office, but Wisconsin happens 
to have the perfect shape sand for fracking. We do not frack, but 
that fills every train car leaving Wisconsin. But we also have this 
other thing called agriculture in Wisconsin and then that cannot 
get on the train cars and we really need the Mississippi to get 
product down. We also need to get coal up for power plants. We 
need to get timber up for paper mills and we have got all sorts of 
issues, making sure that it is proper dredge and locks are working. 
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So having said all that, I did notice there is about a billion dol-
lars being cut in construction and then this week it was announced 
that a billion dollar is going to be coming to the Army Corps of En-
gineers to build border wall. And when I look at what we care 
about in the upper Midwest, it is not empty parts of the desert 
having a border wall, but it is making sure that corn and soy and 
other products are getting down the Mississippi, not just from Wis-
consin, but Minnesota, Iowa, and other places. 

So I was just curious if you could, Lieutenant General Semonite 
and Mr. James, if you had a billion dollars, if there truly is a sur-
plus billion dollars out there apparently, what would that go to-
wards? What levees and floodwalls are next in priority that would 
be happening, and what dredging and navigation construction 
projects would be realized if we really had a billion-dollar surplus? 

General SEMONITE. Sir, I think that the most important thing we 
have to do is probably work off the backlog. Right now, we have 
a $98 billion backlog of mainly construction requirements that have 
not been done. And so what we have got to do, some of these things 
are just barely hanging alive. We have got a quarter of a trillion 
dollars in the ground, 50 percent of that is over 50 years old. So 
as much as I would love to be able to build new things, we are com-
mitted to finishing what we have started, but also go back in on 
some of these to maintain navigation and the life safety is abso-
lutely critical. I mean, levees, anywhere, people being damaged. So 
I would put it worst first and a billion dollars would probably just 
barely scratch the surface of some of the worst challenges we have. 

Mr. JAMES. I would not put it exactly that way. Let us address 
NESP. That is part of what you are talking about, the upper river 
up there. Right now, we are not getting any funding for NESP, and 
either out of the budgets or out of the work plans, and for your part 
of the world that is a catastrophe. Because if one of those locks and 
dams fail in that part of the world, you are landlocked, you are 
blocked. And so I hope to see funding for NESP. Right now we are 
doing—I signed a letter for an economic update on NESP to see 
whether hopefully we can finish a study and start funding NESP. 
That update won’t be out until later this year. 

But, you know, we have got projects all over this country that 
people are flooding, we have got locks and dams that are wearing 
out, we have got ports that are not being dredged on schedule. So, 
you know, that is bad enough in itself. But then we have got 
projects that are not complete. 

But I do say, on behalf of the administration and anybody else 
that touches our budget, that this no new start declaration. I can’t 
say it is the right thing, but I can understand the rationale behind 
it. We have got a lot of things we need to complete, and every time 
we add a new start we get further away from completing what we 
have already got started. 

And then the other thing, our ONM is exploding. We are spend-
ing so much money in this country on ONM it is ridiculous, and 
that is due to the fact that our infrastructure is aged. The locks 
and dams in the Mississippi River were built in the 1930s and they 
are held together with baling wire and duct tape, basically. And we 
have got them in other areas as well the same way. We have got 
floodwalls and levies that are getting past their design life. 
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You know, that is what makes my job so difficult is, okay, I real-
ize and understand what all we need in this country and I see it 
every day. Besides that I have seen it for 37 or 40 years what we 
need in this country. And we just don’t have the money to do it all. 
So there comes to me the importance of doing the right things with 
what money we have. And there is a lot of people that touch those 
tent poles. 

So, sir, I didn’t answer anything, I don’t guess. I kind of went 
off on you. 

Mr. POCAN. No, you brought up my next point, too, and I appre-
ciate it. Thank you. I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Frankly, if it were up to this member alone, I would 
move these budgets as the sort of first base hit for an infrastruc-
ture bill. We are ready. We know what needs to be repaired around 
the country. And take this message back to the administration, 
they really ought to consider it. They have some of our members’ 
attention up here, and it would be you are organized, you are ready 
to go, and wouldn’t that be a great thing for the country. 

Congressman Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. To this distin-

guished panel, thank you very much. Mr. James, thank you for per-
sonally visiting our office. And General Semonite, thank you, sir, 
for your service to our Nation, and thank you for honoring the men 
and women who have served us so well in the United States Army, 
and of course in both capacities, combat and with the Army Corps, 
sir.

I want to personally thank you for actually being onsite at Chick-
amauga Lock with General Torrey. That meant an awful lot to ac-
tually see the progress. This, candidly, sir, has been probably one 
of the most arduous projects I have had to work on in Congress. 
And to the credit of Republicans and Democrats, of senators and 
members of the House, we actually worked together to reform the 
Inland Waterway Trust Fund to properly fund the Trust Fund, and 
then to create a priority system. And Chickamauga Lock has clear-
ly benefitted from that new lock. You have done a great job keeping 
the old antiquated lock. Mr. James is right, those old locks are old, 
and I have been in them when they are dewatered, it is tough, but 
you all have done a good job. So thank you. 

If I may, since we have been providing funding for Chick and 
some ongoing projects in the inland waterway system, if efficient 
funding is provided, sir, until completion, when are we expected to 
see the new Chickamauga Lock completed, sir? 

General SEMONITE. So, Congressman, if, in fact, there is suffi-
cient annual funding, we would predict December ’24. And I would 
just go on to say that Chickamauga, for the committee’s knowledge, 
is probably the poster child of how not to build something. If we 
are efficiently funding we could have knocked this out in probably 
3 or 4 years. 

What happens is we made a commitment, Congress did, of over 
$300 million and then went dormant for 3 years with no money 
whatsoever. And it sat there as a block of concrete and probably 
lost the trust of a lot of taxpayers, saying why wouldn’t we see this 
thing through? And so what we have to do is to be able to finish 
these, to be able to make sure we can get that one going. So this 
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is where the committee’s ability to give us adequate work plan 
money allows us to come back in and to be able to continue, to be 
able to get those kind of projects done. 

And as you know, we did $37 million a couple years ago, $76 mil-
lion last year, $89 million this year, and our guys are telling us the 
next logical increment would be about $90 million, $45 Federal, 
$45 Inland Trust Fund, and we could continue to be able to get 
that done. And that would be the 2024 date, would mean we would 
have to continue to see money coming in. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. As you are aware, you have 
seen the flooding all around our great Nation, but Chattanooga was 
particularly hit hard, as was much of East Tennessee, sir. And I 
notice that the cofferdam apparently was flooded. Can you give me 
a status update, please, sir, as to where that is? 

General SEMONITE. So we think we got most of the critical equip-
ment out. There was no significant damage. It is going to slow us 
down on time. We don’t see any significant impact to the standards 
of construction or anything else out there. So I think once we know, 
when the water comes back down and we can get back in and make 
those assessments, if there are some ramifications back, we will 
make sure we get back with your staff and kind of say whether 
that is going to work out on time. 

But I do not see a significant change in the amount of money 
other than the fact the contractor couldn’t work for some time, and 
then we have got to be able to continue to recaulk that. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. And lastly, I would like to 
gain a better understanding of the Corps’ process for the adminis-
tration of larger construction contracts and how it relates to the 
dollars appropriated for the current fiscal year. 

For example, I understand the new Chickamauga Lock Chamber 
contract consists of 13 options, sir, with options 4 and 6 and 8 ex-
pected to be exercised in the coming months. Can you briefly ex-
plain the process for exercising the remaining options, sir? 

General SEMONITE. So you are right, there are 13 different op-
tions that have been awarded back in September ’13. And then as 
those work plan monies come available, we try to work our way 
down through what would be a logical increment. And that is how 
the options are kind of designed. 

So, therefore, we would say maybe there is 37 million and we 
could exercise that option. And then whatever the funds that are 
available, we want to certainly be able to bring those in. 

Now the options are designed, obviously, in a logical sequence so 
we have to build them in a certain way. But our goal is to be able 
to make sure that at no point are we leaving money on the table. 
And whatever money Congress gives us, we want to aggressively 
get that in the ground. And if there is more specifics on the con-
tractual piece, I am more than willing to have my guys walk you 
through that in great detail, sir. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, sir. Let me conclude with the way 
that I began, sir, with a sincere thank you to each and every one 
of you all for the work that you are doing and to assure the citizens 
of East Tennessee that the new Chickamauga Lock is being con-
structed, it is doing exceedingly well, and I thank you for that. At 
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the same time, we maintain that antiquated lock which is still 
functional. Thank you, sir. 

I yield back. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Congressman. Congresswoman Kirk-

patrick.
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Commissioner Burman, I first want to ac-

knowledge your legislative experience working with our Senator 
Jon Kyl, who is well known for being an expert in Western waters. 

But more importantly, it is rare, but really a pleasure to have 
a fellow Arizona Wildcat before the committee. So bear down. 

Ms. BURMAN. Bear down. Tough year, but bear down. 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Yeah. We are building, rebuilding. My ques-

tion, I have to tell you, I was initially alarmed when I saw Lake 
Mead’s percentage of capacity at 42 percent, Lake Powell at 38 per-
cent. And I think you addressed Lake Powell, you expect that to 
come back with the spring runoff. Could you also address what you 
are expecting with Lake Mead? 

Ms. BURMAN. So Lake Mead’s level is very much controlled by 
what is released from Lake Powell, and we make certain projec-
tions about that. And as part of our routine, in August we put out 
a 24-month study that predicts what will happen in the next year. 
And at that time we will determine how much water will flow from 
Lake Powell down to Lake Mead in the next year. 

So at this point I would say there are different predictions out 
there, but more snow and rain is good for the system. One good 
year is not going to fix our 19-year drought, but we will take it. 
So at this point I would say it is more likely than not that we will 
not be in shortage in 2020. But we still see that possibility in 2021. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. And do the summer monsoons make a dif-
ference in those two lakes? Because you said your projections will 
be made in August. That is probably right around the time the 
monsoons are at their highest. 

Ms. BURMAN. So it is a relatively small amount. We absolutely 
watch the tributaries that come in below Lake Powell and above 
Lake Powell. So below Lake Powell as far as Lake Mead, it is a 
very small percentage, but it can make a difference. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you. My next question is for you, Gen-
eral Semonite. I want to say I really appreciate your commitment 
to taking care of the backlog. Thank you for that. 

And I strongly disagree with the President’s decision to cut your 
budget by over 30 percent. But I also know that this subcommittee 
cannot provide you the type of resources you will need to substan-
tially cut down on that backlog of critical, authorized projects. 

That brings me to WIFA, which has helped other Federal agen-
cies leverage their money. As you know, Congress authorized the 
WIFA Program for both the Corps and the EPA, but only the EPA 
has utilized it. In its first year the EPA used 25 million in appro-
priated dollars. Excuse me for that, insult to the committee. The 
EPA used 25 million in appropriated dollars and made an astound-
ing $2.3 billion in loans. This subcommittee gave the Corps 6 mil-
lion last year to prepare the program for loans. 

General, is your WIFA Program ready to process loans in fiscal 
year 2020 if this subcommittee provides you with the funding? 
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General SEMONITE. Ma’am, I think I am going to let the sec-
retary hit that first. Then once he answers, then I will talk about 
the implementation. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Okay. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. JAMES. Yes, ma’am. Thank you. 
The WIFA alone, we are taking EPA’s dashboard, if you will, 

their methods of doing WIFA loans, because they started before we 
did. And we are working now on making ours mesh with that so 
that we can actually start doing the loans. We should have that 
completed by the third quarter of this year. And then we will be 
in the position to start actually making WIFA loans. 

General SEMONITE. And so, ma’am, to build on that, this is where 
I talked about on revolutionize, our second objection. There is a 
lack of some innovative financing. It is great to always ask for 
more money, but we as a Nation just cannot afford all the bills. We 
have got to think through what are some better ways to do that. 

And this is where we are working very closely with the secretary 
to make sure that we have got those documents ready and those 
processes ready. This is something new so we have got to learn and 
then be, I think, flexible to understand it as we go through this, 
keep reevaluating and assessing ourselves on what can we do to do 
this better. 

But are aggressively moving forward based on the secretary’s di-
rection.

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you. I yield back my time. Thank you. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Mr. Newhouse. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I appreciate all 

of you being here this morning. You are all engaged in something 
that is very important to the economic wellbeing of our country and 
it is very important work, so thank you for taking the time to be 
with us. 

I do want to acknowledge, I am sure Congressman Simpson was 
referring to the quality of Washington State potatoes when he was 
giving a shout out to—I knew it was, and I wanted to thank you 
for that. 

So I have got one particular thing I want talk about. And, Ms. 
Burman, it is great to see you again. Thank you for being here. 

As we have talked about on several occasions, you are aware that 
the Odessa Groundwater Replacement Project, it is a targeted plan 
within the Columbia Basin, which is in Central Washington, in my 
district. Its goal was to replace depleted groundwater supplies. 

The subarea groundwater is being withdrawn at a rate that is 
well beyond the aquifer’s capacity to recharge. Aquifers in the sub-
area are, as a result, quickly declining. Groundwater is virtually 
depleted to such an extent that wells are as deep as 2,400 feet 
today.

Water pumped, as you know, from those depths, is hot and has 
dangerously high sodium concentrations. So municipal, agricul-
tural, commercial, industrial, and domestic supplies, as well as the 
quality levels are so compromised that this is most certainly and 
clearly at a crisis level. 

In 2016, a deep well that supplies a municipal water system in 
the city of Lind began to fail. Maybe you are familiar with that. 
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The well pumped white foam with high chloride content at approxi-
mately 80 degrees in temperature. Other wells in the area are at 
the point of drawing air. Irrigation wells near the city of Othello 
have been recording temperatures as high as 105 degrees and are 
smelling of sulfur. And we all know what that smells like. 

High levels of sodium in groundwater used to irrigate crops are 
posing a serious threat to agriculture in that area. The city of 
Othello itself projects it will run out of water potentially in 3 years. 

So I just want to say thank you and the administration for up-
dating the cost-benefit ratio last spring, already it has been almost 
a year, so that we can more easily secure the desperately needed 
resources for the Othello program. And I am glad to see that your 
budget justification points to support of the program. So thank you 
for that. Though we must be providing much, much more towards 
this precarious and potentially dire situation. 

So for the record, do I have your firm commitment that the Fed-
eral Government will ensure that these small farming communities 
in Central Washington are equipped with the resources and the 
support that they need to prevent a potentially catastrophic emer-
gency?

Ms. BURMAN. Congressman, we are absolutely committed to 
bringing surface water supplies to the Odessa region. Our regional 
director has made it a prime focus of hers. She has been working 
very closely with the district, with your office, and with others. 

We have funding this year to move forward and working with the 
district on design and construction oversight. We will be working 
very closely with the district about what the next step should be. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. I appreciate that very much. I have gone way 
over my time limit here, but I appreciate that commitment. And 
this truly is a potential crisis, and I think the last thing that we 
want to see is another Flint-like situation in this country. And so 
we have time to address it and I want to make sure that not only 
the committee, but the rest of the Congress is aware of that. I ap-
preciate your commitment. 

Thank you, Madame Chair. I yield back. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Congressman Newhouse, if you were again to re-

state the reason for the situation that you are facing. What has 
happened from an ecosystem standpoint? 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. So when the Columbia Basin Project was put 
into place years ago, there was a commitment at the time, until the 
project was totally completed, that areas within the project that 
were not receiving surface water from the Columbia River could 
temporarily use well water, groundwater. And that is in an aquifer 
that does not replenish quickly and it is being depleted now over 
the past almost 50 years of being used. And so we are finding our-
selves in a, like I said, a crisis situation. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much for that clarification. Con-
gresswoman Frankel. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you, Madam Chair. Thank you to the Army 
Corps. Sorry I have been in and out, I have other meetings I have 
been required to be at. First of all, I just want to start by saying 
that the Army Corps has worked very well with my office and I 
am—you do really, very important work for this country, so thank 
you for that. So, that is why I am a little—I am very disappointed 
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with the budget because of the cuts, but I am not going to blame 
you on it, because it probably didn’t come from you. But I just did 
want to comment and say that some of the things that concern me 
are the billion-dollar reduction in the construction account, the re-
duction on Everglades restoration which I am going to talk about 
in a moment, the lack of inclusion of any new start studies. 

And I also want to say, I am here with my colleague, Debbie 
Wasserman Schultz, who between the two of us are going to try to 
cover some of the Florida issues. But I wanted to just emphasize 
that Florida’s economy depends a lot on tourism, which means the 
proper maintenance of our beaches, our waterways, our harbors, 
obviously our drinking water. And so a 30 percent overall decrease 
hurts us because we have to have our waterways maintained and 
we need to have our beaches renourished and we need to have our 
drinking water, so just to tell you that that disappoints me. 

Again, I think it is probably coming from—all of the budgets, 
there is a request for all the budgets being cut, but just Madam 
Chair, to let you know, I am going to fight strongly not for this 
budget. Okay. 

Let me get to an issue of tremendous importance, a couple of 
them in Florida. I was once the mayor of the city of West Palm 
Beach. And there was a time, I believe it was in the 1990s, no, I 
think it was 2000, it was in the 2000s, anyway, we had a terrible 
drought and came literally within days of losing all our water. I 
mean, we were terrified; I don’t know if anybody remembers that. 
I see you shaking your head. 

Not only were we not going to have drinking water, we were not 
going to have water to put out fires. So that is why there is a great 
alarm coming from my local authorities from the city of West Palm 
Beach, and from Palm Beach County Commission concerning the 
talk about lowering the lake levels to 10.5 feet or less in Lake 
Okeechobee.

There is a little bit of a political—you are shaking your head. 
You obviously know about it. There is a political—there are some 
politics involved which I really—because what is happening in the 
Martin County area, parts of the east coast and west coast have 
been getting these algae blooms, which are terrible for them, espe-
cially as it has economic consequences, and I know they have been 
urging the Corps to lower the lake levels. What I want to ask you 
about and to be assured, that any decision made is based on sci-
entific evidence and research and not on the politics of who is pres-
suring you to lower the lake. 

General SEMONITE. So, ma’am, I will guarantee you that we live 
in a world of science and engineering and we fight to stay out of 
the politics. And that is—we are not getting pressure to go to a cer-
tain number from internally. There have been some calls from both 
elected officials and—to be able to come to a certain level. 

We work this under the LOR system, you are probably very 
aware of it. The normal band is 12.5 to 15.5, and we in the Corps 
have to live in the world of balance. Last year it was 14.5 and some 
people had proposed that maybe going into the summer with a 
higher number could have had some correlation back to the algae. 

So, this year, we are coming down. We don’t have a target. We 
are going to continue to look every single day at what the weather 
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is doing. How do we continue to set the conditions? We are lower 
than we were last year. As of this morning we were at 12.07, so 
we are down about 2 feet. We still think, though, and just as you 
said, there is a bunch of reasons to keep a certain amount of water 
in there. We have got to take care of the ecosystem, its water sup-
ply. There is some recreation, some navigation; it is not all just 
about getting the lake as low as possible. 

So we are going to continue to keep all of the elected officials in-
formed as to what we are doing and there will be no surprises. We 
are relooking at LORs. We will continue to be able to advise you 
on that. But we are trying to figure out, is there a way we can 
maybe find a sweeter spot going into the summer so we can pre-
vent algae while at the same time preserving water supply? 

Ms. FRANKEL. That is good because otherwise I was going to re-
quest that you have a contingency plan to get water to the city and 
the county if we ran out. And Madam, are we going to have an-
other round because I didn’t get to the Everglades funding, which 
I would like to do if my colleague, Representative Wasserman 
Schultz, doesn’t get to that? Thank you and I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Congresswoman Wasserman 
Schultz.

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Madam Chair. Thank you 
all for being here and for your service. I am going to ask two ques-
tions and I am not sure if I am going to be here in the second 
round, but the first one focuses on Port Everglades, Mr. Secretary. 

I think you know that we are going on 20 years that we have 
been working on trying to dredge our port so that we can accept 
post-Panamax ships. And I am thrilled that you are joining me on 
April 15 to do a tour of the port and spend some time seeing first-
hand the vital economic importance of this deepening and widening 
project.

We have discussed the project before last year when you first 
came into the administration, and you understandably weren’t 
quite as up to speed as you might have been at this point now. But 
it is time for this project to move into the construction phase and 
my understanding is that the Corps is working with the appro-
priate Federal resource agencies to complete the supplemental and 
environmental assessment this calendar year. 

Can you corroborate that, please? Do you see any hurdles to com-
pleting that assessment this year? I know I am going to be working 
hard with my colleagues to ensure that this committee, despite the 
irresponsible decision to not include any funding for new starts, 
provides the Corps with appropriate funding for new starts because 
that is the only way that we can actually move into the construc-
tion phase of this project. 

Why does the budget not include any money for new starts? And 
it is not a good enough answer that we have too many other 
projects pending and that are taking too long, to not add others. 
That just means that we are going to have a backlog on what exists 
and we are going to create more of a backlog and what would be 
the next step for the project upon completion of the environmental 
work. And if you could save time in your answer for me to ask you 
my Everglades question, I would appreciate it, and General 
Semonite or Secretary James or both of you. 
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General SEMONITE. I will give you a quick answer, ma’am. There 
are three things we are working right now. We are working on the 
NEPA report, we have also got to have the ESA report, and then 
we need the Florida Department of Environmental Protection. All 
of those are working and we need three permits that will come in. 
The design is being done right now, so that should be done some-
where toward the next year. 

We were setting the conditions, so all we really need is funding. 
Now, to be honest with you, though, this is a heavy lift because of 
the benefit-cost ratio. So that is where the committee is going to 
have to figure out how to work through that. You are at 1.29 and 
the normal metric or OMB metric is about 2.5. So all I am saying 
is if you—if the Congress gives us the authority to build, we are 
ready to build, but this is going to be a challenge when it comes 
to the funding level. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay, you are going to have to come 
back and come to my office—— 

General SEMONITE. We certainly will do that. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ [continuing]. And explain what you are 

talking about to me because I was not aware that we had a ratio 
issue. So, is the answer yes, that the environmental assessment is 
going to be completed this year? 

General SEMONITE. Yes. In 2020, all of those permits should be 
done by those different Federal agencies next year. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So how do we get into the construc-
tion phase if the assessment isn’t going to be done this year? 

General SEMONITE. So we are going to need the new start. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Right. 
General SEMONITE. And we are going to need the funding alloca-

tion.
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay. 
General SEMONITE. And we will lay that out for you, ma’am. 

General Hollen is here, she could—— 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. We have to have that happen in 2020. 

That has to happen. We cannot go another fiscal year without this 
beginning. We have to begin moving the Coast Guard Station. 

General SEMONITE. Yes, ma’am. So we will work with the sec-
retary. That means that this will have to then compete in the fiscal 
year 2020 war plan for both the new start and the funding. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Yes, exactly. Okay, and quickly, with 
the Everglades, the EAA, the Everglades Agricultural Reservoir, 
that component of CEPP, the Central Everglades Planning Project, 
was authorized in the last quarter. It is a project that will store 
and clean and deliver badly needed water to Everglades National 
Park and Florida Bay. I know certain work has to be done before 
this reservoir can move forward. I hope you are working with the 
South Florida Water Management District in order to identify the 
steps that have to be taken to move EAA Reservoir to construction 
in a timely and expeditious manner. 

So what are the specific studies or other steps that must happen 
to prepare the reservoir for actual construction? Can some of those 
steps be taken concurrently, and could you give me an estimate of 
the time it will take to move to construction of the EAA Reservoir? 
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Because that would be an example of a project that is taking en-
tirely too long to move forward. 

General SEMONITE. Ma’am, this is mainly in the design chal-
lenges. This is a massive reservoir, probably one of the biggest ones 
ever built in the United States. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mm-hmm. 
General SEMONITE. It is one-fourth the size of Washington, D.C., 

78 billion gallons. This is about 30 feet high with 20 feet of water. 
So although the concept was done by South Florida Management 
District, the design is not, so that is where we have to sit down 
and figure out. How do we make sure we build this reservoir so it 
doesn’t have life safety challenges? Well, we are working through 
all of that. I am not even worried about the funding right now. The 
main challenge is get the design done, set the condition, so then 
when funding is available, we can do it. I don’t have a—— 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Time estimate. 
General SEMONITE [continuing]. Timeline right here, but I have 

got it in the book, but I will certainly come back and lay you out 
on what the road to it, the path forward, and what are the obsta-
cles along that path. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Okay, that would be incredibly help-
ful. And then, lastly with my last, well, I have no more time, but 
when Congresswoman Frankel addresses the paltry, unacceptable 
63 million request in the President’s budget for Everglades restora-
tion, I will associate myself with her remarks. Thank you, I yield 
back.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Congresswoman, very much. I was re-
flecting as I was listening to the questions by our members about 
the diversity of our membership from each region of the country 
and some of the unique challenges they face. I certainly face those 
in my region, and because we have so many division commanders 
here today, thank you for your service. 

I think one thing that would benefit this subcommittee and per-
haps others, would be to take a topic like water, fresh water, for 
human consumption and agriculture, and take a look at that in a 
comprehensible way for the country. 

What tends to happen in this subcommittee, and I love this sub-
committee, but we do talk about projects: this project, that project, 
this dam, that lock, whatever. And they are all important, but 
what gets lost is we talk about the particular, but we don’t gener-
alize.

I thank Commissioner Burman for the start of some information 
regarding a region of the country. But I think for the sake of the 
Nation, it would be very beneficial, and I may be the only person 
that attends, but if you could take your collective wisdom and help 
the country understand what it needs to do to prepare for the fu-
ture. Your budgets fit into that bigger picture. 

And I think we need to be more effective in communicating with 
the public. That is hard for you because you all have pieces of the 
puzzle. I also think we need to relay our work to the demand issue 
for water. 

Now, the community I represent is 1/435th of the puzzle and its 
water was shut off half a decade ago for 3 days because of toxic 
algae blooms coming into the water system. We are not part of the 
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Bureau, but you need to understand our pain. Flint, Michigan, has 
not been able to completely recover from the disaster that it faced. 
Until this morning I was unaware of Mr. Newhouse’s situation, but 
there are things happening across the country where we need to 
muscle up faster to meet the environmental challenges that future 
generations will face. And I don’t think we completely can articu-
late it because we are focused on projects as opposed to the larger 
environment in which those projects exist. 

So, I would ask the district commanders, think about how you 
could help General Semonite to communicate with us in a way 
where we could share it with all of our other colleagues, maps that 
really help us see the truth, whatever that environmental truth is 
now, and what we have to do to use our resources, particularly re-
lated to water, to transition better to the future. 

According to a recent United Nations report, climate change is 
already causing water shortages in many places. What evidence do 
we have of that here? There are increased incidences of flooding 
that threaten drinking water and wastewater facilities across the 
globe.

I can tell you in my own area, the amount of rain coming into 
the Great Lakes region is at historic levels. One of the things that 
is happening is that Lake Erie, the southernmost of the Great 
Lakes, has been full of these algae blooms, but one of the related 
issues is that over 40 percent of the septic tanks in the region have 
breached. That is not your job, right, septic tanks. That is the 
state’s job, but they are not doing their job. And those septic tanks 
have been flushed out underneath the top layer of the soil and that 
is helping to contribute to some of the issues that we are facing in 
that fresh water lake on which millions of people in the United 
States and Canada depend for their fresh water. 

I don’t know how we better communicate this. Whether we get 
National Geographic Magazine to sit down with us here and to 
kind of take the information you have and to generalize from the 
specific, but I really feel a need to do that at the beginning of this 
21st century for the American people. 

We have massive washout of agricultural lands in our very flat 
region of the country. Other places are water short; California is 
fighting about water all the time. I have not been a part of those 
battles, but Congressman Calvert is an expert in that. We have 
drought impacting other places in the country and, Commissioner 
Burman, you talked very eloquently about measurements. But 
most people I represent, if I showed them this, it would mean noth-
ing to them. As good as it is, it isn’t in language people can under-
stand.

So I am saying to each of you, in order to meet these new chal-
lenges more forcefully, could you clarify a little bit what your agen-
cies might do to help us better present the big picture to the Amer-
ican people to address the challenges that climate change is cer-
tainly creating in our country and around the world? And what are 
your agencies considering to better explain to the American people 
why a specific project fits a bigger picture and why it is necessary, 
and how we make those investments to be more resilient and ro-
bust.
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You must be debating this inside the various regions that you 
represent, but somehow, how can we better communicate it? I just 
sense that we are divided up into 435 pieces and then within those 
435 pieces into specific projects, and we are kind of losing the big 
picture.

The recent flooding in Missouri, Iowa, and Nebraska, to me, I 
looked at that and I thought, how do we explain this to the Amer-
ican people, more than a fly over by the Vice President, but what 
does is mean? What is happening in that part of the country? How 
can we explain it? 

So, I guess, I am sort of begging you to help me figure out what 
assets do you have that could help us grapple with the changes? 
And every member has got some little footprint in their area of this 
change, but it is not generalized from the specific. Do you have that 
ability, General, in your purview, or Mr. Secretary, do you have it 
in your purview to help us generalize from the specific? 

General SEMONITE. I think, ma’am, we might not necessarily 
have answers, but we certainly have enough data and enough un-
derstanding of the problems. The challenge I think is, is that this 
is not a given project or a given Federal requirement. It is about 
eight. So how do you balance things like water supply, water qual-
ity, irrigation, flood control, recreation, and navigation, all of those 
different things? And that is the challenge. 

And you are exactly right, so many times we get so focused on 
a parochial interest that maybe only deals with one of those, but 
I think we as a Nation have to look at integrated water manage-
ment. How do we put all of those on the table and then figure out 
how are they affected by things like climate change, sea level rise, 
urbanization? And then how can we anticipate the future require-
ments so we can then help shape what we need to do in the years 
out there? Things like, how do we get more water supply perhaps 
because we know eventually water is going to be more and more 
important?

I think these are some of the things that we have got to have 
this dialogue on. It is not just the Corps. It is working with all the 
other Federal agencies because we all have a role in this, and the 
international community has got a lot of thought on this. So, I 
think we need to take the discussion to a higher level. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I agree with you, General, and you have a con-
vening authority. The secretary has a convening authority other 
agencies do not have. Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, ma’am, I just wanted to explain quickly, he went 
through several uses for water, which is true, all of them are. But 
one that really concerns me at this point is that water supply is 
becoming more needed across this country, yearly, daily. And when 
we decide that there is this beautiful flood control reservoir, and 
we decide to contract more and more for water supply, that sounds 
good. You are taking water out of the flood control reservoir. But 
when you make a reservoir for water supply you have to guarantee 
the water is going to be there or you try to guarantee it. I don’t 
think there is a guarantee. 

But the thing of it is, that water supply water takes up room in 
that flood control reservoir. So that reservoir can hold less flood-
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water than it could without any water supply. Those are the kind 
of things the general is talking about. They are going to be vicious. 

And you are exactly right, ma’am, they need to be addressed 
now. Because out West, I was out there last fall sometime, gosh, 
Mr. Calvert, Congressman Calvert’s left, but I was out there last 
fall in the Columbia area and systems and they basically have the 
same problem. It is just more exacerbated by the droughts they 
have had. 

Water supply is a big deal. And, oh, by the same way, so is flood 
control. The same areas that need water also need to be protected 
when the snow and the rains come and flood their cities. And that 
is the way it is all over this country. There is going to have to be 
a real discussion about water supply and bring in all the variables 
to figure out what it has to be. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Help me find the three brightest people in this 
country who think about that. 

Mr. JAMES. I can’t volunteer, but you can draft me. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I would take both your recommendations, the com-

mittee would welcome that, on how to generalize from the specific 
to help the country, you know, because the mayors care about what 
we do, our governors care about what we do. But we have to 
present a more clear picture to the American people, in my opinion. 
Did you wish to comment from the bureau’s standpoint, Dr. Petty? 

Mr. PETTY. Yes, if you wouldn’t mind. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Dr. Petty. 
Mr. PETTY. Just a quick comment on that, which is that as dif-

ferent agencies within this administration as well have actually 
tried to make an effort in our working to get together at Assistant 
Secretary James’ level, my level, EPA, USDA, Department of En-
ergy, and others that deal with water. Because we all have water 
issues, and getting on the same level of what you are asking about, 
of coming together and really talking literally on a monthly basis, 
at least with each other, on these bigger areas that we need to dis-
cuss and these topics that you were just discussing. 

So, we actually look forward to maybe sometime in the future 
getting time with you to discuss what are those big picture prior-
ities that really play into not only projects, but regional areas, and 
how technology and the science benefit those issues. Also, we are 
coming into this kind of new age of understanding how to incor-
porate these different discussions in a big picture. 

So I will stop there, but looking forward to having some more 
interaction with the thoughts that you are having as well. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Congressman Newhouse. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Madame Chair, and thank you, Mr. 

Simpson, for deferring to me first. And first of all, let me just say, 
Ms. Kaptur, thank you for paying attention to what I was talking 
about with the Odessa subarea and I look forward to working with 
you and your staff on trying to prevent the—a crisis from hap-
pening while we still have time to do so. So thank you for that. 

And I like the way this conversation is going as well. And my 
question I had, I wanted to direct to Dr. Petty, had to do with the 
Columbia River Treaty. And there is a lot of things my constituents 
are concerned about, but I have got to tell you, this is one thing 
that I get questioned about all the time. And it has a lot to do with 
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exactly what Mr. James was talking about, the balance of flood 
control versus other needs. 

And to complicate it more, we have another country involved in 
this. The Canadian River System is integral to how we manage the 
Columbia River. So I guess I have got a few ideas I would like to 
share with you, but I would just like to welcome—ask for you to 
share with me some of your ideas on the topic of the Columbia 
River System. I know that I am—excuse me, the Columbia River 
Treaty negotiations. 

I know that ongoing negotiations are happening, getting to a 
point where getting more than just general reports there are some 
details starting to emerge. I know Ms. Smeal, I always butcher her 
name, is that—— 

Mr. PETTY. Yes, that’s her correct name. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Smeal. Smeal. She is going to be holding an-

other round of town halls soon and to speak with people in my dis-
trict particularly in the tri-cities area, which is an opportunity for 
them and we greatly appreciate that. 

But I just wanted to give you an opportunity to speak a bit about 
the Columbia River Treaty, the progress that is being made be-
cause, like I said, this is an area of huge importance to the Pacific 
Northwest and of tremendous interest. 

Mr. PETTY. Yes. Well, Congressman, I greatly appreciate having 
that opportunity. And first of all, I would like to be able to come 
up and actually spend some time with you and bring the negotiator 
from the State Department, Jill Smeal, so you are saying it cor-
rectly.

Mr. NEWHOUSE. I have met her before. 
Mr. PETTY. Yes. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. And I still can’t pronounce her name. 
Mr. PETTY. She is working constantly on this and she has a high 

commitment to the staff. We actually just came up recently and 
met with all, both House and Senate staff, and gave an update on 
what is going on there. But there is a real commitment this spring 
to meet with all the different members of the Pacific Northwest on 
this topic. 

The State Department is specifically in negotiations, but we want 
to be able to individually talk to you about kind of where we are 
at with the negotiator. I am specifically the designee of the Depart-
ment of Interior by the secretary. I am part of her technical advi-
sory team with Reclamation on these balances. 

So, it is a balance with water demand and how to use water with 
Reclamation. At the same time it is the demand for the U.S. Army 
Corps of saying we need to move this water out of the system be-
cause we have more water coming in. 

And so with that, the area that I really would love for us to be 
able to sit down and talk about where the technical areas are in 
the discussions of flood control, of hydropower, of ecosystems, as 
well as discussion areas working with the Canadians. 

There is a good dialogue going on and being able to give you 
more details, I think individually, I think will be a huge help with 
the negotiator included in our discussions. My job is to make sure 
she has all the technical and knowledgeable information which 
both General Spellman behind me, and his team out of the Pacific 
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Northwest is right there with them in these discussions and we 
would be happy to bring you even more up to speed on the Colum-
bia River Treaty. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Yes, I appreciate that. 
Mr. PETTY. Great. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Look forward to it. Thank you. 
Mr. PETTY. Yes, great. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you. Thank you very much. Thank you, 

Madame Chair and Mr. Simpson. I yield back. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congresswoman Frankel. 
Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you, Madame Chair. And thank you again 

for being here. So I just, I want to start by just adopting by a ref-
erence a lot of the comments of my colleague, Representative 
Wasserman Schultz. 

I just, again, I think I commented on the disappointment of you 
not having any money for new starts and I just—we have been try-
ing to dredge Port Everglades. It has been what I think she said 
20 years, it is maybe 20 years we waited to even get it, get an au-
thorization. So just in terms of the economic prosperity of south 
Florida and even all Florida, I am hoping that we will be able to 
accomplish that with a new start for Port Everglades. And I also 
want to just agree with her on the need for the—to move forward 
on the reservoir project in south Florida. 

I want to talk a little bit about Everglades, not Port Everglades, 
which is a port, which we just commented, but Everglades, which 
is for Florida is the drinking water for about 8 million Floridians 
and visitors and very important for our economic vibrancy as well 
our environmental vibrancy. 

And there has been a longstanding agreement between the Fed-
eral Government and the state to put a certain amount of funds in 
to accomplish several projects which I am—I know you are fully 
aware of and which have been underway. 

The Florida—and this has been a very bipartisan effort. Thank 
goodness, there is something bipartisan in this Congress, but Re-
publicans and Democrats are really very together on our support 
for Everglades restoration. 

Our delegation, the state—the Florida delegation as well as I 
know our governor’s office are requesting $200 million for the Ever-
glades Restoration Project. Your budget puts in $63 million. 

So my question to you is how the discrepancy in this funding 
would or would it—any delay in getting completed the projects that 
have already been authorized? Or how would it affect getting those 
projects completed? Someone going to answer that? 

Mr. JAMES. I am thinking. 
Ms. FRANKEL. It would, okay. So okay. You are thinking. So 

maybe I will just—I am trying to be diplomatic for you. So it would 
affect, and let me put it this way, it would affect the completion, 
the speed of the completion. Let’s put it that way. 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, yes, it would. 
Ms. FRANKEL. It would, okay. 
Mr. JAMES. It would. 
Ms. FRANKEL. All right. So thank you for your honesty and for 

your good work. And with that I would just like to say to our chair 
and to the—my colleagues, that we are going to urge, I know those 
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of us from Florida is this $200 million request be put into our 
budget because of the importance of the restoration. 

And you would—I see you shaking your head. You would agree 
it is a very important project. 

Mr. JAMES. Well, it is an important project. It is an important 
project to the administration. I understand the President is going 
down there Friday. So, I mean, like you said bipartisan, yes, prob-
ably it is a bipartisan but it is a—I have a modest home in Palm 
Beach Gardens and have had since 1979. So I probably don’t know 
as much about the area as you do, but almost. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Well, you do drink the water and—right? I am as-
suming.

Mr. JAMES. I won’t answer that. 
Ms. FRANKEL. Okay. Anyway, listen, thank you so much for your 

time. I am sorry, Madame Chair, that I have been in and out, but 
I do appreciate it and I yield back to you. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Ranking Member Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Interesting to listen to the Chair-

woman’s discussion on the global aspect or at least nationwide the 
aspect of a lot of this. And it is kind of interesting. There are 435 
different districts and we all do have our parochial interests. 

The one thing that I always found interesting when I became 
chairman and sometimes it is hard to explain this to your constitu-
ents, I care every bit as much about Lake Okeechobee and what 
is happening in Florida as the members from Florida. I care every 
bit as much about what is happening in Dallas Fort Worth as 
Ranking Member Granger. 

I care every bit as much what is happening with carp, the Asian 
carp in the Mississippi as the chairwoman and members from the 
delegation. You have to do that as chairman of the committee. You 
have to expand you view of just not your local interests but the in-
terests of the Nation and what is best in the Nation. 

And frankly, that is what the Army Corps of Engineers work 
plan is supposed to do. And that is why I am so opposed to anybody 
messing with it once it has been determined by the law and our 
appropriation level. And I will continue to fight that fight and if 
you want to have a fight with OMB, I am on your side. 

A couple of questions that I need answered. One, last October the 
President issued an executive order promoting the reliable supply 
of delivery of water in the West. Commissioner Burman and Dr. 
Petty, how has this executive order helped you implement your pro-
grams and what is the status of your effort to implement this exec-
utive order? 

Mr. PETTY. Yes, Ranking Member Simpson, thank you for the 
question. Actually I have in my hands the memorandum that the 
President signed. The Pacific Northwest, Section 6 is two sen-
tences.

Also, part of those two sentences is the idea that there would be 
one Federal lead. Working with each of the agencies allows—each 
of the agencies to work together, but what we have been able to 
do with the Columbia River and the biological opinion, which is 
specifically in that memorandum, is the ability to say amongst 
yourselves, choose someone who will actually be the lead, take 
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work and responsibility and let us move this ahead and let us get 
it done. 

We are in round four of the biological opinion. We have been 
doing this for a long time. There is a lot of things that we have 
learned, we continue to learn, and we are going to learn into the 
future on how really we are to work with that river. But the whole 
idea in that aspect of the Pacific Northwest in those two sentences 
was to say let us work together. 

We made the Corps of Engineers the lead. I think they are a fan-
tastic lead. All the Federal agencies were in agreement of who that 
lead was going to be. And now we work with USACE, side by side, 
to say let us get this done. Let us get this done in a good manner 
that we put all of our ideas and thoughts together so that we can 
have an outcome, but that outcome is going to continue to develop. 

I think we would all agree is once we get this one biological opin-
ion done that doesn’t mean that we are always done. Research is 
going to continue. We have that ability for science and technology 
to continue to develop and to work with those communities and 
states side by side on what we are trying to accomplish a good way 
to run the Columbia River. 

So, Commissioner or even Assistant Secretary James, I am sure 
they can add some more thoughts into that. 

Mr. JAMES. Go ahead, ma’am. 
Ms. BURMAN. I just want to say the presidential memo from Oc-

tober, I found so exciting because it put a focus on water supply. 
It said we are looking at water supply reliability in the West. And 
when I looked back in the history, and I am sure I could have 
missed something, but I think John F. Kennedy was the last Presi-
dent who did that. 

So while the memorandum does name specific projects in Cali-
fornia, Oregon, in the Columbia Snake River system, it also talks 
about using our best technology, you know, using our ability to 
forecast, working with the Army Corps of Engineers, with NOAA, 
with other departments. 

But it is putting a focus on making water supply reliable and 
that is what Reclamation does. That is what we are charged with 
doing and so we have seen it as very exciting as a way to really 
hone down to how are we going to get projects done. How are we 
going to move forward with our environmental compliance? How 
are we going to make use that water is becoming more reliable? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Secretary James, your agency is re-
quired to submit various reports to the status of executive—of exe-
cuting appropriated funds. The committee needs those reports to 
carry out effective oversight. 

I think we have had this discussion in this committee for as long 
as I have sat on it, which is about 18 years. Yet many of the re-
ports are long overdue, including some that have not been sub-
mitted since fiscal year 2015. What steps are you doing to make 
sure that you will get these timely submission of these reports? Be-
cause oftentimes they are necessary for us to make an assessment 
when we are doing an appropriation. 

And I guess I will just ask you, do we require too many reports? 
It seems like every time we do something, we say make a report, 
you know, every year like this and then that goes on forever. 
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Mr. JAMES. I wouldn’t say many. I would like to get with you to 
pick out the ones we could eliminate. The ones you are talking 
about now, yes, we are behind. I discovered that about 3 months 
ago, didn’t know it before then. And we are going to work hard to 
get those caught up to you just as best we can, as fast as we can. 

Mr. SIMPSON. If I could, Chairwoman? Secretary James, the 
budget request proposes to move the Formerly Utilized Sites Reme-
dial Action Program, or FUSRAP, from the Corps of Engineers 
back to DOE. And I would remind you that Congress moved 
FUSRAP from DOE to the Army Corps of Engineers because we 
weren’t happy with what DOE was going. 

Can you please explain the reasoning behind the budget proposal 
to move the program back to DOE? What guarantee would you 
have that DOE would implement the program better than in the 
past and what would be the roles and responsibility of the two 
agencies under this proposal? 

And since DOE really doesn’t do clean up, they hire contracts to 
do cleanup, are we going to up that program under them and then 
them hire you to do what you are doing now? And is that more ef-
fective?

Mr. JAMES. Yes, and I don’t know. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. 
Mr. JAMES. Yes, we are going to do that. Time will tell whether 

it is more effective. I think the original thought was we might actu-
ally get more funding that way than we are being allowed for fund-
ing on FUSRAP. 

The other thing I really think that DOE wanted that program 
back and I can’t answer why on that. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I just find it very bizarre, when I haven’t had any 
complaints about the program that is being run now. 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. How the Army Corps of Engineers is running it. 

You know, my dad said when something isn’t broken, don’t try to 
fix it. 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIMPSON. And so I have some concerns. Along that same line, 

General Semonite, the Corps implements the Columbia River Fish 
Mitigation Program. 

The Pacific Northwest ratepayers, including my constituents in 
Idaho, reimburse a substantial portion of this funding through the 
Bonneville Power Administration. Are you working to make sure 
that you are working with the BPA to make sure that the BPA 
ratepayers are getting the best value for the project and activities 
under this program? And for the hearing record, please provide a 
list of those projects and activities to be funded under the program 
for fiscal year 2020, the budget request, and please include the esti-
mated cost and mitigation benefits for each. 

General SEMONITE. Congressman, we will certainly get those 
projects to you. I don’t think I have that list here, but, on the other 
hand, we certainly work very, very closely with BPA. I am con-
vinced that one of our mandates is to be able to make sure that 
the ratepayers are necessarily getting the right rate. 

I think we stay in the engineering lane of technical advice, and 
I would let BPA probably make that assessment. And whatever we 
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can do to be able to facilitate a good value to the taxpayers, we cer-
tainly want to do that. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. And I guess one last question. As I 
said in my opening statement, and this is what I was getting to, 
the only reorganizational proposal includes transferring Corps mis-
sion areas to multiple other Federal agencies. The Corps doesn’t 
just build single-purpose projects, the Corps also manages entire 
river systems for multiple purposes. 

Do you think it would be more challenging for multiple agencies 
to be responsible for various missions within a river system? And 
can you please describe the kind of expertise the Corps brings to 
its water management responsibilities? 

Mr. JAMES. I can’t tell you about all of the areas that the Corps 
has to handle, but I can tell you that flood control and navigation 
has to be under one agency, that the structures in a river for navi-
gation also contribute to the ability of that same river that do have 
flood control, like levees, dikes, training of the river channel itself 
for navigation helps past floods. 

So, the bottom line is navigation and flood control has to be 
under the authority of one agency in my opinion. 

General SEMONITE. Ranking Member Simpson, this is a system. 
I talk about the eight different parts of the system. Congress has 
authorized some projects to have all eight. Other projects might 
only have four or five of those authorized purposes. It is our job to 
be able to be the balancer of those eight, and we are accountable, 
and so while it might be impossible to optimize all eight variables, 
some do compete against each other. 

As the secretary said, flood control could very easily be at odds 
with water supply, but we owe it to you to be able to be that honest 
broker to come forward and say, give us what your authority is and 
what you want us to do. And then we are going to be absolutely 
passionate about giving you the best option and the best solution 
within those eight variables. 

I think if you were to fragment those functions into different 
agencies, we have a hard enough time synchronizing now among 
state, local, Federal, and if you take something that is going rel-
atively well and break it apart, I would just think we have a lot 
more challenges. That is my personal assessment, though. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I do have one more. Your brochure that 
you gave us here, the picture on the front of it is the Army Corps 
of Civil Works’ leaders visit Folsom Dam Joint Federal Project, and 
then it says, ‘‘By partnering with the Bureau of Reclamation, com-
pleted the project faster and more cost effectively.’’ 

Could you guys explain to me what you did to do this, to partner 
together? What required it? Or did you just decide this was a good 
idea? Because I am impressed by that. I would like to see more of 
it.

General SEMONITE. And we have a briefing on this, and I think 
we really want to come and lay it out for you, but we started out 
with probably a relatively risk-averse process to be able to make 
sure that we could get this done exactly the right way, but it would 
take a lot longer. 

And if we ended up saying, how can we do some things concur-
rently versus sequentially, and as a result we shaved millions of 
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dollars off, and we also ended up taking probably 2 years off the 
overall completion. 

So, it goes back to how can we maybe do things a little bit dif-
ferent than we have been doing them for 243 years and find a bet-
ter value? Because at the end of the day the taxpayers certainly 
appreciate it. 

I would defer to—if there is another opinion as well. 
Mr. PETTY. Let me just give a little comment. Both the Commis-

sioner and I were deputies when the USACE and DOI started this 
back in the early 2000s, and I think it had a lot to do with the 
leadership of both U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Department 
of the Interior, and the commissioner that said, ‘‘let us get this 
done’’.

And it was, DOI sees their part, USACE sees their part. It be-
came a very effective group and we got things done faster than we 
said we would and under budget, and it worked really well for the 
community and the State of California that was also the big part-
ners.

It was everyone coming together and basically saying, let us do 
some good and let us get this done, and it was a very, very success-
ful project. I think we could replicate that into future projects as 
well.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, all. I would like to see more of this, 
and this is what we expect. So, I appreciate it. And I want to thank 
you all for being here. I want to thank your division commanders 
for being here. You are doing incredibly important work for this 
country, for our economy, for safety, for protection of property, and 
other things. And thank you for what you do. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Simpson. I wanted to put a couple 
of your associates on the spot, General. If either yourself or some-
one you wish to call up from the divisions, if you were to explain 
to the American people what just happened in Missouri, Nebraska, 
Iowa, and what is likely to happen down the road over the next 
several weeks with the flooding, how would you explain that to the 
American people? 

Is there someone you can bring to the table or do you want to 
discuss that, General? 

General SEMONITE. Ma’am, this is a great opportunity for profes-
sional development of a general officer, so I am going to bring Rick 
Kaiser up. 

Ms. KAPTUR. All right. 
General SEMONITE. Rick is our most senior division commander, 

and he is actually the president of the Mississippi River Commis-
sion. So whatever comes out of lakes and rivers with General Toy 
or General Helmlinger coming down the Mississippi, Rick is the 
guy who is going to receive this. So, Rick, keep it kind of short, so 
why don’t you go ahead and step right here? 

Ms. KAPTUR. And I would be interested in their professional 
opinion. As you watch the reporting on television about what has 
happened, how good do you think it is? How does it explain to the 
American people what is going on out there? 

General KAISER. Congresswoman, it is good to see you again. I 
was the lakes and rivers commander, and we talked multiple times 
about the Maumee River. 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. 
General KAISER. First, I would explain in a simplistic way what 

you have in the Mississippi Valley Division is a system called the 
Mississippi River and Tributaries Program, which was put together 
after the Great Flood of 1927. And that system simply does not 
exist elsewhere in the country. 

The MRT System, and you heard the secretary say, we have 
passed a number two or number three level flood and you haven’t 
heard much about because it was designed properly to take the 
waters that will inundate that part of the country. So you don’t 
have that out, you know, in the Western portions. So, what you are 
seeing here is a record amount of snow and ice pack, and then huge 
amounts——

Ms. KAPTUR. Lodged where, sir? Lodged where? Where was the 
snow pack? Where did it start? 

General KAISER. Well, I would defer exactly. I focus on the Mis-
sissippi Valley, but you see it in the mountain regions, the north-
ern Dakotas, and all. So, the Western regions has record amounts 
of snow and ice. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I haven’t seen, maybe it exists, I don’t know, but 
I saw the big chunks of ice, a picture, and I thought, so where did 
it come from? And where did it move? I haven’t seen any good re-
porting on that, that that is why I am just communicating to you 
that we need to explain to people what is happening, and I haven’t 
seen it meteorologically on the television. 

General KAISER. Well, combine when you have record amounts of 
snow and ice followed by extremely heavy rain events, what it does 
it melts and it causes that large formation to move down the wa-
terways, which is exactly what you have seen. 

So, the systems that exist out in the Missouri Basin are not like 
the ones in the Lower Mississippi, and so, quite frankly, those lev-
ees were designed for lower levels of flooding on purpose. And so, 
as this water and ice moves down, it inundates and it overcomes 
those particular levees, and that is what you have seen happen, be-
cause the system wasn’t designed to take the load that came its 
way.

If you look at the Mississippi River and Tributaries Program, 
that particular program has saved the American taxpayer $80 for 
every dollar we have invested in it. And so we are worried, as you 
see on the chart, that we will have flooding later this spring. We 
are confident right now that the system as it is designed is going 
to be able to handle that. I mean, it is the simplistic version. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I am not sure which chart you are talking about. 
General KAISER. I think you don’t have it in front of you, Chair-

woman, but if you have seen the news where NOAA has predicted 
flooding, and I have believe you said it, that 25 percent of the coun-
try——

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. Again, it is a piece here, a piece there, a piece 
there. Who has got the whole piece? Who has got it all pasted to-
gether so we can explain what just happened? 

Mr. JAMES. I will pitch in just a little bit on that. Where did it 
come from? The Missouri River runs all the way to Montana, actu-
ally Western Montana, and so that comes to some very cold coun-
try, North and South Dakotas, and till it gets down to Nebraska, 
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and then into Iowa and Missouri. So, as the temperatures warm 
the snow melts, the ice breaks loose and it starts down this river, 
and it causes flooding because it causes ice jams in certain areas 
that holds back the water. 

Then, oh, by the way, what has happened? This year it rained 
at the same time in that area, in that area, that entire Midwest 
area, to contribute to that ice flooding which really hasn’t hit yet. 

The snow melt and ice flooding hasn’t really hit yet. It is coming, 
but that is why they say the flood is not over. So most of this flood 
was from rainfall. 

So that comes down and it hits the Mississippi River at St. 
Louis, then the Mississippi River flows from Lake Itasca, Min-
nesota, down to Cairo, Illinois. The Iowa River comes in at Cairo, 
Illinois, and joins the big river for the MRT Project starts from 
Cairo to the Gulf of Mexico. And that is now. 

I will tell you this. As bad as the Missouri River is flooding, that 
flow is only about 30 percent of what the Iowa River flow can be 
during a flood. So when it comes past Cairo, Illinois, into the Main-
land Mississippi River, the Lower Mississippi, there is about 30 
percent coming out of the Upper Miss and the Missouri, and 70 
percent out of Ohio. 

Ms. KAPTUR. They need to get you on TV, Mr. Secretary. It is the 
most complete explanation I have heard. How many people in the 
room would agree with me? 

Mr. JAMES. Ma’am, I lived that for 37 years. I want to be able 
to—maybe that will make up for some of the things I didn’t explain 
today. How is that? 

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Chairwoman? 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Would it be accurate to say, just like droughts, we 

can’t really control those, but we can mitigate them by storage and 
other types of things? No matter what we do, we are never going 
to be able to control every flood that happens. Sometimes there is 
just too damn much water, but we have mitigated the effects of 
those to some degree, and some of them are going to be worse than 
others, and we have prevented flooding by the projects that we 
have had in some cases. So, you know, we are not going to be able 
to fix everything. 

General SEMONITE. And so the other important point, we know 
where there are certain areas we can’t mitigate, and people are 
still at risk. So then how do they get informed? How do local au-
thorities know when to make an early call, the time to evacuate, 
all that? So it is not just structural things, it is how you make sure 
you have the other systems in place so that people that could be 
in harm’s way, get out of there. 

Mr. SIMPSON. And along that line, when you do your work plan, 
you have to take into consideration those things, and what is the 
effects of the 500-year or 100-year flood versus the more immediate 
effects of something breaking. Those are the things you take into 
effect when you do a work plan? 

General SEMONITE. We definitely do, sir. 
Ms. KAPTUR. And as you look at the damage that has occurred, 

what does it instruct you about the current way in which that part 
of the United States is retrofitted against flooding? 
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General SEMONITE. So, there is a lot of questions now, ma’am, 
about how did we run this back in 1937 and/or there is a certain 
way the river was able to meander, but then an inability to be able 
to foster more economic value we actually constrained and the river 
couldn’t move quite as wide as it used to. So, we put it into a nice, 
neat channel with great big levees, and everybody had farmland on 
the side. 

If you look at this picture right here, 1934, that is what the river 
looks like. This is the Missouri River, and it might be hard to see, 
but look down in the lower left, that is the width of the river. And 
notice how the river kind of goes back and forth, and I don’t know 
exactly what that is, but that might be 2 or 3 miles wide. 

Then in 1977, through a lot of different guidance from the ad-
ministration, and through Congress and through us, we said, let us 
discipline that. And if you look at those vertical things, those are 
actually like wooden poles that were put down in through the 
fields. And what happens is when the water comes through that 
area, it slows down, the silt drops, and that is beautiful farmland. 
Those great, big, beautiful green areas right there are massive 
farmlands, a lot of wheat, it is one of the best places to farm, ap-
parently, in America. 

So the problem then is that at some given point, are we taking 
care of the habitat? The problem here is that there was a decision 
that was administered that the pallid sturgeon didn’t do very well 
in that picture on the right. There was nowhere where they could 
off ramp. 

Think about an interstate where you can pull off on a rest area. 
So we are instructed to go back into that area and make certain 
shoots I will call them. So a sturgeon could go into those areas and 
rest and be able to, you know, continue to increase the habitat. 

So this goes back to this balance. And initially you might have 
something that is very, very good for the river, but then we want 
to take care of the economy and then we take care of the sturgeon, 
and then where is that place where it is the optimal solution? 

And maybe some of that change is based on social norms and cul-
ture because every single day, things are continuing to change. But 
this goes back to right now, where we look in this to say, what is 
that right balance? And how do we make sure that we are doing 
the right thing for the best interest of those variables? 

And I would say that the most important has to be life safety. 
We are worried about the economy, we are worried about habitat, 
but we can never put people in harm’s way because those other 
things are perceived to be more important. 

Ms. KAPTUR. It is very interesting you mentioned sturgeon be-
cause we are just trying to restore them to Lake Erie right now. 
There is a big project underway. And I thank you. That is very, 
very interesting. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I didn’t know we had sturgeon rest areas. 
Ms. KAPTUR. It is amazing what you find out when you dig deep, 

right? But I wanted to mention to the secretary and general, as you 
are well aware, it is critical to the health of the Great Lakes that 
we keep invasive Asian bighead carp out of the lakes, if they get 
into the lakes they will ruin fisheries that are worth billions of dol-
lars. Lake Erie alone is over $7 billion annually, and supports over 
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75,000 jobs. So, this is a very massive challenge to us in our region, 
and I have a deep concern we aren’t moving quickly enough. And 
that is why, I along with many of my Great Lakes colleagues, I am 
anxiously awaiting the release of the Corps’ Brandon Road Chief’s 
Report.

I have three questions. When must the chief’s report be issued 
in order for Brandon Road to be eligible for Corps 2020 work plan 
funding for preconstruction engineering and design? 

Secondly, the chief’s report should include a recommendation 
that includes a robust suite of measures to effectively counter 
Asian carp at Brandon Road. Can you please update the sub-
committee on the status of the Chief’s Report? 

And thirdly, it is particularly important that the final report nar-
row the contingency currently at 66 percent, and potentially raising 
the proposed costs by hundreds of millions of dollars. 

The Corps must also communicate closely with Illinois as your 
non-Federal partner about its letter of intent and sponsorship of 
the project. We need a report that can push the project forward 
after the chief’s report is issued. I would like your commitment 
that you will brief Congress and the Great Lakes Task Force on 
next steps. 

And I might say, parenthetically, I am concerned that in 2019, 
the administration chose not to fund the Corps’ work with the 
Interagency Task Force and stakeholders to keep the carp out of 
the Great Lakes. The budget request, again, does not include the 
funding for the Corps involvement in this, and can you commit that 
you will work to ensure funding in the FY 2020 work plan? 

General SEMONITE. Just real fast. We are on track right now to 
sign the chief’s report in April 2019, so in the next 45 days. You 
have a very, very good point, though, that we normally need a non- 
Federal sponsor and we have seen change in attitude in the State 
of Illinois, where we want to try to bring them on board. 

So I think it is good that we use some degree of strategic pa-
tience, and I have directed General Kaiser, who was just testifying 
here, to go see the Governor of Illinois. There are three things he 
has got to do. We have got to, first of all, make sure that we can 
find a way that Illinois is going to be a non-Federal sponsor. We 
have got to work a little bit. There is a thing we have got to do 
with the financial viability. They have got to be able to make sure 
that they have got the financial assets to do it. 

And there is also some policy things we have got to work out, but 
once we get Illinois on as a non-Federal sponsor, we want to sign 
that chief’s report, posture it. We don’t see a problem right now 
with a 2020 budget as far as being eligible, because I think enough 
time to stay on track and continue to be aggressive. Even if we are 
delayed for a month or two, I still think we will be postured to be 
able to come back in to 2020. 

I would think personally, and our recommendation, back to Mr. 
James, is that the ability to secure funding in the 2020 work plan 
for whatever we need to do for pre-engineering and design would 
compete very, very favorably. Because we all know how important 
this is, and we have seen a lot of momentum in the last 3 or 4 
months by everybody to say, let us get together, let us find a way 
of being able to get to where we can make this thing happen. 
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So, there is probably some other things that you might have 
asked that I didn’t touch, but we are working hard on the non-Fed-
eral sponsor, we are working hard on PED, we are working hard 
on ways to figure out a way to diminish these populations. Other 
places in the country have been able to remediate, get rid of the 
critters.

Mr. JAMES. Put a bounty on them. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, put a bounty on them and we really—well, any 

observations you have on that from your experience in other parts 
of the country would be very valuable to us, though that is not di-
rectly your job. Right now, fishing, wildlife is contracting to do this 
with the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative. 

Mr. JAMES. I am sure there are scientists that know a lot more 
about this than I do, but they claim that below the electric barrier 
that is in the system now preventing the fish from going up, not 
to New Brandon Road, but the one that is in there now, just below 
it, they are doing that extreme fishing or whatever you call it and 
they are giving it a lot of credit for the fish having not moved up-
ward. So I—that is not scientific. That is what I have been told. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Mr. JAMES. If I could, Chairwoman, just real quickly. I know the 

Department of Interior and with some of my notes, we have got in 
our budget $107 million on invasives and that is over with USGS, 
which is also under my purview. We are doing a lot of work in this 
area with Asian carp and some of the other specific carp family 
components that are up in there. There is this EDNA that I think 
you have had some interaction with as well of what USGS is doing, 
working side-by-side with Fish & Wildlife Service and in other 
parts of these agencies as a critical part of trying to help you solve 
that Asian carp problem. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I just think that with the folks that exist down at 
the bottom of the Mississippi River since they are raising a lot of 
catfish, why can they not find an economic use for these things and 
start fishing them out down there as well, so we sort of take it 
from the bottom and the top? Do you want to comment, Mr. Sec-
retary?

Mr. JAMES. Yes, ma’am, that is where they came from. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I know. That is why—I know and so I am saying, 

if there is an economic use, let them pay attention. 
Mr. JAMES. You know, China has had several different facilities 

over here trying to capture them, clean them, and send them back, 
but there is one close to my hometown back in Missouri. For some 
reason, it is just not working out. And surely, it is economics. I 
think they are well liked in China from what I understand, so. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I have never understood that either, Mr. Secretary, 
why we cannot move the market faster. 

Mr. JAMES. They are very prolific. They just—they take over. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. I will have to speak for the Soo Locks 

and my region of the country. Assistant Secretary James, the re-
quest proposes a sizeable investment in the construction of this 
new Soo. The general has talked about that as well and I know, 
Mr. Secretary, that you have visited the Soo Locks and you are 
well aware of the national security importance of the system. Could 
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you provide us with an update on the status of the new Soo Locks 
constructions?

And I just want to say, your commitment in the 2020 budget is 
a huge victory for the economic vitality of our region. Other mem-
bers have spoken of it as well and I would appreciate any com-
ments you wish to make to update us on this really vital project 
for our area and any roadblocks you might anticipate. 

Mr. JAMES. Yes, Chairwoman. I will ask General Semonite to fol-
low me up on details, but I can tell you, it is total commitment to 
Soo Locks. I hope the funding comes as fast as I wish it to in future 
years. And I think it will due to the strategic nature of those locks 
and the strategic nature of what comes through those locks. So, I 
think it is going to be a good luck story. It is like all the other 
things we do. If we just put enough money to it, to do it, it costs 
half as much. I mean, really, put the money to it, to what the Gen-
eral can actually execute, and keep moving forward is my hope. 
General, can you—— 

General SEMONITE. Yeah, just a quick update, ma’am. So we put 
about $32 million of fiscal year 2019 work plan into that. Michigan 
matched; they put about $52 million. So that is around 74 and the 
design is going on right now. Obviously, in the ’20 budget, there 
is 75.3, so we think that there is adequate funding right now to 
keep up on schedule. And just to be able to give you a couple of 
deliverables, we are right now getting ready to award the Up-
stream Channel Deepening Contract. That will address the full 
scope of the required work We are also working the design of the 
approach walls and then we will restart the design in the new lock 
chambers.

So, in other words, there are several different parts to this. We 
are taking it chunk-by-chunk, just as I talked about on Chicka-
mauga. What were the logical type increments we can do, build it 
into the work plan to supplement the President’s budget, and be 
able to continue to keep this thing moving. But this has got dra-
matic ramifications to our country if this thing ever went down. 
The Department of Defense is worried about this. So, we are very 
pleased to see this in the administration’s budget and whatever we 
can do through the work plan to continue to keep this on track, we 
want to be very aggressive here. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you for your cooperation in this regard. The 
entire Steel Caucus, a bipartisan caucus, met this morning with 
several of the companies and so forth. There is a major hearing 
here and this is all part of America’s story. So, thank you very, 
very much. 

I wanted to go back and just have you reiterate with additional 
facts. If, in fact, the administration’s budget as proposed were to 
decrease funding for both the Corps and the Bureau, what would 
you do? How would you—what would you have to do with your 
projects? What pain would that cause you inside of your respective 
agencies? How would—General Semonite, a recent press report 
stated that you said the budget then would be enough to fund the 
agency’s day-to-day operations, but what would be the impact on 
the Corps’ projects if it were—and Assistant Secretary Petty or 
Commissioner Burman, what programs and activities would not be 
funded if your budget were cut by a third? 
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General SEMONITE. So, ma’am, there is a minimum C–O–R–E 
amount of work that has to be able to happen just to be able to 
keep things operational, to keep hydro going. We need guys on the 
hydroplants, the locks, and dams. All this stuff to be able to keep 
America moving, keep like 90 percent of all of our goods coming 
through this inland navigation system. The things that we would 
not do is those that maybe we could end up delaying. 

So, I hate to say Everglades restoration, but if we had to take 
a knee there for a while, if we had to do less ecosystem, if there 
is some other thing we are going to start and put on hold, I think 
also, the backlog would get bigger. There are things that we would 
end up putting, just as the secretary said, put some more bailing 
wire on it and hold it for a little bit longer. 

Mr. SIMPSON. If I could, Madam Chair, I was going to ask this 
question. If this budget request is approved as is, your backlog 
maintenance goes up, the 98 billion, most likely. 

General SEMONITE. I would personally say yes. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Does the backlog of the Army—of the Bureau of 

Reclamation go up with a 38 percent cut to their budget? 
Mr. PETTY. Yes, it would have that longer term consequence that 

would affect our programs as well. 
Mr. SIMPSON. So, all we are doing is putting stuff off and risking 

things.
Ms. KAPTUR. All right, I just wanted to say to those who have 

traveled a great distance to be here today in the audience and obvi-
ously, to our witnesses, thank you so very, very much for the effort 
you made to be here today. We really have a good subcommittee 
and we work on a bipartisan basis. This is the way the country is 
supposed to work. So, no national presses here. They are off some-
where else, right. 

But everything you do really matters to the people of this coun-
try and to our future and you deserve more play. I am trying to 
figure out a way to do that, to elevate you more, and to explain to 
people in ways they can understand why what you do is so impor-
tant, so some of the graphics we have asked for, some of the map-
ping, some of the additional documentation so that the public can 
grasp something really complicated. We have someone to my right 
and to your left here, the ranking member who is at a real profes-
sion before coming here to Congress and is very technically and 
highly scientifically trained. You have members of this sub-
committee who come from phenomenal backgrounds. This does not 
happen all the time. Yours truly spent many, many years of her 
life as a city and land planner and a regional planner. So, the ques-
tions we ask, some reflect our own view of the world and we believe 
we are in a position to really help the country by working together. 
So, we have pushed you a little bit today on asking for ways we 
can help inform our colleagues as well as the country, and I hope 
that you think about some of what we have requested and help us 
help the country. 

Whoops, this tells me that I have to be quiet. I will call right 
back. So, I just want to thank you very much for being here today. 
Our hearing will conclude. I want to thank everyone who has 
joined us and ask the witnesses to record the questions for our 
record and any supporting information requested by the sub-
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committee are delivered in final form to us no later than 3 weeks 
from the time you receive them. And members who have additional 
questions for the record, will have until the close of business on 
Friday to provide them to the subcommittee office. 

The hearing is adjourned, thank you all. 
[Questions and answers submitted for the record follow:] 
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WEDNESDAY, APRIL 3, 2019. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY—SCIENCE, ENERGY, AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS 

WITNESSES

PAUL DABBAR, UNDER SECRETARY FOR SCIENCE, U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF ENERGY 

MARK MENEZES, UNDER SECRETARY FOR ENERGY, U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF ENERGY 

Ms. KAPTUR. The subcommittee will come to order. And we thank 
our guests and our witnesses for waiting for us. We apologize. We 
do not control the floor schedule. 

As we begin our hearing on the Department of Energy’s fiscal 
year 2020 budget with respect to energy, science, and nuclear 
clean-up programs, all are vital priorities for our Nation. 

Thank you to both under secretaries, Mr. Menezes and Mr. 
Dabbar, for being here. And thank you for waiting for us. 

The Department of Energy addresses our Nation’s most pressing 
energy, environmental, and nuclear security challenges through 
transformative science and technology. But the Trump administra-
tion’s budget request drastically reduces or eliminates the very pro-
grams necessary for the Department to pursue and achieve its mis-
sion.

The Department of Energy’s budget request is 11 percent below 
last year’s levels, with most cuts in the nondefense side of the De-
partment. In fact, nondefense programs relating mostly to the inno-
vation programs that create new technology innovation are cut by 
37 percent, while defense programs are increased by 4 percent. 

As I said last week at our hearing with Secretary Perry, this re-
quest is riddled with wrongheaded proposals. First of all, Energy 
Efficiency and Renewable Energy funding is cut by 86 percent. 

EERE’s research over the last nearly four decades has invented 
the future. I have seen it with my own eyes. It has driven down 
the costs of clean energy technologies that save consumers money 
and reduce carbon pollution, and move America into a new era of 
the 21st century. 

For example, since 2008, the cost of wind energy has dropped by 
75 percent, electric vehicle batteries by 79 percent, and we are not 
finished yet; and LED light bulbs by 94 percent. 

Further, this budget, yet again, eliminates the Weatherization 
Program, which has a direct, positive impact on the lives and pock-
etbooks of Americans, particularly elderly and low-income Ameri-
cans, at a time when one in five households have had to forego ne-
cessities to pay energy bills. 

The Weatherization Program saves average citizens, our tax-
payers, hundreds of dollars per home annually. Since these Ameri-
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cans pay the bills, it seems to me they deserve some additional rec-
ognition.

Funding for the Office of Science, the Nation’s largest Federal 
supporter of basic research in the physical sciences, is cut by over 
$1 billion. That is a lot. 

These programs invest in foundational science to address our Na-
tion’s needs, promote scientific discovery, and develop 21st century 
tools. In fact, this research has yielded over 100 Nobel Prizes. Let 
me repeat that. That research has yielded over 100 Nobel Prizes. 

And its researchers have made key scientific advances ranging 
from solar energy and batteries to inventing new materials, to de-
coding DNA. And as the Secretary affirmed about a week ago in 
testimony before the committee, has even taken us into the far re-
cesses of neurology, and using light science to help us heal the 
human brain. Those all are wows, historically speaking. 

Finally, this request cuts Environmental Management by over 
$700 million, and thus fails to meet our moral and legal obligation 
to clean up the nuclear legacy of nuclear weapons production and 
government research. 

In addition to opposing these destructive cuts, I want to be clear 
that we will not support the use of budget gimmicks, in this case, 
the use of prior-year balances to fund future projects. 

Last week we heard from Secretary Perry, who repeatedly com-
mitted to executing congressional intent as directed. This means 
the Department of Energy must continue to execute in dollars ap-
propriately and expeditiously, and this subcommittee will be closely 
monitoring that implementation. 

The energy future of our country depends on DOE’s vital invest-
ments to solve our toughest energy challenges, and the President’s 
budget request harms America’s energy future, our competitive-
ness, our consumers, and our economy. 

The Trump budget also falls short in meeting our obligations to 
the communities that have sacrificed and still bear the brunt of 
costs borne from winning World War II. We are still cleaning up 
after World War II. 

With that, I will close my remarks. Thank you, Mr. Menezes and 
Mr. Dabbar, for being here today. We look forward to discussing 
the Department’s budget request and adapting it accordingly. 

And I would like to turn to our ranking member, Mr. Simpson, 
for his opening remarks. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur. I would like to 
join you in welcoming our witnesses to today’s hearing. I look for-
ward to hearing from them about the priorities included in the fis-
cal year 2020 budget request from the Department of Energy pro-
grams, including Nuclear Energy, the Office of Science, and Envi-
ronmental Management Program. 

As I mentioned at last week’s hearing with Secretary Perry, the 
budget request for many of the programs we will discuss today are 
not as robust as most of us on this committee would prefer. But 
we must remember, however, that the DOE proposal is in context 
of the President’s request that adheres to the current law budget 
caps for nondefense discretionary spending. Congress passed and 
the President signed that law that led to the budget caps, so if we 
want to change it, we will need to work together once again to craft 
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a new budget deal that Congress can pass and the President will 
sign.

I know the Budget Committee is meeting this afternoon to dis-
cuss a proposal to change the caps, but until there is a final bipar-
tisan deal, we will not have the certainty. 

Previous Department of Energy investments in basic science re-
search and research into improving existing energy technologies 
and developing new energy technologies have provided a great deal 
of benefit to our Nation’s economy, national security, and to the ev-
eryday lives of our constituents. 

The Federal Government also has a responsibility to clean up 
five decades of nuclear weapons development and production, and 
to proceed with a permanent repository for commercial spent nu-
clear fuel. 

I am pleased that the administration continues to propose fund-
ing for Yucca Mountain. It is the law of the land and I continue 
to support efforts to restart this stalled effort. 

Under Secretary Menezes and Secretary Dabbar, I appreciate 
you both being here today to explain your budget request. I look 
forward to hearing more about the administration’s priorities in 
these areas. 

And Chairwoman Kaptur, I want you to notice that today I am 
silencing my phone, so that my dog will quit calling us in the mid-
dle of a hearing. So, I appreciate that. 

Chairwoman, I yield back to you. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Ranking Member Simpson, we like to hear from 

that dog. It lightens up our hearings a little bit here. 
Thank you, Mr. Simpson, very much. 
And we will turn to our witnesses, Under Secretary Mark 

Menezes and Under Secretary Paul Dabbar. 
Under Secretary of Energy Mark Menezes serves as the Depart-

ment’s principal advisor on energy policy and a wide range of exist-
ing and emerging energy technologies. And prior to confirmation as 
under secretary for energy, Mr. Menezes was an executive with 
Berkshire Hathaway Energy, and was a partner at Hunton & Wil-
liams law firm. 

Under Secretary for Science Paul Dabbar serves as the Depart-
ment’s principal advisor on fundamental energy research, energy 
technologies, and science. Prior to confirmation as under secretary 
for science, Mr. Dabbar worked in operations, finance, and strategy 
roles in the energy sector, including as managing director at 
JPMorgan. He has also served our country as a nuclear submarine 
officer.

Thank you for taking the time to be here today. And, without ob-
jection, your written statements will be entered into the record. 
And please feel free to summarize your remarks, if you wish, in 
about 5 minutes. 

Mr. Menezes, please proceed. 
Mr. MENEZES. Chairwoman Kaptur, Ranking Member Simpson, 

members of the committee, it is an honor to appear before you here 
today to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2020 budget request for 
the Department of Energy’s Applied Energy Programs. 
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Accompanying me here are my, really, entire office is here, and 
I would like to just briefly introduce them. I have made them avail-
able so that they can hear your questions and concerns. 

To my far right is Assistant Secretary Karen Evans, she runs our 
Office of Cybersecurity, Energy, Security, and Emergency Re-
sponse; Principal Deputy Assistant Ed McGinnis for Nuclear Office; 
we have Assistant Secretary Dan Simmons for the Office of Energy, 
Efficiency and Renewable Energy; Assistant Secretary Steve 
Winberg runs our Office of Fossil Energy; and Assistant Secretary 
Bruce Walker runs our Office of Electricity. 

So, I have asked them to join me. When I was chief counsel on 
the Authorizing Committee of House Energy and Commerce years 
ago, I often had the struggle with getting DOE to get witnesses, 
and I made a pledge that would not occur while I was over at DOE, 
so that you have our full panoply here of assistant secretaries. 

We are awaiting the confirmation by that other body of Dr. Rita 
Baranwal, our assistant secretary for nuclear. And although Ed 
has done a wonderful job, if you could ever talk to your colleagues 
over there from time to time, we would appreciate the suggestion. 

Protecting our energy infrastructure from cyber and other at-
tacks, encouraging domestic energy production, advancing nuclear 
energy, supporting renewable energy in progress, in storage, pro-
tecting our Nation’s grid, and of course empowering our DOE ex-
perts in our national laboratories, especially regarding early stage 
R&D, these were the key commitments in the President’s fiscal 
year 2020 budget request. Our 17 national laboratories drive our 
goals and progress. I have visited a number of them, and have wit-
nessed their incredible work. 

This budget proposes a $2.5 billion funding level that will sup-
port R&D activities that will help scientists and engineers in these 
great labs develop technologies that America’s entrepreneurs and 
businesses can convert into applications and products that can help 
us overcome our great challenges while improving the lives and se-
curity of all Americans. 

Turning to the Office of Cybersecurity, Energy Security, and 
Emergency Response, which goes by the acronym of CESER, one 
of our greatest challenges is the evolving danger of cyber and other 
threats, both natural and manmade. Our concern is reflected in the 
almost $37 million increase from the fiscal year 2019 enacted, 
which will support the Department’s efforts to secure U.S. energy 
infrastructure as the electric grid evolves and becomes more flexi-
ble and modern. 

CESER is the lead office for DOE’s responsibilities for energy 
support function under the National Response Framework, and is 
the sector-specific agency for cybersecurity for the energy sector 
under the FAST Act. 

Turning to the Office of Electricity, this office leads the Depart-
ment’s efforts on modernizing our electricity delivery infrastructure 
and consumer access to affordable, reliable, secure and clean 
sources of energy. The President’s budget request for this office in-
cludes continued investments in grid modernization to deliver en-
ergy on a more flexible and secure energy system; the Trans-
mission Reliability and Resilience Program, to develop new capa-
bilities for modeling performance and flexibility and to find new 
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ways for improving long-term grid resiliency; and the very impor-
tant storage initiatives that support grid-related improved perform-
ance.

Now regarding Puerto Rico, this office has provided an abun-
dance of support and technical assistance, including modeling and 
various analyses through our national labs. And it has produced at 
least eight DOE reports from determining the ideal amount of gen-
eration in its location to the optimal siting of microgrids on the is-
land. This office continues to work with DHS, FEMA, Treasury, 
and HUD to assist the recovery efforts from Hurricanes Irma and 
Maria.

Turning to nuclear energy, it is impossible to speak about elec-
tricity without mentioning nuclear energy, which has given us 
around-the-clock emissions-free electricity for the past seven dec-
ades.

Our Office of Nuclear Energy has three main missions: revital-
izing the Nation’s nuclear fleet, developing advanced nuclear reac-
tor concepts, and supporting fuel cycle technologies. 

The total fiscal year 2020 budget request of 824 million funds ad-
vanced nuclear reactors, which will deliver improved performance 
and efficiency, enhance versatility, safe designs, reduce cost, great-
er resource utilization, and other applications. It also funds early- 
stage R&D into advanced reactor technologies at 75 million to im-
prove the economic competitiveness, safety, and environmental con-
tributions of nuclear energy, and $10 million for small module reac-
tors.

Turning to the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable En-
ergy, its request is for 696 million of which 353 is prior-year unobli-
gated balances. But as the Secretary had pledged, we intend to 
spend those dollars as directed by Congress. And this will fund 
R&D infrastructure, energy storage, and other early-stage activities 
such as fuel cell components. 

This office will continue to conduct cutting-edge R&D to improve 
the affordability of clean energy technologies. EERE will build on 
and expand its Beyond Batteries Initiative with a request of $105 
million in fiscal year 2020 for the crosscutting advanced energy 
storage initiative. 

EERE will also be a part of a coordinated effort to find synergies 
in component manufacturing in the Harsh Environment Materials 
Initiative.

The Office of Fossil Energy, the President’s budget provides $750 
million for our Office of Fossil Energy of which 562 million is for 
fossil energy R&D to enable the reliable, efficient, affordable, and 
environmentally sound use of fossil fuels, including—this also in-
cludes funding for our National Energy Technology Laboratory. 

Other highlights of Fossil Energy’s budget request include $174 
million for the Office of Petroleum Reserves, as well as a request 
for authorization to sell 1 million barrels of SPR crude oil to raise 
revenue for drawdown operations; 450 million is for the SPR’s Life 
Extension II Program, which is mandated by Congress. 

These funds will be offset by revenue raised through sales of SPR 
crude oil. And $220 million has been requested for the advanced 
energy systems initiative, and $69 million for carbon capture utili-
zation and storage program. 
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We will continue to support early-stage R&D which can provide 
CO2 capture for economic utilization, enhance oil recovery oper-
ations, and conversion to high-value products while making coal 
cleaner.

In conclusion, the President’s fiscal year 2020 budget request po-
sitions DOE to continue to advance energy security, economic secu-
rity, and national security by unleashing our DOE experts, our na-
tional laboratories and its world-class scientists and engineers. 
Through innovation and technology we can and will continue our 
progress while meeting our challenges given the appropriate fund-
ing.

And before I close I would like to thank the committee staff for 
working with the Department, not only to prepare for this hearing, 
but since my tenure there, your staff works in a bipartisan, bi-
cameral manner, and we—as I have made my staff available 
through the CFO’s Office, but we want to be available to you. 

They know that they can call me at any time, but the staff has 
really been remarkable in making themselves available. I think 
how difficult it is to get bipartisan, bicameral staff together for 
meetings, and it is greatly appreciated. And we respect their time 
and efforts to do that. 

Thank you, again, members of the committee, to be here. And I 
look forward to your questions. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Menezes, so very much. And we 
agree with you on our staff’s efforts, and also our members’ efforts, 
to try to ferry the ship. 

Mr. Dabbar, please begin. 
Mr. DABBAR. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur, Ranking Member 

Simpson, and members of the subcommittee. It is an honor to ap-
pear here today to discuss the fiscal year 2020 budget, and it is an 
honor for Under Secretary Menezes and myself to head the top re-
search organization in the world. 

I would like to thank this committee for their extraordinary lead-
ership supporting innovation. The Nation notes your very strong 
interest for the national lab complex, including the 60,000 people 
at the 17 national labs. 

Our lab complex has invented whole industries and technologies, 
including nuclear power, nuclear medicine, nuclear imaging, the 
white LED light, the Human Genome Initiative. And the complex 
is also the number one generator of Nobel Prize winners in the 
world. I think I have cribbed off of the chairwoman’s speaking 
points. We did not actually coordinate, so just for clarity. 

I will briefly summarize the recent accomplishments and innova-
tion in environmental management and commercialization, and 
what is on the horizon for those areas. 

In the Office of Science this last year, we completed a series of 
major research facilities, maintaining America’s global leadership 
in innovation. 

We just commissioned the number one and number two super-
computers in the world, including the top AI supercomputer in the 
world.

We completed the top nuclear physics research facility at Jeffer-
son Lab, and we launched the world’s first entangled quantum 
Internet in Chicago. 

We also accelerated our work in beyond lithium batteries, lith-
ium-ion batteries, working with America’s leaders in electric vehi-
cles, personal electronics, and utilities. 

In environmental management, I am happy to report on footprint 
reduction and risk mitigation occurring across the complex, includ-
ing completion of major D&D operations at West Valley and at 
SPRU, the AMWTP project in Idaho, and commencement of the 
clean-up of the last reactor along the river corridor in Hanford. And 
at the end of this year we will be done with the last reactor at 
Hanford cleanup from the Cold War. And we are now 90 percent 
complete with the construction of the low-activity waste facility at 
Hanford.

Finally, we are in negotiations of returning access at Hanford of 
a large amount of land to the tribe that lived on the land prior to 
World War II. These are exciting times for cleanup in the complex. 

We are also committed to policies that support commercializa-
tion, combining the expertise of the labs with the energy of the pri-
vate sector to speed the movement of technologies to the market-
place. We have eased the process of our labs commercializing our 
research through significant legal reforms, started InnovationXLab 
events, including the next one at Oak Ridge National Laboratory 
on advanced manufacturing. And we are already seeing results of 
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using lab technologies to fuel domestic innovation in the private 
sector.

But we believe in the dreams of the future more than the history 
of the past. Upcoming in the Office of Science we look to continue 
to construct the world’s leading user facilities, including the 2-mile- 
long X-ray-free laser at Stanford, the large neutrino facility at 
Fermi National Lab, and light source upgrades at Berkeley, Or-
egon, and Brookhaven. These projects will fuel U.S. innovation, sci-
entific leadership, and support world leading science and tech-
nology workforce. And we look forward to accelerate the exascale 
computer construction maintaining the DOE national labs’ leader-
ship in the world in supercomputing, which is where it has been 
since the beginning of supercomputing, while increasing support for 
quantum technologies and artificial intelligence. 

In environmental management our request supports completion 
of 66 regulatory milestones in the coming year, completion of large 
waste processing facilities at Savannah River and at Hanford, and 
retrieval at the accelerator retrieval project in Idaho. And we are 
implementing a wide degree of contracting reforms that were much 
needed in the EM complex, focusing on in-state contracting, a 
model that was very successful at Rocky Flats. 

In conclusion, let me finish with a few personal thoughts on be-
half of our fellow Americans who you support for innovation. The 
story of this millennium is the expansion of knowledge and how 
this expansion of knowledge can create positive impacts for human-
ity. The people you support in the complex and throughout all this 
Nation’s great universities through our grant programs exemplify 
in their lives what we as free people should focus on, which is ex-
panding the bounds of knowledge for the betterment of humanity. 
They are restless in questing opportunities granted to them by the 
freedom and the promise of this country. It is a quest to learn a 
little bit more of this unlimited universe. 

We do this in the spirit of optimism and belief in our country and 
humanity’s future. This country has certainly felt the support of 
this committee this last year with bipartisan support of optimism, 
and we look forward to that continuing collaboration. Thank you 
and we look forward to your questions. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you both for your testimony. We will now 
begin questioning under normal rules. I will begin with one ques-
tion for Mr. Menezes and one for Mr. Dabbar, and then we will 
move to the ranking member. 

Mr. Menezes, Congress on a bipartisan basis, as has been noted 
in your testimony, continues to provide funding for the very pro-
grams that this administration proposes to cut or eliminate, and 
they do it year after year, including the energy efficiency renewable 
efforts and ARPA–E. We fully expect the Department to judiciously 
execute all appropriated funds as you are legally required to do. 

In December of 2017, the Government Accountability Office 
found that DOE violated the Budget and Impoundment Act of 1974 
by withholding $91 million from ARPA–E from fiscal year 2017 ap-
propriated funds. It is alarming to see that in your budget proposal 
you plan to use $353 million in prior year unobligated balances to 
partially fund EERE, including 210 million from fiscal year 2018. 
This subcommittee was briefed in December and at that time the 
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Department of Energy had a plan to fully execute those 2018 dol-
lars.

Mr. Menezes, will DOE continue to execute these funds as prom-
ised? And I would like a yes or no answer, please. 

Mr. MENEZES. Yes. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I am glad to hear that. And how soon can we expect 

that?
Mr. MENEZES. To spend those particular dollars, well, I know 

that we have been issuing FOAs on a regular basis for fiscal year 
2019. On fiscal year 2018, of those specific dollars, I would have 
to probably see specifically what those dollars, you know, are 
meant to be. But the commitment is to follow congressional direc-
tion on all previously appropriated dollars, and we will continue to 
use those monies. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I would very much appreciate for the committee if 
you could go back with your staff and by the end of next week give 
us a timeline, please, on that. 

Mr. MENEZES. I would be happy to do that. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. I just wanted to ask Mr. 

Dabbar, you mentioned in your opening statement about the light 
source upgrades and the imaging and the importance to health. 
Can you give us a little more detail on that, please? 

Mr. DABBAR. Yes, Chairwoman. So, light sources have the ability 
to look at atomic structures from many different aspects. They 
could be used for general science applications, but they are also 
useful, for example, for materials and materials for the commercial 
sector. For example, we could work with companies such as Gen-
eral Electric or others that work on turbines for airplane engines 
and take a look at those engines and how they work so they could 
design them better. 

The last example I will give will be in the healthcare sector. 
These light sources are applicable for looking at biotech drugs and 
how they operate attacking certain proteins. So, for example, we 
could use these light sources for the ability to take a look at a par-
ticular biotech drug and in situ as it is going and attacking a cer-
tain protein to see how it is working. We could actually image it 
live as it is going through. And we work not only with ourselves 
and the Federal agencies, but are working with the private sector, 
who compensate us for use of those. 

So, the light sources have broad applications across energy, 
across the sciences, that is a wonderful tool for all Americans. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Could I ask you this, please? In the State of Ohio, 
and frankly nationally, there are alarming rates of citizens who 
have diabetes; in fact, a third of the population of Ohio. It is a 
shocking number. Would your scientific capabilities allow us to ex-
amine how various insulin formulations work and how we could 
make insulin available to millions of Americans at more affordable 
prices?

Mr. DABBAR. I am not certain about the availability of drugs, be-
cause we don’t deal with that, but in terms of efficacy associated 
with potential treatment, I think both from a light source point of 
view and from an advanced computing point of view those are 
things that we clearly could support research on. You know, the 
ability to take a look at vast amounts of data and see how, with 
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data across a whole trial base of different people given drugs of dif-
ferent types—— 

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Mr. DABBAR. Those are things that clearly we are set to support. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I am one member of this institution that believes, 

in fact, I have witnessed, the blending of the sciences; the blending 
of agriculture and energy in ways I won’t go into, the conversion 
of sunlight directly to power. I have a really—in the international 
labs, I have been able to see things that are truly—I have never 
imagined.

Mr. DABBAR. Yes. 
Ms. KAPTUR. And so in this area of human health and the cross-

over with energy on imaging technologies and light sources, you 
have a member who is extremely interested on walking down that 
path and understanding what exists and what might exist through 
the labs to meet, really, crying needs for the American people. 

So I will now turn to our ranking member, Mr. Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. I look forward to following up with 

your staff on this very particular topic. I would like to try to see 
where your connections are in terms of research and how we can 
directly connect with them and support that. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. You know, the Secretary, when he was 
here talked about his fascination with something he had seen in, 
was it San Francisco, somewhere in Northern California relating to 
brain concussions. And I was just talking to Congressman Gonzalez 
today from Ohio who has been very active in the National Football 
League looking at concussions, concussions of people who have 
brain situations. We actually were in a very deep conversation 
about this today, but not just in football; in soccer, in lacrosse, in 
wrestling. And I was thinking about what the Secretary said about 
light imaging and what more we might do to help heal what—I 
can’t imagine how many thousands of people have these injuries, 
both on the military side as well as on the civil side. So the Sec-
retary seemed to have a personal interest in that and so do I. 

Mr. DABBAR. We have a meeting coming up in San Francisco 
with the DOD-supported University of California research, our na-
tional labs, and the NFL. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Really? Okay, I will just say this as a woman, you 
would be surprised how many injured women there are in field 
hockey and soccer. And I know that there are wrestlers, some of 
whom I think may be even in this Congress, who were injured 
when they were playing and competing maybe—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. I won’t ask about that. 
Ms. KAPTUR. But I know what you are thinking. Thank you so 

very much. I appreciate that, Mr. Dabbar. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur. I will tell you 

that Secretary Perry was so excited about that—— 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. That when he was out there and saw 

this, he called me and this was during the August recess, saying 
you have got to see this. It is fascinating stuff. 

But let me ask you, the budget request includes what some 
might call a moonshot, our D&D effort called the Advanced Energy 
Storage Initiative. It appears to be a crosscutting initiative with ag-
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gressive yet achievable goals. The Department has used this type 
of approach before with great success. 

For both of you, wouldn’t it be beneficial to launch similar initia-
tives aligning resources and competencies toward an ambitious goal 
for critical technologies like advanced nuclear and carbon capture 
for coal and gas as well? 

Mr. MENEZES. Yes, sir. You know, that is an excellent suggestion 
and a recognition of what you can accomplish when you do things 
through crosscutting and a collaborative effort. 

You had mentioned the Grid Modernization Initiative and the 
Advanced Energy Storage Initiate. When you think about the car-
bon capture and storage technologies that you mentioned, while we 
tend to think of it as post-combustion coal, the fact is we have it 
on natural gas, post-combustion, but importantly, pre-combustion. 
When you process natural gas to put it into pipelines, you pull out 
CO2 at that point. Now, if you can utilize that technology on a pre- 
combustion while you are processing it, think of the efficiencies 
that you can achieve. 

So, that is a pre-combustion, processing carbon capture possi-
bility, and then you add that to what we are doing right now on 
the coal post-combustion, like Petra Nova for example, and you can 
now use that similar technology on post-combustion for natural gas 
if you don’t pull it all out at the beginning. So, that has great cross-
cutting benefits. That is what our offices are set up to do, to col-
laborate, so certainly that would be key. 

Similarly, the future of nuclear is on the next generation of ad-
vanced reactors. While we are building the AP1000 in Vogtle, and 
it is a great plant, and we went down there just 2 weeks ago to 
see the actual vessel reactor head being attached to the vessel reac-
tor. It is a 745-ton device that was being put on there. We are now 
well on our way to completing the AP1000. 

But let us be honest, unless economic conditions change, we real-
ly—we have no plans to build any AP1000s here in the U.S., as 
good as that technology is. So, the future is small, modular, and 
even micro, potentially. We have to drive down the costs; we have 
to make them more flexible, small, scalable and most importantly, 
affordable.

And so that, likewise, I think would be a great opportunity for 
a moonshot. We are already seeing quite a bit of interest in the pri-
vate sector, particular with small, modular, and micro, but I think 
to put a challenge out there shows that the government is inter-
ested in supporting the technology breakthroughs that it will take 
for us to maintain our global leadership in the nuclear area. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Do you have anything you want to say 
on that? 

Okay, just one question, and maybe you guys can explain this; 
I have been trying to figure it out for some time. The budget re-
quest proposes to move the Formerly Utilized Sites Remedial Ac-
tion Program, FUSRAP, from the Army Corps of Engineers to the 
Department of Energy. I would remind you that Congress moved 
FUSRAP from DOE to the Corps because it wasn’t doing a satisfac-
tory job with the program. Can you please explain to me why we 
want to move it back now? 
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And to tell you the truth, I have not heard one complaint about 
the FUSRAP program that the Army Corps of Engineers is doing 
now. The only reason I can think of to upset what seems to be 
working is, you are going to be doing it more efficiently, and you 
are going to save money or something like that. If all we are going 
to do is move it back to the Department of Energy and then con-
tract out with the Army Corps of Engineers to do what they are 
doing now, that is a loss of money it seems like, to me. So, can you 
explain why we want the DOE to take back the FUSRAP program? 

Mr. DABBAR. Yes Congressman, that is in my area in Legacy 
Management. You know, I was not around about, I think, a little 
bit over two decades ago when the FUSRAP program was moved 
to the Army Corps. At the time, the Department and the Legacy 
Management Program was not really where it is today. We don’t 
talk a lot about legacy management because it actually works pret-
ty well. And for those that may not know about Legacy Manage-
ment, it is really about taking the sites after environmental man-
agement to a large degree, and some other smaller sites all around 
the country, that need longer term monitoring and sometimes 
ground water remediation that they are experts in. And so, LM 
runs very well and has lots of small sites all over the country; 
mines and various things that we cover and we monitor for long 
term.

The Army Corps has a lot of big things that they need to focus 
on. I am not an expert at the Army Corps but obviously many 
things dealing with large flooding, dealing with storms, dealing 
with large port issues that are needed for the country for eco-
nomic—to expand ports. The Army Corps—these projects are quite 
small compared to the scope of what the Army Corps is focusing 
on.

And so, they are actually quite happy that these much smaller 
sites all over the country in which long-term monitoring of them 
is not at core to what they need to focus on today, maybe as com-
pared to a few decades ago. So, what the plan is, is that they are 
very happy for them to clean up those sites, so those will continue. 
And that once they are done, that the monitoring of that program, 
the FUSRAP sites, will get transferred over to Legacy Management 
at the Department who has a skill set of monitoring multiple minor 
sites all over, and does that very well in today’s world. 

Mr. SIMPSON. So is it that we are not transferring the entire 
FUSRAP program over to the Department of Energy, just the mon-
itoring afterward? The Army Corps of Engineers will still continue 
to do the cleanup work? 

Mr. DABBAR. That is right. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Because that is not the impression I got from the 

budget request. 
Mr. DABBAR. Yes. 
Mr. SIMPSON. It was like the Army Corps was going to be out of 

it.
Mr. DABBAR. No, the Army Corps is going to be finishing the 

cleanup and then we are going to be taking over monitoring. So, 
I apologize if it wasn’t clear in the proposal. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Okay, then we need to look at the proposal and see 
exactly what is being proposed there. 
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Mr. DABBAR. Glad to follow-up with your staff. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate it. Thank you. 
Mr. DABBAR. Yes, sir. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Fleischmann. 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Madam Chairwoman. Secretary 

Menezes, Secretary Dabbar, and to all of the assistant and under 
secretaries present, I want to thank each and every one of you all 
for being here today. And, Madam Chair, I would like to say some-
thing very strong to this group. 

I am privileged to serve on this committee and as an appropri-
ator I have enjoyed immensely working with the Department of 
Energy, Secretary Perry. We initiate bipartisan caucuses: the Nu-
clear Cleanup Caucus, the National Labs Caucus. And to a person, 
when we have had events—Ed McGinnis has been there, Secretary 
White has been there—just last week, Secretary Dabbar came to 
our kickoff of our National Labs Caucus. 

Why was that important? It shows cooperation between the ad-
ministration, the Department of Energy, and those of us in Con-
gress. And it is mutual. The Department has done an excellent job 
in the area of avocation and education and the atomic wings pro-
gram that I think Mr. McGinnis has worked so hard on. It has 
been wonderful. 

We get people from industry, we get people from education, we 
get state and local leaders to come up here. And I think it is a 
shining example of how we can actually show our constituents at 
home how we really can work together and get things done. And 
it is—I wish we saw this more across Congress, but I am very 
proud to work with each and every one of you all, and I thank you 
for that. 

Secretary Menezes, the Department of Energy is recognized for 
its unique set of scientific user facilities, managed by national labs 
that are accessed by thousands of university, government, and pri-
vate sector researchers every year. In the case of the Office of 
Science, the program offices fund facility operations separately 
from research applications so that each user facility has base oper-
ating funds. 

However, the Applied Energy Offices do not have a similar model 
for facility operations. The Applied Energy programs fund research, 
but the operation of numerous technology user facilities, especially 
at the national labs stewarded by the Office of Science, are not 
funded in a similar manner, oftentimes requiring lab overhead. 

Mr. Secretary, as you examine plans, budgets, and infrastructure 
needs for the Department-supplied energy programs, has this come 
to your attention, sir? 

Mr. MENEZES. Thank you for the question, Congressman. What 
has come to the attention of the Secretary, the deputy secretary, 
and both Secretaries Dabbar and myself is that we are trying to 
increase the use by the private sector of our wonderful national 
laboratories. And that is across all labs. 

We hope to increase the excellence that is shown by certain labs 
over others. We hope that we can emulate what is working in the 
other labs, and we are looking very closely at this. Each lab is 
probably different from the others. Certainly just in the applied 
labs NETL is the only GOGO, for example, Government Owned, 
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Government Operated. There may be some issues related to that, 
say as opposed to, you know, to INL or NREL in the applied area. 

But this is something that is frequently talked about at the Lab 
Operations Board. And we talk about it to how we can figure out 
how to increase the use and access of our great facilities, particu-
larly the user facilities where it is just an invitation for those that 
have great ideas as entrepreneurs to come in and use our labs, 
really at cost, to do experiments and conduct, you know, the work 
that they think is necessary. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Yes, sir, and I appreciate your answer. To fur-
ther define it or refine it, what is the Department’s strategy for 
maintaining these technology user facilities and ensuring they re-
main state of the art, sir? 

Mr. DABBAR. So, Congressman Fleischmann, yeah, clearly there 
is a number of different facilities across a lab complex that had a 
history of doing various operations and supported by various of-
fices.

You know, clearly there was nuclear operations dealing with iso-
topes at Oak Ridge National Lab, which had a bit of a history 
there. There is actually nuclear operations at Idaho. There is also 
nuclear operations and hot cells at PNNL, just off the top of my 
head.

And I think it is a great question because I think what has hap-
pened at a number of these sites is that historically they were 
funded by one program or another, and over the course of time, as 
research shifts or, you know, different programs shift, that there is 
infrastructure there. And to your good point, sometimes the labs 
feel like they want to keep it going even though a particular pro-
gram office of one of the two of us where the under secretary for 
nuclear security didn’t cover. 

I think what is actually important is for us to have good dialogue 
with the lab directors for them to say you realize we no longer are 
getting support from here or there on a particular facility. And 
then talk with us about the importance for us to maintain those 
capabilities and what they are going forward. 

You know, I think we have to have a balance because, you know, 
if research changes over the course of decades, I think we need to 
be thoughtful about the taxpayers’ money. But conversely, if some-
thing falls through the cracks between the various programs of-
fices, it behooves for us, as well as the lab directors, to have that 
dialogue for us to know what is going on and see if there is some-
thing that should be covered. 

By the way, we not only do that, you know, with ourselves, but 
with our fellow agencies, you know, such as DOD and others. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Madam Chair, I 
yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congresswoman Wasserman Schultz. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank you, Madam Chair. Gentle-

men, come down to my district in South Florida and you will see 
how my constituents are already feeling the impacts of climate 
change. Whether you are living in the South Lake or the North 
Lake neighborhood in Hollywood, Florida, in the town of Davie and 
numerous other places in my congressional district, you will see 
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fish swimming in the streets due to king tides and sometimes just 
a random rainstorm, even when it is sunny. 

Broward County has already drawn new flood maps predicting 
higher waters. Fort Lauderdale has increased the height require-
ment for sea walls and raised the elevation of home sites. Miami 
Beach’s climate plan involves building elevated roads and installing 
pumps to keep out saltwater intrusion. Owners of coastal prop-
erties are worried about sinking into the sea and about sinking 
property values. In South Florida we do not have the option of de-
nying climate change because we deal with it every day. 

And that is why it is so important to keep supporting climate 
science. Technologies developed and deployed today can help to de-
crease the risks for future generations and lessen the negative con-
sequences of climate change. 

Under the Obama administration, for example, we saw real 
progress on addressing climate change, including technology devel-
opment. From 2008 to 2016, the cost of clean energy technologies 
drastically fell because of DOE-funded research. But under the 
Trump administration we have repeatedly seen proposals to gut 
the programs and regulations that support clean energy. 

So my first question, if you could answer, both of you, yes or no, 
do you believe climate change is real, that we are already seeing 
its impacts, and that humans are responsible? 

Mr. MENEZES. I believe the climate is changing and man is part-
ly responsible for the changing climate. 

Mr. DABBAR. I agree with—I say the same thing as Under Sec-
retary Menezes voiced. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. So if that is the case, then why does 
this budget request slash DOE climate science programs by 50 per-
cent? What do you view as the role for the Department of Energy 
in adjusting climate change? And how can DOE perform the inno-
vation needed to address climate change with these proposed cuts 
to DOE’s energy R&D programs, effectively eliminating the Office 
of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy? 

Mr. DABBAR. Congresswoman, we agree that the Department is 
a leader, I would argue probably the leader in the world in terms 
of energy technologies and the accomplishments of the past leader-
ship team and what we continue across the board in terms of re-
search. To a very large degree, the DOE is just a very large re-
search organization, and certainly from a dollar point of view it 
very much is. 

Certainly if you take a look in your particular area, I know the 
utility there just announced a 409 megawatt battery that is con-
nected with solar. It is the largest utility battery ever announced, 
lithium-ion, and it is economic. And they have to go submit that 
to the Public Service commissioner of Florida. And they are going 
to defend that actually that technology is cost-effective without any 
mandates or any support. It is very exciting what is going on. 

Florida is really at the cutting edge, and obviously you have the 
leading renewables company in the world headquartered in Flor-
ida. And so they work a lot with Argonne, with PNNL, and others. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. But if you can answer my specific 
questions. Why does this budget request slash DOE climate science 
programs by 50 percent? Why are we eliminating, effectively, the 
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Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewal Energy? You are not sug-
gesting that the private sector is going to be able to pick up the 
slack for all of the funding that the main driver of R&D and energy 
research has been? 

Mr. DABBAR. No. Clearly DOE is the leader in technology devel-
opment. I think it is very important to the country and the world. 
You know, budget decisions are based on priorities overall. I think 
as the ranking member mentioned, the budget priorities that were 
laid out were based on caps that are currently expected, that may 
or may not change. 

What we do as an organization is for us to execute what you ap-
propriate. And once again, whatever you decide to go appropriate, 
we want to do that in an efficient way as we promised in talking 
about the various dollar amounts. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. You are correct, budgets are an ex-
pression of priorities and values. And, unfortunately, this adminis-
tration’s priorities and values are clear as a result of their pro-
posal.

Under Secretary Menezes, the budget request proposes an 86 
percent cut to EERE, and this cut would effectively shut it down. 
The proposal is utterly ridiculous, and it is exactly the opposite of 
what we as a Nation need to be doing right now to expedite our 
transition to a clean energy economy. 

It represents yet another step backward for American global 
leadership. And I couldn’t get Secretary Perry to give me a straight 
answer, as sweet as he was in the exchange, so perhaps you can. 

Why would you propose such a backwards budget cut? And it is 
clear that Congress is not going to implement these severe cuts to 
EERE, so why do you keep proposing them? 

Mr. MENEZES. Well, on the keeping proposal, you know, we are 
basing this year’s proposal off of the fiscal year 2019 request, and 
so the budget caps—so we have an overall reduction, if you will. 
The goal was 5 percent, so that is in that context. 

But specifically with EERE, first of all, we are committed to con-
tinue to fund the funds that we have, both from fiscal year 2018 
and fiscal year 2019, and any obligated funds are out there. So 
those will continue to be spent. 

With respect to technological advancements that Madam Chair 
had referred to that this office has achieved over time, it has really 
been nothing short of remarkable. In fact, it has been so remark-
able that these technologies have been pushed out into the private 
commercialization and they are fully deployed, essentially, at this 
point. I read a survey recently that predicts that 86 percent of pri-
vate companies are predicting that between this year and 2030, 
$500 billion will be invested in renewable technologies in the U.S. 
alone, and a significant number of them are predicting that by 
2031, a trillion dollars will be invested by the private sector into 
these technologies. 

Now, while a lot of this funding goes to making photovoltaics 
even, you know, more efficient, it is interesting we see, when you 
go to NREL and you see what they are doing, while they are doing 
great work with photovoltaics, the real breakthrough is the liquid 
crystal and perovskite, for example, where it is not hard to imagine 
that the future will not be photovoltaics, but they will be in the 
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windowpanes, in the glass structures, in the shingles, in the build-
ing technologies themselves generating electricity. 

And even more importantly, like when we work with countries 
like India, to bring electricity to 300 million of their people, imag-
ine that you are able to put this new technology on a Mylar balloon 
and be able to generate electricity in remote locations in such coun-
tries.

When we say basic research, that is the kind of thing that we 
are hoping to break through. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. My time has expired, but I do hope 
you realize that you have just made the case exactly for why we 
shouldn’t be severely making the cuts to this office. I appreciate 
you doing that for me. Thank you. 

Mr. MENEZES. You are welcome. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. I yield back the balance of my time. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Congresswoman. Mr. Menezes, I am 

going to ask some questions that every American will understand 
and ask you to comment. And if you cannot answer, to provide for 
the hearing record more comprehensive answers. 

These are what you might know about innovative technologies 
that impact the grid in every community; the provision of water 
and wastewater; and thirdly, homes, dwellings that people live in. 
I am going to ask you who and where, and have you ever seen best 
practices and the most innovative or low-cost technologies for the 
following areas? 

Number one, if I were to go anywhere in this country and try to 
find the most breakthrough electric grid transmission, who is lead-
ing the way in developing the most efficient and cost-effective 
transmission lines that might be 100 percent efficient from point 
of generation to point of use? Do you have any sense of that? That 
is question one. 

Number two, many of our cities, I represent several major cities, 
are paying a boatload of money. Cities that are having trouble pav-
ing their streets, paying a boatload of money to process water for 
fresh drinking water, and managing their wastewater and bio sol-
ids associated with that. Who, if anybody, in America is leading the 
way in creative and innovative approaches to providing, to pro-
ducing electricity to perform these functions and making it the 
most efficient so that those dollars can be dedicated to other prime 
purposes in these places? 

And thirdly, who in America is building net zero homes and 
buildings? Yes, we have LEED certified. But I have heard that 
there are companies in the West in particular that are building net 
zero homes, extremely energy efficient. Actually there is no power 
bill once the investment is made in the structure itself. 

So could you think about this, and do you have any comments 
on that, the grid itself, water/wastewater treatment and dwellings? 

And then on another tack, electricity prices vary by region across 
our country, and the price of electricity is a huge factor in, for ex-
ample, manufacturing. I have a heavy manufacturing region that 
I represent. It is very different than cornfields in Kansas. And it 
is my understanding that electric power prices differ in regulated 
and unregulated markets. And I am curious as to the Department 
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of Energy’s knowledge about how electricity prices impact manufac-
turing costs and thus economic competitiveness across our country. 

Is there a way for you to drill down in the Department and get 
us some comments on that? 

So why don’t we go to very practical applications that most 
Americans are aware of: the grid itself, water/wastewater treat-
ment, and the associated electricity bills, and, finally, net zero 
homes and buildings. 

Mr. MENEZES. All excellent questions and excellent topics. Cer-
tainly from the Department we are probably doing something in 
each of these areas on the grid transmission. EPRI, you might be 
aware of the EPRI, the Electric Power Research Institute. You 
know, they study the grid, the technology that goes into the grid, 
the wires that are actually used, and they work well with our labs, 
including Oak Ridge and others, INL Labs, to develop a much high-
er efficiency, you know, gauge of wire, for example. Okay. And that 
could eliminate transmission by a third, for example. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you know that exists anywhere in our country? 
Have you seen it deployed? 

Mr. MENEZES. I think there is some direct current. Yeah, so. 
Ms. KAPTUR. I didn’t hear that. 
Mr. MENEZES. Yeah, he said that we have some direct current 

and superconductor work that is being done on our grid today. 
Mr. DABBAR. Yeah, maybe I will comment a little bit further on 

the kind of efficient use of transmission. I think one of the leaders 
in this area is at Pacific Northwest Lab in Representative 
Newhouse’s district. 

One of the interesting things about the electric grid is there is 
tremendous amounts of data about how do you optimize the trans-
mission lines and how do you get power to the right place at the 
right time. And also how do you identify problems before they be-
come problems, and including trips associated with substations? It 
is obviously a major issue in California at the moment. 

What we are working on, and actually have up and working 
strings of development, is on artificial intelligence and machine 
learning for the grid operations to optimize when you dispatch 
power plants and identify when weather is going to come in, when 
the wind is blowing, and how much wind is going to go and how 
much water is behind all the dams. This is tremendous amounts 
of data; and how to give recommendations to the operators who run 
the transmission grids. 

I think as you probably know, the RTOs and the transmission 
systems, historically, have been a bunch of humans sitting in a 
room taking a look at dials, trying to figure out the best way how 
to optimize the transmissions lines, you know, the question you 
asked.

The reality is there is tremendous amounts of data over history 
of all those different areas, all those different data points. And the 
development of AI or a machine learning algorithm could give rec-
ommendations to that RTO and MISO or PJM in Ohio to say it is 
better, you know, to do it this way or that way, to reduce a poten-
tial trip, which obviously there was one that happened in Ohio 
about a decade ago. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you for knowing that. 
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Mr. DABBAR. And also how to increase the efficiency, which was 
your question. So we actually have a great amount of using AI and 
supercomputing on how to develop this, and how to work with 
RTOs to try to roll this out to other grids across the country. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I am not disagreeing with what you are saying, you 
are using the existing system. I am looking for places that have in-
novated and have a much more efficient—they are building a much 
more efficient system. Has Long Island done it? You mentioned the 
Pacific North. Is there any place where a new town has developed 
where there is grid functions in a different way for those who work 
or live there? 

Mr. DABBAR. Well, one place which is clearly at the cutting edge 
is I think a number of towns in California. This gets into a much 
larger conversation. But what is actually interesting about what is 
going on with distributed generation in batteries, especially in 
homes with electric vehicles, that whole kind of complexity which 
is beginning to happen. California, in particular, is at the cutting 
edge of that just because there is more electric vehicles, more 
homes with solar because it is sunny. 

And it is actually a little bit less transmission than it is the dis-
tribution grid. So being efficient with all that distributed load, the 
load moving because of electric cars, batteries at homes, solar at 
homes, and how that integrates with an IT system and how to 
allow that to work, is very much a work in progress. It is very in-
teresting.

Let me give you one interesting data point that they are looking 
at in California. They are looking at that if you have solar on your 
home in California, how you can trade it with your neighbor where 
you want to buy, like get a carton of eggs from your neighbor and 
you can buy it for a certain number of kilowatt hours. And what 
they are looking at is using Venmo to actually trade between indi-
viduals on the system, and how to—from a regulatory point of 
view, is actually to use a peer-to-peer system to trade electricity. 
They have not done it yet, but they are actually looking at whether 
they would allow those sort of, you know, kind of retail apps to 
allow people to be more efficient about the sort of resources that 
they control. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. We will look for further— 
yes, Mr. Menezes. 

Mr. MENEZES. Yep, and if I could just add one thing. Assistant 
Secretary Walker reminded me of one of the things that we have 
requested is to fund the North American Energy Resiliency model 
that we are doing. This arose out of the work that we did with 
Puerto Rico, which started as a static modeling project through our 
Grid Modernization Initiative, where we got the labs to help model 
their electricity system. So, this is a great opportunity to step this 
up for the North American model. We do not have that model 
today. This model will do precisely—will analyze our current en-
ergy system writ large, both in the U.S. and Canada, and we will 
be able to—as we put additional sensors on our current system, we 
can begin to see how it functions, and where efficiencies can be im-
proved.

We can—we hope it will take—what is it, a 3-year process, prob-
ably?
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Mr. DABBAR. To make it real-time, yeah. 
Mr. MENEZES. Yeah, to make it real-time, but this is where we 

are going to bring the best new technologies where they should be 
on the system to ensure that it is resilient, and that it can operate 
in a very efficient manner. It is very likely that we are going to 
achieve savings to where, you know, the current amount of reserve 
capacity that you might have, just in the normal operation of 
your—of a utility, would go to be—to lessen that a lot. That will 
ratchet out of the current system a lot of efficiencies and cost sav-
ings. And this gets to your last point about how it is that you will 
be able to save, ultimately, drive down the cost for your constitu-
ents that use large amounts of power to be able to, you know, to 
manufacture or to do the industrial work that they do, and it would 
also apply to commercial. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. I have gone over time, and 
Mr. Newhouse. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Madam Chair, and I apologize for 
stepping out. You were talking about the future, Paul. A class of 
high school students in front of the Capitol steps took precedent 
over you guys. Sorry. 

Mr. DABBAR. And you missed me talking about how wonderful 
PNNL is. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Oh, well, go on. 
Mr. DABBAR. Sorry. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Well, welcome to both of you, and I appreciate 

you bringing such a large contingent from DOE here today. That 
means a lot. Let me just get right to my questions. 

Some of your testimony, I heard both of you, and it brought a lot 
of things to mind that I would like to visit with, particularly some 
of the milestones we are meeting at—on the Hanford Reservation, 
exciting stuff, but also the carbon capture that you mentioned. I 
was just down at—saw Petra Nova, myself, last weekend. So, lots 
of good things happening in your world that I appreciate you com-
ing in and letting us know. 

Secretary Menezes, last week, when Secretary Perry was here 
with us, I was able to ask him about the newly proposed grid stor-
age launch pad that is going to be hosted at the Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory in my district. I would just like to get a little 
bit deeper into that with you, if I could. 

I am glad to see the Department is looking into PNNL to see how 
it could further accelerate the development testing and validation 
of energy storage technologies for the grid through this launch pad 
effort. As you know, PNNL has emerged as a leader in the area 
with one of the largest concentrations of expertise in advanced grid 
scale energy storage technologies in the world. You also may be 
have not heard that the Washington state legislature is currently 
looking at robust investments in this effort as well, which I think 
is—speaks well for the importance of this to our area and to the 
Nation.

Now, I certainly strongly believe that the Department’s best suc-
cesses are the result of focused research with clear outcomes. It ap-
pears the Department believes that these goals are an important 
part of this initiative. I would just like to ask you how did the De-
partment make decisions regarding this specific research and goals 
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that are included in this initiative, and you—can you talk about 
some of the opportunities you see to advance this important tech-
nology?

Mr. MENEZES. Thank you for the question, Congressman. Indeed, 
as Secretary Perry has said, and Assistant Secretary Walker has 
said, the next big breakthrough, and I myself have said, the next 
big breakthrough is energy storage. We need to develop energy 
storage because as we are modernizing our grid, making it more 
flexible, and bringing on intermittent resources more and more, we 
need to be able to up the storage from the devices that we use up 
to grid scale, and that is going to be the big breakthrough, and it 
is very challenging, but we have identified that as our big commit-
ment. That is where I think that we can bring true changes in the 
way that we provide electricity across this country. 

Specifically, on the grid storage launch pad, you know, this is 
aimed at accelerating materials development, testing, and inde-
pendent evaluation of the battery materials and the battery sys-
tems for grid applications, and that is what we are committed to. 
That is where we are focusing our resources. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Good. Excellent. And, like I said, with the excite-
ment being generated, along with the state of Washington, I think 
we have some real potential here, but thank you. 

Mr. MENEZES. Well, I want to also share in the compliments with 
PNNL that Secretary Dabbar had said in your absence, and so it 
is a lab that our offices use quite frequently and not limited to the 
things that Secretary Dabbar mentioned, but also in cybersecurity, 
having developed, you know, really the first Cyber Risk Informa-
tion Sharing Plan, CRISP, which actually gave rise to being so suc-
cessful and sharing it with our energy partners that Congress saw 
fit to name Department of Energy as a specific agency for energy, 
for cybersecurity. So, you know, that was done at PNNL. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Hmm. Hmm. There is some critical work being 
done. Every time I go, I am amazed at the things I come to find 
out they are working on. 

Mr. MENEZES. Oh, and I have not had the privilege of visiting 
the campus proper—— 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mm-hmm. 
Mr. MENEZES [continuing]. But I have been to the Seattle of-

fice——
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mm-hmm. 
Mr. MENEZES [continuing]. When we were doing our XLabs, 

which is something else, I think, that the committee would be in-
terested in. You know, under the leadership of the Secretary, but 
also pushed, in large part, by Undersecretary Dabbar, we have 
launched these XLab initiatives. And the goal here is to help edu-
cate people as to what we do at our labs because while you all 
know very well what we do at our labs, and the people who live 
in the states where our labs are located, our job is to try to get ev-
erybody across this country to really know and identify our labs as 
true, you know, treasures of this great country. And so, as a way 
to bring out the message, so to speak, we have had two XLabs. The 
first one was in Silicon Valley on storage. It attracted many, many 
folks from all over the country. That was a big success on lessons 
we learned there. We then had the next one, and PNNL really put 
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this one together. It was done in Seattle, and that topic was the 
grid modernization. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Yeah. 
Mr. MENEZES. And so it, too, attracted experts and interested 

parties from all over there, and it highlighted the work of our labs. 
And then the next one that we are going to have is for advanced 
manufacturing at Oak Ridge, or maybe Knoxville if not at Oak 
Ridge, itself, but, again, we are going to bring people in. They will 
see it. It will include, you know, the knowledgeable science—sci-
entists. It will be people interested in investing in it, and it is a 
good public-private venture with DOE sponsoring this, and your 
labs are playing a key role in putting these things together. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. They absolutely are, and I am glad that I was 
able to allow you to have some time to talk about the labs, that 
they truly are the jewels of the country that a lot of people are not 
aware of the important stuff that happens there. So, thank you for 
pointing that out. 

And with that, Madam Chair, I will yield back. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congressman Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I saw Congressman Fleischmann. His ears perk up 

when you mentioned Oak Ridge and Knoxville. And Congressman 
Newhouse is correct, the labs across the country do some incredible 
work that the general public does not understand, that is very im-
portant. I do not feel like I should have to say this, but I will be-
cause of my dear friend from Florida’s comments, and she is a dear 
friend, but the President proposes a budget and it has to be accord-
ing to the law, and the law is sequestration. That means some ugly 
choices have to be made. 

Every president I can remember has always cut down about $2 
billion in the Army Corps of Engineers, knowing that Congress is 
going to put the money back into it, but that frees up money that 
they can spend somewhere else and plus-up their priorities and 
that kind of stuff. It is not that the President does not support 
EERE or ARPA–E or climate change funding or any of these other 
things, but he has prioritized with a limited amount of resources. 

To tell you the truth, I have often wondered why a president 
does a budget because I do not really look at the numbers. I do not 
really care what the numbers say. We are going to make those 
final determinations about what the numbers are in the various 
programs. For the last couple years, they have cut down EERE in 
their budget proposal. Guess what? That does not happen. We put 
money back into it and fill those accounts back up as Congress sees 
fit.

The reason I look at the President’s budget is because they some-
times have interesting proposals, like moving FUSRAP from the 
Army Corps of Engineers to the Department of Energy. Does that 
make sense? So, I mean, some of those proposals are what are the 
most interesting part to me, but on to my question. 

If anybody asked me what keeps me up at night, it is our grid 
security, and what a difficult and challenging process that is. Ms. 
Evans, you have an enormous task on your hands with grid secu-
rity. It is complicated. It is hard. It is diverse. And much of our 
grid is privately owned. And when I have looked into this over the 
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last couple years, one of the challenges is the threats. You have se-
curity clearance. 

Now, you are going to go out to a utility with a CEO that does 
not have security clearance. How are you going to convince them 
of the potential threats that are coming in? And how are we all 
going to all get on the same page of protecting the grid? And then, 
exactly what are we going to do to protect the grid? Do you want 
to respond to that, or what are we doing for grid security in this 
country?

It does not have to be a nuclear bomb that takes us out. With 
several well-placed adverse intentions, they could take this econ-
omy through the floor by taking down our grid. How are we pro-
tecting against that? 

Mr. MENEZES. An excellent question, and one that we spend an— 
all of our time thinking about. It is—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me say, I realize much of this. Hopefully, we 
will be able to set up a classified briefing because a lot of the infor-
mation is classified. But what you can tell us here? 

Mr. MENEZES. Right. First of all, it is an all-of-government obli-
gation and effort. So, we work with our other agency partners and, 
as you mentioned, a lot of this is on the intelligence side, you know, 
as well as our own office, which is outward-facing, working with in-
dustry. You know, we have the ESEC, the Electric—the coordi-
nating counsels, both for electricity and oil and natural gas, and all 
of the industries, all of the sectors, telecommunications, and fi-
nance. So, it is a collaborative effort to identify the threats. 

We have in place technology. I have mentioned CRISP that had 
been developed at PNNL. Now, this is generally on IT. We have ex-
panded our machine-to-machine learning and artificial intelligence 
and our modeling to look at the operational technology side of the 
equation. So, historically, it has been IT. You know, you think of 
your phishing, but, now we are—now the threats are moving to-
ward the—for the operational technology side of it, the industrial 
control systems, the SCADA systems that we use—that are used 
ubiquitously, you know, across our country. So, we have been iden-
tifying those threats, and we have been having secret briefings 
with members of industry, so that we know whether we see some-
thing on their system or, frankly, they see something on theirs, and 
they can share information with us. 

These threats are growing in number and sophistication, and you 
can just open up the paper and read about it, whether it is Huawei 
or ZTE. We react to those things. 

At the Department, we have a chief information officer. His job 
is to make sure that our Department, enterprise-wide, goes 
through a risk assessment. And when we reach an intolerable level, 
if we are using any of the devices that may be compromised 
through the cybersecurity threats, we share that information as 
promptly as we can with our industrial partners. 

So, we work with—we have a worldwide threat assessment that 
comes out from ODNI. We follow that. We implement that. We 
monitor that and we react accordingly. It is—you had mentioned 
about the potential threats. You have heard many experts say that 
we may never see the use of another kinetic weapon because the 
weapon of today is really the cybersecurity threats that we have. 
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And we know from published reports that our energy system, the 
U.S. energy system, is targeted. So, we take it very seriously. 

We set up the Office of CESER. You and your staffs have been 
working very well with us, and know that what we are setting up 
is working together with DHS, DOD, and the intel community, but 
we take the responsibility very seriously that you saw fit to give 
to us, and that is what we are committed to doing. Going forward 
on this, the key is to be able to get the data. 

Secretary Dabbar talked about data. We are awash in data now, 
but that data contains a lot of good information. So, we need to de-
velop the techniques and the tools to be able to analyze that data. 
Now, it needs to be anonymized, so that, you know, we do not have 
access to information that may be proprietary or anything, but the 
industry knows that it is in their best interest and, indeed, the best 
interest of the United States, to be able to get that data together. 

We can run our analytical tools; CRISP is one, Coyote. The oper-
ational technology evaluation that I had mentioned in the past is 
going to be part of it. And that is going to be our tools of the future 
that we are developing to be able to ensure that our grid and our 
energy system is secure as it possibly can be, and that it is resil-
ient.

Mr. SIMPSON. Is it still a challenge having the private sector 
without security clearances, working with them, trying to get infor-
mation to them? 

Mr. MENEZES. Well, the security—granting security clearances, 
you know, is a process that goes beyond the Department of Energy. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Oh, believe me, I know. 
Mr. MENEZES. Okay. We are doing what we can to get the clear-

ances for DOE, but when you need to share with them information 
that may come from other agencies, you know, they own that infor-
mation, and so it is up to them to really grant the clearances, but 
it is a process. But we are committed to move those as expedi-
tiously as we can because, as you said, it is one thing that we can 
share it with them. We tend to have to share it at the secret level. 
I cannot go beyond that and then they cannot—still cannot talk 
about it, but we hope that they can then make decisions—— 

Mr. SIMPSON. Yeah. 
Mr. MENEZES [continuing]. As to what to do about it. And that 

is why, significantly, we at DOE are sharing with them. When we 
make a decision that we cannot use a certain software product that 
we might use, or a certain industrial control system that we may 
have on the enterprise somewhere, when our risk tolerance is too 
high, we share that information. So, that is another way, not that 
we do not order them to do anything, but sharing the information 
allows them to make the decisions. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I know that Florida Power—you worked for Florida 
Power to do some work down there when there was a threat as-
sessment, but it only really occurred because of the personal rela-
tionship between the CEO of Florida Power and somebody in DOE. 

Mr. MENEZES. Yeah, right? 
Mr. SIMPSON. They knew each other before, and they could, kind 

of talk and trust each other. We got some problems here, and talk 
to them. We need to somehow overcome that, but I appreciate your 
work on that. And I would like to set up sometime in the future, 
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maybe when we are done with this crazy budget cycle and we have 
a little time, I would like to come down and do a classified briefing 
with what is going on in that arena. Thank you, Chairwoman. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Simpson. We will work with you on 
that. Congressman Fleischmann. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Secretary 
Menezes, you were correct on two fronts. The Oak Ridge National 
Lab actually does run the manufacturing demonstration facility, 
but the facility is actually located in the city of Knoxville. So, they 
actually went off their reservation. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Are both in your district? 
Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Well, no, but we fixed that. Oak Ridge Na-

tional Lab was kind enough. Very astute, Mr. Chairman. Oak 
Ridge National Lab has now formed a partnership with the Electric 
Power Board, our great utility, EPB, and is now in Chattanooga as 
well. So, ORNL is doing well across the state, and, yes, thank good-
ness, Chattanooga is still in the Third District. 

Secretary Dabbar, thank you. The Department proposes to make 
significant investment in the research and production of stable iso-
topes in fiscal year 2020, isotopes, both radio isotopes and stable 
isotopes for medical and industrial applications are one area where 
the Department of Energy, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, and 
other national labs have had an incredible impact, including lives 
saved and billion-dollar impacts on the U.S. economy. 

I discussed this with Secretary Perry last week, but I am inter-
ested in your perspective as well, Mr. Secretary. I will ask four 
questions.

Why is the Department investing in stable isotopes now? Does 
the United States have any capacity to produce these isotopes cur-
rently and, if so, where? How would the proposed Stable Isotope 
Production and Research Center help address the growing demand 
for stable isotopes and facilitate research on the beneficial use of 
stable isotopes? 

And lastly, sir, the Basic Energy Science Advisory Committee, or 
BESAC, was recently charged by the Department to provide input 
on the long-term strategy concerning HFIR, the High Flux Isotope 
Reactor, at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, which is among the 
highest flux reactor-based neutron sources in the world. How crit-
ical is HFIR to the future of isotope reduction? Thank you, sir. 

Mr. DABBAR. Thank you, Congressman. So, as Congressman 
Simpson mentioned about budgets and about priorities, and taking 
aside quantums of dollars, that actually in the Office of Science you 
have actually six areas that were increases or new line items, and 
I think gives the signals, one of them is in isotope production, 
where we are actually requesting an increase for that. And let me 
talk through that, because it addresses your questions. 

Clearly, the Department is a leader in the production of isotopes 
in the country. It comes from a history of the nuclear program and 
obviously the history of the national labs. 

And the Department runs a very well-honed, almost business in 
isotope production. It is done for a mixture of decaying isotopes 
that are mostly medical, although certainly supportive of the oil 
and gas industry and log wells and so on, and also stable isotopes. 
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To talk about the decaying isotopes, mostly for the medical com-
munity, the leader—our headquarters for that is at Oak Ridge Na-
tional Lab. But what is actually really important is that we actu-
ally have started a process that has been going on for a while, but 
we are really enhancing it, across all the universities in the coun-
try with all the research reactors and accelerators that are at hos-
pitals on how to coordinate to figure out some 40-odd isotopes that 
we produce at the DOE, and the 20 or so that we have under re-
search, in large part, for the medical community. 

Ohio is actually, because of the medical focus of Ohio and such 
at the great universities and the medical institutions in Ohio, there 
is actually a—a strong part of our partnership is across Ohio, is 
how can we produce some of it at HFIR at Oak Ridge? How can 
we produce some of it at the research reactor at the University of 
Missouri? How can some of it be produced at accelerators at spe-
cific university hospitals in Ohio and elsewhere? 

And so we actually provide the leadership across all these dif-
ferent institutions, and we actually meet with the medical commu-
nity and try to figure out which isotopes should we increase pro-
duction on and why, based on demand pull of the medical commu-
nity.

And we meet with doctors across this country as they try to con-
vince us that for the next trials, for the next cancer to go after, 
about which isotopes to try to basically convince us for us to put 
our R&D in, to put our dollars in that you give us, to try to help 
with the next set of trials. 

It is a very exciting part that many people don’t realize the DOE 
does. It is a very important part of the medical community. 

Why should we do it? I have sat before, you know, the House 
here before, with former—not former, medical doctors, who talk 
about isotopes that they couldn’t get in the past. We took that very 
seriously as we listened to Members of Congress about that, and 
we actually came up with a plan, and it is not a lot of dollars. But 
how do we increase some of the production capabilities in order to 
address some of those lacking availability for the medical commu-
nity, and which are seen in our budget is a focus on that particular 
priority, and I think it is important for the country? 

The second part that you talked about was about stable isotopes, 
which is actually different than the medical side. There is obviously 
many different aspects of stable isotopes, including for our DOD 
and other friends that are in a bit more of a confidential, you know, 
topic.

We identify from our various demand polls, including from the 
confidential side that was important for stable isotopes, it is a lot 
of the same capabilities that we do for isotopes that are radioactive 
or that decay, and we do a very similar analysis. Clearly, a leader 
in that is Oak Ridge, but there are others who deal with that 
across the complex. 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I want to thank 
you all for this great hearing. And Madam Chairman, I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Following up on the isotope 
capabilities, we had the director of Brookhaven before us several 
months ago. And I was talking about all the research that has been 
going on in the human brain. And the confluence between what 
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NIMH does and the Department of Energy, and how—and the di-
rector spoke up, the lab director saying, do you know, we might 
have something at Brookhaven that makes a difference in 
unwinding what is going on in the human brain as a circuitry. 

In trying to understand both the physical and chemical reactions 
occurring that cause such conditions as bipolar, schizophrenia, 
schizoaffective disorder, there is a whole range of conditions that 
medical science really doesn’t completely understand. 

But I have looked at some of the light imaging machines that 
DOE has been involved in helping to develop in the medical field, 
you are talking about cancer. 

But in terms of brain imaging, and this kind of comes along with 
my interesting concussions and what is going on inside the skull, 
in the human body, to your knowledge, well, and also with the 
pharmaceutical engagement with some of our light machines, light 
sources, trying to understand. 

Let me give you a practical problem. If you are at the university 
hospitals in Cleveland, Ohio, and you have been diagnosed as men-
tally ill, and maybe the sheriff brought you over there and the doc-
tors are trying to figure out what is going on, and you don’t come 
from a family that has health insurance, you fall under Medicaid. 

And there is an unwritten rule that, well, you can’t afford medi-
cines, so we are going to give you the generics. And within our 
pharmaceutical industry, this was a perfect generic, it is equiva-
lent. Equivalent, but it is not efficacious. 

And so, someone who may have been stabilized at some point in 
their life on a brand name pharmaceutical product is devolved, be-
cause they don’t have enough money, to a generic that is equiva-
lent, they say, but efficacious. So how do we use the light machines 
of DOE to figure out, and the law says that you have to be within, 
I don’t know what it is, 85 to 95 percent of what should be 100 per-
cent equivalency? 

So, you don’t even have to be 100 percent, and somebody gets 
sick again, so they end up back in the sheriff’s jail or the emer-
gency room, and the whole cycle starts over again. 

This costs America, I guarantee you, billions of dollars, because 
we have repeaters. 

I was in hospital in Chicago, outside of Chicago, where it was the 
19th readmission for a particular veteran. So, the costs on the VA 
are huge, the costs on civil society are huge. And I keep saying to 
myself, we have got these pharmaceutical companies coming into 
DOE. They are testing the chemical organic formulation, and we 
have got evidence on the medical side that, do you know what, we 
get this wrong a lot of the time. 

So, how can we work with you and NIMH? Where do you have 
strengths? You might not be able to answer my question now, but, 
boy, could we make a difference for the world if we could figure 
out, from a chemical standpoint, what is going on, what is going 
on with the existing medication, with the knockoff brand, or what-
ever.

And I guarantee you that I have been told in all my meetings 
on opioids up here, half the people who are addicted in this country 
to horrible things are mentally ill. So, imagine that. Imagine that. 
So this is a national problem, and you say, well, this is the Energy 
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Committee, what do we have to do with that? Well, do you know 
what? We have got 60,000 out there brilliant, brilliant people. I 
think we ought to contribute something to the solution. 

Mr. DABBAR. So, Chairwoman, let me describe within the context 
of that problem set the sort of capabilities that we have. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Good. 
Mr. DABBAR. So, I think there are major kind of pieces of capa-

bilities that fits. One of which you touched on, which is light 
sources, which allows us to take a look at the efficacy of a drug on 
a particular problem. The other one is computing. Let me start 
with computing and then I will come back to light sources. 

So, one of the things that we do with the top-end supercomputers 
in the world, top-end AI in the world, is taking a look at trial data 
and identifying what within trial data is working and not working, 
and how to actually help develop trials. 

And so you talked about traumatic brain injury. What we are ac-
tually doing with traumatic brain injury is that we have identified 
that there are significantly more markers than people thought in 
the past, and how can we use an AI supercomputer to go through 
massive amounts of traumatic brain injury data in terms of people 
who have had problems, whether it is soccer or the military or in 
the NFL. And to see what sort of trials should be actually set up 
to identify whether a particular drug or treatment works. That sort 
of thing that we are doing for TBI could be done for anything. 

You know, for any of the things that you talked about or many, 
many, many others, using that same framework that we were—you 
were talking about San Francisco and the NFL. That is actually 
what we were doing with that particular one, which is taking a 
look at markers, treatments, and looking at data to identify what 
works and doesn’t. 

And so you can apply that to the problem that you just men-
tioned, it could be done to vast amounts of the life science commu-
nity.

I will give you another data. It is a little bit off, but I think a 
really interesting one. One of the things that we are doing with one 
of the big biotech companies is that we have been working a year 
on this. It is that they gave us all their failed trial data for dec-
ades.

Now, I think, as you know, many of the drug treatments that we 
come up with are actually ancillary to the original reason why the 
trial was done on the drug. Right? We thought it was for cancer, 
but it turned out it was good for blood pressure. Right? 

And so what happened is that before there was all this com-
puting power and AI capabilities, many times these trials were 
done and they said it failed. Well, in reality it actually succeeded, 
but they didn’t catch it on a particular aspect. And so we are work-
ing with one company who has given us decades of their—one of 
the large pharma companies. And we have gone through decades 
of their trial data, and they have uncovered a massive amount of 
things from their failed trial data that they never thought they 
would find. 

So, once again, you can apply that to taking a look at trials or 
taking a look at treatments that are done. If you have enough data 
and, you know, whether it is a drug efficacy, and you were talking 
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about, Chairwoman, or any of the other like different types of 
treatments, you know, different types of drugs that could be ap-
plied broadly. 

I will go back to light sources. That was computing. Light 
sources are clearly a major tool and, as I talked about earlier, could 
easily be applied to taking a look at the efficacy of any particular 
biotech drug. 

So if there is a question about whether a particular drug is actu-
ally working or not, for some of the reasons that you ask, we have 
the capabilities to do it. Now, once again, we are not a life science, 
you know, area. We do support life science research. 

So, you know, we have the capabilities, and if someone wants to 
come along and say, we want to do research of whether this biotech 
drug has efficacy, and we think the light source that you have at 
X–Y–Z lab would be useful. 

You know, the answer from us would be yes, and we have got 
to schedule it, and so on. Yeah, absolutely, Chairwoman. 

Ms. KAPTUR. There will be more follow-on from me on that. I 
wanted to—I have gone over time here. I wanted to give Mr. 
Newhouse a chance here. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Madam Chair. No problem. A very 
interesting topic. 

And a question for you, Secretary Dabbar. As you are well aware, 
we have got a huge challenge with the Hanford cleanup, not the 
least of which are some of the many technical challenges that we 
face there that the site contractors are addressing and must ad-
dress as they continue their work in the cleanup effort. But also, 
as probably many of us in the room also know that the Hanford 
site is incredibly complex, and success in this effort is going to also 
depend in large part on making sure we have a robust workforce 
that is maintaining and enduring site-specific expertise and con-
tinuity.

The lab serves a critical role supporting DOE and many of the 
site contractors on the technical challenges at Hanford. And again, 
as you are aware, there are several significant transitions taking 
place in the coming months at the site. 

I understand that while I stepped out you brought up the idea 
of maintaining capacities, and that is what my question is about. 
I simply wanted to be certain that you and the Department are 
paying attention to maintaining and enduring capabilities at the 
PNNL through this transition, something that I am tracking, we 
are tracking in our office, because it has a great impact on the con-
tinued efforts at the Hanford site, and just would welcome any 
thoughts that you might have on this issue. 

Mr. DABBAR. So, as I like to talk about the complex, it is wonder-
ful to talk about large facilities, like DFLA or light source or so on, 
but the reality is the reason why we accomplish what we accom-
plish is because of the people. And it doesn’t matter what the site 
is in Idaho or Oak Ridge or at Hanford, it is the people. And I want 
to make certain that we understand that. 

When you talk about the workforce at Hanford, the workforce at 
Hanford is the reason why things work, or there are challenges, 
and that is why we really want to make certain that they are 
trained.
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I am going to go give my annual, you know, sit-down at the 
meeting with HAMMER which is a training facility. One of the ex-
citing—you know, when I look at every site, every site has its 
unique positives about how the local community contributes. And 
what I like to talk about Hanford, about what it is about, you 
know, what is unique about Hanford, is that the engagement with 
the unions, and the energy and the focus that the unions have on 
training, on safety, on the workforce is unique across the complex. 

And as the leadership team, the Secretary, myself, and right 
here behind me, is extremely focused on that. We pushed OMB to 
get additional funds that had not gotten out of the executive side, 
the Department to support, the needed investment at HAMMER. 
And we got additional funds this last year with our engagement 
with OMB, and I very much enjoyed calling up the union heads 
and telling them that we got additional funds. 

And I look forward to going to the House of Labor, to AFL–CIO 
Headquarters here next week, sitting down with them to talk about 
workforce training with all the union heads from Hanford and to 
talk about the importance of that for us as a leadership team. 

Obviously, you all fund it, so you all show that by your appro-
priations, but we do it by our execution and our advocacy. And I 
look forward to sitting down with all the union heads from Hanford 
here in Washington at the AFL–CIO next week. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Great. Great. That was the answer I was hoping 
to hear. Certainly, one of our best natural resources are the human 
resources we have. And so I appreciate your recognizing and your 
intentions on that. Thank you, Madam Chair. I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Mr. Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. It has been interesting. And as I think we have 

mentioned earlier about the competition between sites, you know, 
a little competition is good. But I can tell you, if 20 years ago when 
I came here the competition between sites of the project was being 
proposed, we would all be fighting each other to get it at our site. 

You know, whether that was the right place to do it or not—and 
I think most of this, it is coming to the conclusion that if DOE pro-
poses something, I want it done where it is right. 

If it can be done at PNNL or Idaho, either one just as well, I will 
fight for Idaho and he will fight for PNNL. But if PNNL is the 
right place do to do it, I am not going to try to steal it from—and 
you see that within the lab directors, they are working together 
much better than I think they ever have in the past, which is a 
benefit both to us on the Appropriations Committee, and to the 
labs in what gets done. So, that is a very important aspect. 

One other thing I did want to mention is that when we talk 
about cybersecurity, we are not just talking about threats from for-
eign nations. It also includes how you harden our energy systems 
against EMPs and GMDs and those kind of things, because those 
are natural that are going to hurt or that are going to happen, and 
we need to figure out a way to harden the systems. 

But the question I am going to ask is, Under Secretary Dabbar, 
DOE’s contract management for the National Nuclear Security Ad-
ministration in the Office of Environmental Management, con-
tinues to be highlighted as high-risk areas by the GAO. 
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Specifically, the GAO noted a concern that EM has not identified 
the root cause of its contract and project management problems. 

And until that is done, it will be challenging to develop an effec-
tive action plan. What steps have we taken to address this con-
cern?

Mr. DABBAR. Yes, Congressman Simpson. This has been a par-
ticular focus to talk about contracting. I can talk about this for far 
too long. But one of the things that the Secretary identified and us 
as the leadership team in the EM realm, myself, Assistant Sec-
retary White behind me, was how to actually focus on contracting 
that would actually get to an end state and get to cleanup. 

It is important for us to invest in local communities, but the EM 
program is to reduce risk and to indicate cleanup. We focused a lot 
on what worked in the past and what was not working here today. 

I think Idaho works very well, but there are some other chal-
lenges that happened. In particular the waste treatment side of the 
Office of River Protection, the major plateau in Hanford, in Con-
gressman Newhouse’s district. That is the main challenge of the 
EM complex in terms of both the scale of the complexity. 

What we decided and we are in the process of executing on this, 
and I think GAO should hopefully see that because we are in the 
middle of the execution, when it comes around next year, hopefully 
they will, is that we are looking at changing the contracting struc-
ture to focus on in-state contracting. That is to actually incentivize 
and to focus the contractors on getting the work done, getting the 
cleanup done. To a large degree it was done once at the EM com-
plex. That was done in kind of early 2000s, and that was on Rocky 
Flats. I don’t know Rocky Flats very well, amount of the TRU 
that——

Mr. SIMPSON. You have Rocky Flats success. 
Mr. DABBAR. And in Idaho, which we are, of course, very focused 

on, on getting that moved. As you know, it is the number one pri-
ority for movement of TRU for the Department. 

But how do we take the success of contracting that worked really 
well at one complex site, and succeeded at Rocky Flats in Colorado, 
and how can we take a look at that contract structure and move 
it to other places? 

We are in the middle of doing that right now. The very first bids 
on in-state contracting using that successful model, we have taken 
bids at at Hanford. And we have a whole team under Assistant 
Secretary White of doing contract by contract about how do we 
focus on getting things done. 

And that is what we are doing. We are very excited about that. 
It is a major focus of the Secretary as he came in, and he said looks 
like things are not working in a number of particular areas, in par-
ticular at Hanford, and we want to change things out. And con-
tracting is a major focus of what we are doing. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I certainly want to see DOE off the high risk 
list, as I am sure you would to. 

A couple other things. One is we already talked about small mod-
ule reactors, you did, and the importance of that. And we want to 
make sure that that continues because this test we are doing with 
VAMPS and other things has got to be successful. So that is a very 
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important aspect and we will be looking at that in the budget re-
quest.

I have talked with other agencies that report. I talked with the 
Secretary about HALEU and why the Department is pursuing sev-
eral different avenues to develop this fuel. But I want to bring up 
something that was not on my list, but it is certainly something 
that I would like to see pursued by the Department, and we started 
to do this at the last of the Obama administration. That adminis-
tration has changed and it kind of got dropped and left in the way-
side.

Every DOE site is treated differently when it comes to payment 
in lieu of taxes. Some sites pay the local communities money. Of 
course that is money that comes out of cleanup at Hanford and it 
goes to the communities there at Richland and other things. And 
the reason that this came up is that I had to sign a reprogramming 
request where they asked for a whole bunch more money because 
the county commissioners had decided to assess that property there 
as if Hanford never existed, and that it would be wineries now. 

And so they were getting a whole bunch more money in Hanford. 
Some sites don’t do any of that. But it is up to the local DOE site 
if they want to do that or not, so it is treated differently across the 
whole complex. 

And what we were working on is all of you getting together and 
figuring out how should we do this. Either we do it the same for 
all the sites or we don’t do it at all. And to me, and of course the 
Hanford people who are at the very top of what they get in these 
payment in lieu of taxes are saying, oh, man, they are trying to 
take our money away. I am not. I am trying to figure out a fair 
system so that all the sites are treated equally. Even if you look 
at the INL, we went out and asked the counties. Some counties get 
a minor payment; some counties that have DOE on their site, in 
their county, don’t even request it. I mean, even within one site it 
is different between counties. 

We need to figure out, and this would take probably authorizing 
legislation to change the law that currently exists, but we need 
your help in developing how we can change that to make it fair 
across the complex. And I am not trying to reduce anybody’s pay-
ment or increase anybody’s payment, I am just trying to make it 
fair.

So if you could help me in that respect and in trying to develop 
a proposal that makes sense, I would appreciate it very much. 

Mr. DABBAR. So Congressman, why don’t we take that back and 
think about that? I think, as you probably know, when you look at 
PILT, when you look at payment in lieu of taxes, it is based on a 
lot of history with the locality. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Exactly. 
Mr. DABBAR. Many times, decades and decades and decades of 

history about how it was done a certain way based on how a local 
community feels like it should be supported based on the sort of 
services that they have. And I think to a large degree PILT is more 
based on precedent now than on any particular near-term set of ar-
guments because it doesn’t happen right now. It is usually just 
based on history. 
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Mr. SIMPSON. And what bothered me about the reprogramming 
with Hanford is that when you look at the law, the law says the 
land is to be assessed as it existed before the site was there. Well, 
now they are saying, well, if the site wasn’t there, this would all 
be vineyards. Well, maybe. I know that the INL, it would be kind 
of like New York City out there. So we are going to assess it at 
a high level, you know what I mean? It is just that unfairness that 
exists between these sites, and actually the communities, their as-
sociation, they all now want to be assessed the same way that Han-
ford is because Hanford gets the most. 

And I am not criticizing Hanford. I served on the City Council, 
I know I am going to have the Federal Government pay for every-
thing I can get them to pay for. I mean, I understand how that 
works, but we need a fairer system. And like I say, it would take 
a change in the reauthorizing law, I think, but I am more than 
willing to work with you, and if we can find something that works. 
But I appreciate your effort on that. Thank you. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Simpson. I will just have two con-
cluding pathways I am going down. One is the electrochemical 
pathway of the human nervous system, particularly centered in the 
brain. And the other one deals with some reporting requirements 
that I want to ask you about, which will be simple to answer. 

I will just read this definition for the record. ‘‘The neuron sig-
naling process in the human body and brain is partly electrical and 
partly chemical. Neurons are electrically excitable due to mainte-
nance of voltage gradients across the membranes. If the voltage 
changes by a large enough amount over a short interval, the neu-
ron generates an all or nothing electrochemical pulse called an ac-
tion potential. This potential travels rapidly along the exon and ac-
tivates synaptic connections as it reaches them. Synaptic signals 
may be excitatory or inhibitory, increasing or reducing net voltage 
that reaches the soma.’’ 

All right. The reason I wanted to put that in the record is be-
cause the supercomputing capacity of DOE, and perhaps other or-
ganizations in our country, and the knowledge we have of chem-
istry need to be wedded in a way that we can understand better 
what is happening with millions of people across this country and 
world who have no answer for their illness. 

And I really do think that the Department of Energy has an 
enormous role to play in this. As I have said to the Secretary and 
others, I was up at Walter Reed recently and I saw a machine in-
vented in Sweden, and it just blew my mind. Because it could 
image at a granular level where you could literally see this invis-
ible pathway that was damaged in stroke victims. That was breath-
taking.

This is a little more complicated. This has to do with the actual 
movement of signals in a human body where you have power and 
chemistry interacting, and we need to understand it. And we are 
beginning to develop all of the analytical tools to do it. 

So I wanted to put that on the table and say to both of you that 
the Ohio National Guard has been collecting thousands of DNA 
samples from vets that present with PTSD. That is just one form 
of stress that makes things happen inside the brain. But I really 
do urge you, and I am saying on public record, the Department, to 
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recognize the blending of the sciences. And no one department can 
win this alone, and we have got to help our scientists figure out 
what is going in the human body. 

Remember the old experiments they used to do with people when 
they would give them electric shock and for some it worked and for 
some it didn’t? Why did that happen? How can we explain this? 
And they were moving in a certain direction, but we didn’t have 
the analytical capabilities that we have today. 

There is a great book written by a former broadcaster, I think 
he was on CBS News. The title of the book is ‘‘Nobody Cares about 
Crazy People.’’ I do. And so I will use every bit of energy I have 
to try to move every department in this government to a better so-
lution than we have today. 

Thank you very much for listening to that request. And I would 
be very interested in what you might come forward with in terms 
of ideas or ongoing interdepartmental research that exists. 

I believe the man’s name is Ron Powers. I think I have the name 
right, pretty well-known broadcaster. Tragic story. Tragic story if 
you read the family history. 

Now, in a way of a simple question, in terms of congressional re-
porting requirements, I was going to ask Mr. Menezes, the Depart-
ment has not complied with our request for certain reports. One of 
them is the artificial intelligence efforts the Department wishes to 
undertake. And the other one is something you mentioned, the 
North American grid model under way at the Office of Electricity. 
Neither of those reports have come back to us. 

And so I am just pleading with you, we have to answer certain 
questions that will be helped by what is in those reports so we can 
understand the full scope in funding that you are requesting, given 
that this Committee is often faced with significant funding con-
straints. In putting together our bill it is critical that we have this 
information when making those difficult choices. 

Mr. Menezes and Mr. Dabbar, can you commit to us that the De-
partment will provide timely information in response to congres-
sional inquiries and requirements, including these reports that I 
mentioned?

Mr. DABBAR. I will say yes. And in particular in AI, which is my 
area, I have emailed to your staff our review of that program as 
requested, and I am scheduled to sit down with your staff on Fri-
day

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Mr. Menezes. 
Mr. MENEZES. And on the plan for the North American energy 

resilience model, I have actually gone a step further than emailing. 
I have actually had a conversation face-to-face with the Assistant 
Secretary Bruce Walker and your staff, so that he can come up 
here and provide that briefing as soon as practical. 

And just as a general rule, from the Secretary on down, we have 
always pledged to Congress that our intent is always to meet our 
deadlines. We have a list of all the congressional mandated reports, 
we keep as current on it as possible, and I know that—remember 
we do have to get a review by OMB. But I have been informed that 
any reports that are forthcoming, if you don’t have them and they 
are overdue, they are at OMB or they are about to be concluded. 
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And that I think we are on time with fiscal year 2019 requests. So 
I think we are making some progress. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Well, maybe we just get them from OMB. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Call OMB up here for a hearing sometimes. 
Ms. KAPTUR. There you go, Mr. Simpson, I like that. 
Mr. SIMPSON. The only people they have to testify before is the 

Budget Committee. 
Ms. KAPTUR. All right. 
Mr. SIMPSON. You don’t want to get into OMB with me. 
Mr. MENEZES. Nor was I suggesting that you subpoena OMB to 

come up here. 
Ms. KAPTUR. All right. Well, this has been an exhaustive hear-

ing. I want to thank all the members who have come. And, unfortu-
nately, we have many competing hearings that are occurring simul-
taneously, plus we had a lot of floor activity today, so we apologize 
that some of our members who are regular attenders couldn’t be 
here. But, believe me, your remarks and full testimony will be 
made available. 

This concludes this afternoon’s hearing. Again, I would like to 
thank Under Secretary Menezes and Under Secretary Dabbar for 
joining us today. We thank you for your service to our country and 
all of the staff and very intelligent, committed individuals you have 
brought with you and work at the Department. 

I ask for the hearing record—that questions for the record and 
any supporting information requested by the subcommittee are de-
livered in final form to us no later than 3 weeks from the time you 
receive them. And members who have additional questions for the 
record will have until close of business on Monday to provide them 
to the subcommittee office. 

This hearing is adjourned. 
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THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’S ROLE IN ADDRESSING 
CLIMATE CHANGE 
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ERGY FUTURES INITIATIVE 

Ms. KAPTUR. The subcommittee will come to order. I want to 
thank everyone for coming, and especially thank our witnesses 
today, many have traveled a great distance. 

We are here to discuss the topic of climate change, a global issue 
that challenges our ability to sustain life on Earth. 

Our job in Congress is to frame the magnitude of this challenge 
and provide a practical pathway forward that is regionally sen-
sitive. Ninety-seven percent of scientists agree that the Earth is 
warming at an unsustainable rate, and that humans and human 
activity are the primary cause. Burning fossil fuels like coal and oil 
for energy are the main contributors to greenhouse gases. 

NOAA has issued several predictions that this year of 2019 is in-
creasingly likely to be the planet’s second or third warmest cal-
endar year on record. 

Our witnesses and all of us see the impacts of this every day, 
from the growing intensity of extreme weather events, like recent 
wildfires in California, to increasingly hurricanes across the Gulf 
and East Coast. Glaciers and sea ice are melting at historic rates 
with the Arctic warming at twice the rate of the rest of the world. 

Our oceans are warming and acidifying. It is dangerous to ignore 
these facts, and if we fail to work together to address this crisis it 
is to our collective peril. 

In my district, impacts can be seen in record rainfall and the ris-
ing water levels of the Great Lakes, now at a 124-year high, includ-
ing Lake Erie, the southernmost of the Great Lakes, which broke 
records in September, and is currently over 2 feet higher—2 feet 
higher—than long-term averages. 

In 2014, a massive harmful algae bloom resulting from nutrient 
runoff from the largest watershed in the Great Lakes forced the 
city of Toledo to shut off its water supply for days. Hundreds of 
thousands of people could not drink, bathe, or cook with tap water. 

In this particular watershed, which is, as I mentioned, the larg-
est in the Great Lakes, the number of farm animals has more than 
doubled from 9 million to 20 million over the past 13 years, with 
a corresponding increase in manure. All of these have helped create 
the algae bloom problem that we face in that lake. 
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Globally, we must commit to addressing these new challenges by 
engaging the world through the Paris Climate Agreement. Unfortu-
nately, the President ceded American leadership on this vital con-
cern by withdrawing from this agreement without any backup plan 
in place. As the second largest global emitter of harmful gases, pro-
ducing nearly one-fifth of all global emissions, our country’s with-
drawal will have significant consequences on the environment, pub-
lic health, and the economy. 

However, we are lucky to have a Department of Energy, the Fed-
eral Government’s leading agency for research and development of 
new, clean energy technologies within this subcommittee’s jurisdic-
tion. Technologies developed with Department of Energy funding 
are already helping address climate change. Decades of invest-
ments have driven the prices of wind, solar, energy storage, and ef-
ficient light bulbs by 59 to 94 percent over the last decade, leading 
to widespread deployment and consumer savings. But, of course, 
there is more work to be done. 

Continued robust investments in Department of Energy pro-
grams will create new tools to prevent and reverse the impacts of 
climate change while boosting our economy and creating good pay-
ing jobs across every state. 

Currently, there are more Americans in energy efficiency jobs 
than waitresses and waiters across our country. We must continue 
to transition not just sectors, but people and communities. 

Additionally, as clean energy becomes cheaper consumers can 
save their hard-earned dollars by paying less for the energy they 
use.

Our Nation must undertake mitigation now, but we must also 
pursue future energy innovation. The Department of Energy’s re-
search agenda achieves the next series of breakthroughs and clean 
energy which is vital to saving our planet. 

As the rest of the world continues to act and to innovate, our 
country must be a technology leader or we will be not only left be-
hind, but we will have abdicated our responsibilities in this new 
era.

To our witnesses, we look forward to hearing from you all. I will 
turn to our able Ranking Member, Mr. Simpson, for opening re-
marks.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur. I was glad to see 
that we at least mentioned the algae blooms in the opening state-
ment. I know that is a passion of yours. Thank you, Chairwoman 
Kaptur.

I would like to echo your welcome to our witnesses. We thank 
you all for being here this morning, and look forward to hearing 
your testimony and engaging in a productive discussion of the De-
partment of Energy’s role in addressing climate change. 

First, let me address one of the biggest climate change straw 
man arguments. Members of Congress and stakeholders across the 
politic spectrum can acknowledge that climate change is real, and 
that industrial emissions around the globe are contributing to it 
without concluding that big government command and control 
schemes, like the Green New Deal, are the solution. 



247

In fact, such proposals would harm the American economy, boost 
our economic competitors such as China, and quite likely lead to 
increased global emissions. 

Instead, real solutions will involve innovation in clean energy 
technology. The United States can continue to grow our economy 
and provide good-paying jobs to hardworking Americans by being 
at the forefront of improving current clean energy technology and 
developing new technologies. 

This subcommittee and the Department of Energy programs it 
funds have been pursuing bipartisan climate change solutions for 
decades now, and have numerous successes to show for it. For ex-
ample, U.S. emissions have dropped by historic amounts over the 
past decade or so, one of, if not the single, largest contributor to 
that decline has been the shale gas revolution. Abundant supply 
produced economically has allowed energy to be provided with 
fewer emissions and at a lower cost to consumers. 

What enabled the shale gas revolution? Technology innovation 
such as the diamond drill—or diamond head drill bit stemming 
from Department of Energy research and development. 

The U.S. leads the world in clean energy R&D investment. We 
must continue to make smart, targeted investments in clean energy 
R&D so that we can provide the world with affordable, reliable, 
clean energy solutions. Doing so, will benefit the American econ-
omy while providing the best path forward for addressing climate 
change.

One area of focus right now is energy storage, which is necessary 
to better incorporate variable energy sources like wind and solar 
into the electrical grid. And, in fact, there is a project in my dis-
trict, the Cat Creek Energy Storage Project, that Doug Jones here, 
who is from Idaho, could tell you all about. It has an innovative 
public-private partnership that has the potential to improve grid 
security across the West, and provide needed new upstream water 
storage to our growing Boise Valley. 

I look forward to hearing from each of our witnesses about the 
successes of past investments and the promise of new investments, 
both in continuing to improve current technologies as well as en-
suring that the United States will continue to be a leader in devel-
oping new energy technologies. 

Again, I thank Chairwoman Kaptur for calling this hearing. And 
I look forward to hearing from our witnesses. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Congressman Simpson. And 
I am very excited that we have such a stellar panel joining us here 
today.

First we will have Mayor Vi Lyles of Charlotte, North Carolina. 
Mayor Lyles has been a leader in addressing climate change at the 
local level, where leadership is so desperately needed, adopting a 
strategic energy action plan for the City of Charlotte. 

She is also a constituent of our dear, hardworking, and insightful 
Representative Alma Adams, who is here today to introduce her. I 
yield 2 minutes to Representative Adams. 

Ms. ADAMS. Thank you very much, Chairwoman Kaptur. Thank 
you to the committee for having me today. I am so very proud to 
have the privilege of introducing my mayor, Mayor Vi Lyles of 
Charlotte, the Queen City. 
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In 2016, Mayor Lyles became the first African-American woman 
ever elected to serve as mayor of Charlotte. Before being elected as 
mayor, she spent almost three decades in public service working for 
the City of Charlotte, serving two consecutive terms as a member 
of the Charlotte City Council. 

Her decades of leadership from budget analyst to mayor have 
helped mold Charlotte into one of the fastest-growing cities in 
America, and a beacon of a progress and growth in the South. 
Today Charlotte is a tech, banking, and entrepreneurship hub, and 
welcomes 100 new Charlotteans every day. 

Mayor Lyles has also led Charlotte’s innovative and ambitious 
plan to ensure that our city is at the forefront of the fight against 
climate change. In 2018, our city council unanimously supported a 
plan to make Charlotte a low-carbon city by 2050, and to set an 
aggressive goal for reducing citywide greenhouse gas emission lev-
els.

Additionally, under Mayor Lyles, Charlotte has launched an ini-
tiative to become a zero waste city, and was named winner of the 
Bloomberg American City’s Climate Challenge. 

Thank you, Mayor Lyles, for your work and the city’s work to 
combat climate change, to reduce carbon emissions, and to invest 
in green technologies. 

We welcome you, Mayor Lyles, and we look forward to hearing 
more about the important work that you are doing and how Con-
gress can further support your efforts. 

Ladies and gentlemen, my mayor, Mayor Vi Lyles. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very, very much, Congresswoman 

Adams. And I know you had to change your schedule to be here, 
and I thank you so very, very much for that. 

We are going to introduce all of the witnesses, and then we will 
proceed with the Mayor’s testimony. 

Next we will have Mr. Rich Powell, the Executive Director of 
ClearPath and ClearPath Action. Mr. Powell has also served as a 
member of the 2019 Advisory Committee to the Export-Import 
Bank, and was previously with McKinsey & Company in the En-
ergy and Sustainability practices. 

Following that we will have Bob Keefe, the Executive Director of 
Environmental Entrepreneurs, or E2. E2 recently released a report 
highlighting the economic benefits of addressing climate change. 
Bob has spent more than 20 years as a political, business, and en-
vironmental journalist. 

And finally, we welcome back a preeminent scientist, innovator, 
diplomat, Dr. Ernest Moniz. Dr. Moniz was formerly the Secretary 
of Energy in President Obama’s administration. His accomplish-
ments and accolades are well known, and we are very fortunate to 
have him today. 

Again, I want to thank all of you for taking the time to be here. 
Without objection, your written statements will be entered into the 
record. Please feel free to summarize your remarks in about 5 min-
utes each, starting with Mayor Lyles. 

Ms. LYLES. Thank you very much. First of all, good morning. And 
really, I am so grateful for the opportunity to come here. I am espe-
cially honored to be joined by the preeminent climate addressers, 
people that are doing all of this great work. 
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The invitation to come and talk about our city, and what we are 
doing to address climate changes, one that we don’t take lightly, we 
are doing all that we can to create a resilient city, and be a model 
for economic and environmental sustainability. 

I want to tell you a little bit about our city. We are one of the 
top-five fastest-growing large cities in the past 2 years in the coun-
try, and Charlotte is only one of three cities in our country that has 
grown by double digits since the decade of 1960. 

Our population has doubled to almost 900,000 residents, and we 
are now the 16th largest city in the country. You know, we are wel-
coming all of the new residents that Representative Alma Adams 
talked about, those 100 new people coming every day, and I have 
been told that they bring 1.6 cars for every visitor that comes or 
every resident that comes. 

But we are adding jobs. We added 15,000 jobs last year and an-
other 12,000 jobs this year. And most of our new jobs are in the 
realm of tech. Charlotte has been recently named as the fastest- 
growing tech talent market 2 years in a row. But today as mayor, 
the way I see Charlotte, it is a destination for families and young 
people who want to have a great place to live. We often talk about 
being a livable city. 

And we have grown really, really well, and we are very fortu-
nate, and we recognize that. But, more importantly, we also recog-
nize there are certainly challenges that come with growth, and I 
want to talk a little bit about that. 

You know, we have realized that had two choices: we can em-
brace the reality that long-term plans are needed to change the 
way we consume energy or we could keep what we are doing, and 
leave it to the next generation to figure out, and maybe it will be 
too late to do that. 

So we made a conscious choice that we were going to change the 
course of Charlotte history; that we were going to do something 
and not leave it to our grandchildren to have to resolve. 

So, as Congresswoman Adams said, our city voted unanimously 
for the Sustainable and Resilient Charlotte Resolution by 2050. 
The resolution states that we will strive to source 100 percent of 
our energy use from zero carbon sources, and to become a low-car-
bon city by 2050, bringing citywide greenhouse gas emissions to 
below 2 tons per person annually. 

Then we adopted the city’s first Strategic Energy Action Plan, be-
cause as mayor you know that you can have resolutions all day 
long, but unless you put some feet behind it, it doesn’t really work. 
So, we have a framework to guide our transition to a low-carbon 
future.

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. LYLES. We want to thank Mayor Bloomberg and Bloomberg 
Philanthropies who named Charlotte as the winner of the Amer-
ican City’s Challenge because that has allowed us to launch a bold 
and innovation vision called Circular Charlotte to become a zero 
waste city, and to turn $100 million worth of annual waste, to re-
claim it so that we can have a great economy and create additional 
jobs.
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Ms. LYLES. You know, this benefits us because we are looking at 
our landfills and our highways, and we need to do something about 
it. We are excited to leverage our State University, UNC Charlotte, 
and the many entrepreneurs that are growing from that Univer-
sity’s research section. 

But we know that real change requires everything of everyone, 
that we have to look at what we are currently doing and we have 
to try to change. And we started doing that. 

We have taken immediate action, now completing energy audits 
for over a million square feet, including and starting with our cul-
tural facilities, some of the best in our country I hope. And we 
want to determine retrofits that would reduce building energy 
usage.

We are embedding sustainability into our comprehensive land 
use plan that we call the Charlotte of the Future in 2040. We are 
launching a Green Workforce Development Program to train indi-
viduals in building efficiency, solar energy, and other emerging 
technologies.

We are investing our public transportation network and electrical 
vehicles for our city fleet, and our airport had just invested in five 
electric buses. 

We are particularly proud of our work with the private sector, 
and being accepted into the Duke Energy Green Source Advantage 
Program, a renewable energy program for North Carolina cus-
tomers who want to support renewable resources. We think that if 
we can work with this program, that it will equate to moving 
12,000 passenger vehicles from the roads annually in our city. 

We know that 61 percent of our greenhouse gas emissions come 
from transportation and buildings, so if you really want to help us 
do better, here are some of the things that we need. So, I second 
many of those that the Chair has mentioned. 

We need more money and research for renewable energies. We 
need money to retrofit our existing facilities. We need funding for 
electric vehicles, especially for our buses. We need infrastructure 
money to make choices that we can have that will a difference. We 
need support for mass transit. And we need support for our light 
rail system. 

Last week, Greta Thunberg came to our city, and she spoke on 
our Government Center Plaza, energizing thousands of young peo-
ple to address climate change. Well, that is great, but we need to 
address it now. Our young people are holding us accountable, and 
we should be accountable. Charlotte is a great city and it is a liv-
able city, but we must make changes to make it a city that every-
one can continue to see. 

You know, cars generate 36 percent of our bad air. We have to 
have mass transit. We have to have a better bus system. All of 
those things are essential to us continuing to be a city that we 
would all like to see. Thank you so much for having me, and I ap-
preciate the opportunity to talk about my city, my representative, 
and all of our governing officials to represent Charlotte. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you so very much, Mayor Lyles, and also, 
congratulations on your reelection. And I want to thank Congress-
woman Adams for making special efforts to be here today and to 
accompany you today. 

We will now move to Mr. Keefe, if you could begin your testi-
mony.

Mr. KEEFE. Thank you, Madam Chair, and members of the com-
mittee. I really appreciate you letting me be here with you and this 
august group on this side of the table. 

I am Bob Keefe. I am the executive director of E2, Environ-
mental Entrepreneurs. We are a national nonpartisan group of 
business owners, investors, and others, who advocate for policies 
that are good for our economy and good for our environment. E2’s 
more than 7,000 members and supporters have founded or funded 
more than 2,500 companies, created about 600,000 jobs, and collec-
tively control about 100 billion in private and venture equity cap-
ital. And those members, by the way, include executives, founders, 
and funders of clean energy companies that are making energy 
cleaner, more abundant, and less expensive in America. And in 
doing so, they are helping our country reduce greenhouse gas emis-
sions that worsen the impacts, including the economic impacts, by 
the way, of climate change. 

Now, they are also driving economic growth, and they are cre-
ating millions of good paying jobs, which you can see on the screen 
right there, that cannot be outsourced or shipped overseas. We 
know this because E2 for years now, in connection with EFI and 
other partners, have been tracking clean energy job growth all 
across the country down to the state, city, county, congressional, 
legislative, district levels. 

Our most recent Clean Jobs America Report, which I have sub-
mitted for the record, shows us that more than 3.3 million Ameri-
cans work in clean energy today and, as the chairwoman men-
tioned, nearly 2.3 million of those are in energy efficiency, and 
many of those jobs rely on energy efficiency standards, other pro-
grams from DOE. For a frame of reference, 3.3 million jobs, as the 
chair mentioned, is more than there are waiters and waitresses in 
America. It is more than there are people in real estate. It is more 
than there are people in agriculture in our country. It is more than 
the people in investment banking. And, by the way, it is more than 
double the number of Americans who now work in fossil fuels. 

What we also know is that many of these jobs, and the climate 
and environmental benefits that come with them, simply would not 
exist without crucial DOE programs. Let me give you a couple of 
examples.

A few weeks ago, I was fortunate to be in the chair’s home state 
of Ohio, visiting the headquarters of an E2 member, Steve Melink. 
Steve’s 100 employee company designs and supplies clean energy 
solutions, solar, energy efficiency, big range hoods, things like that, 
geothermal, to companies like hotel chains and restaurant chains 
that you would recognize, and factories all across America. 

Now, Steve is an expert in this stuff, and he tells me that geo-
thermal HVAC systems are the most energy-efficient heating and 
cooling systems known to exist. I would ask Dr. Moniz if that is 
true or not, but that is what I heard. The—— 
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Mr. MONIZ. I bought one last year. 
Mr. KEEFE. Oh, great. The other thing I understand is that they 

are pretty expensive, at least initially, and they are hard to install. 
But thanks to a Department of Energy Small Business Innovation 
Research Grant, a SBIR Grant, Melink Corporation is about to in-
troduce new technology that could dramatically reduce the costs, 
substantially increase the adoption of geothermal in our country, 
saving money for those big users that I have mentioned, while also 
reducing there and our country’s carbon emissions. 

Steve’s company is already growing. He is—when I was there a 
couple weeks ago, he is building a brand-new headquarters build-
ing and expects to hire a bunch of new employees as this comes to 
market.

Let me give you another example. We have an E2 member 
named Michael Rucker, who started two clean energy companies, 
in the past 5 years. He is a wind energy exec. He has created about 
250 jobs across the country. Michael’s current company, Scout 
Clean Energy, is developing major wind projects in over a dozen 
states. In Washington State, for example, I think, in Congressman 
Newhouse’s district, Scout is building the Horse Haven Project, 
which is expected to generate 500 megawatts of power by 2020— 
excuse me, 2022. But behind every one of those wind turbines that 
Michael’s company is erecting is some of the most advanced wind 
energy technology available, technology that probably would not 
exist, by the way, without DOE clean energy programs. 

Scout now is planning to install storage systems, aka batteries, 
with its wind projects that will allow it to produce and distribute 
clean, emissions-free, renewable energy, even when the wind is not 
blowing, kind of the holy grail in the wind industry. And that 
would not be possible without the technology and the companies 
that exist, in part, because of DOE programs. 

Lastly, I want to mention to you the companies and the jobs of 
America’s future. You will find them at clean tech incubators and 
within the portfolios of clean tech investment groups in all of your 
states and many others. You will find them working and emerging 
from places like the Idaho National Labs and the Oakridge Na-
tional Labs. 

Not long ago, a group of clean tech incubator CEOs and I met 
with members of Congress, like you all, including some of you all, 
I think, to talk about the consequences of cutting DOE funding, the 
same issue that we are addressing here today. 

What they said was this: Without DOE programs, hundreds of 
promising companies and their incubators developing the next gen-
eration of energy technology in America simply would not exist, nor 
would the jobs, the climate, the environmental benefits that come 
with that. 

So, in summary, DOE clean energy programs, they are vital to 
innovation. They are vital to investment. They are vital to competi-
tiveness and they are vital to jobs in America. They are also a crit-
ical tool we can use and that we desperately need in the fight 
against climate change. E2 and its members strongly encourage 
you to continue the leadership this panel has shown in aggressively 
funding DOE’s applied science offices and programs, and we strong-
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ly encourage you to do that, not just for the good of our environ-
ment, but for the good of our economy. Thank you very much. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Keefe. It is not every 
day that Americans get to work on embracing the future, and I 
think this is such a positive panel. And thank you all for what you 
are devoting your lives to. 

Mr. Powell, we are going to turn to you now. Please begin. 
Mr. POWELL. Good morning, Chairwoman Kaptur, Ranking Mem-

ber Simpson, and members of the committee. My name is Rich 
Powell. I lead ClearPath, a nonprofit advancing conservative poli-
cies that accelerate clean energy globally. ClearPath, I am proud 
to say, was founded in Charlotte, and we are proud sponsors of the 
Clean America Jobs Act. One note, we accept no funding from in-
dustry.

First, congratulations on your remarkable bipartisan accomplish-
ments in clean innovation over the past 2 fiscal years. The new re-
sources this committee injected into the world’s greatest peacetime 
R&D engine, the Department of Energy, are catalyzing break-
throughs. The fiscal year 2020 bills continue this momentum. This 
committee’s efforts do not garner the attention and deep apprecia-
tion they merit. Your work is essential to tackling this global prob-
lem quickly and affordably. 

Given this committee’s vital role in American climate policy, a 
few topics today. First, how the global nature of the climate chal-
lenge requires an innovation-focused policy; second, how scaling up 
America’s innovations means more spending—more investing than 
spending; and third, how we might modernize our innovation en-
gine towards the climate challenge. 

At the outset, the elephant in the room. Climate change is a 
wicked problem caused by global industrial activity. From the 
harmful algae blooms in Lake Erie to the pine beetle infestations 
in Idaho, the increasingly painful costs make it clear. Climate 
change merits significant action at every level of government and 
the private sector. 

On DOE’s role, we must first acknowledge the global nature of 
this challenge. An American molecule of CO2 has the same effect 
as a molecule emitted in Nigeria. Even if the U.S. eliminated all 
greenhouse gas emissions tomorrow, the growth in CO2 through
2050 by developing Asian countries alone would exceed our cuts. 

I do not make this point to minimize the American role in the 
global solution or argue that aggressive domestic action is unneces-
sary, just the opposite. We must develop the U.S. as a test bed for 
globally relevant clean solutions, using U.S. climate policy to help 
developing nations easily choose clean energy. 

As this chart shows, the share of global energy supplied by clean 
sources has not increased over decades. Despite significant renew-
ables deployment, clean is not gaining ground. Emissions continue 
increasing. Technologies available today are simply not up to the 
task of global decarbonization. 

The great philosopher Stephen Cave offers us the clearest path 
to solving tough problems. Begin with the end in mind. On climate 
change our end ought to be changing this story for developing coun-
tries. We need more clean, affordable, reliable, exportable offerings, 
so developing nations consistently choose them over higher emit-
ting options. Leveraging our world-class national labs, America is 
uniquely suited to seize this immense economic opportunity. 
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How? We must reorient our climate policy mindset from spending 
to investing. We cannot spend our way to this end. The global en-
ergy system is too large, our budget too small. Rather, we must in-
vest scarce tax dollars into clean innovations the global economy 
chooses on their economic merits. 

The DOE has successfully invested when it has clearly articu-
lated goals, and aligned management and funding all the way from 
the Secretary’s desk to the scientist’s bench. See DOE success in 
unlocking shale gas and radically reducing the cost of photovoltaic 
solar.

This committee and DOE leadership have provided fresh proof 
points. You urged DOE to launch a moonshot on energy storage. 
Earlier this year, they commenced the Advanced Energy Storage 
Initiative, with key technology and performance cost objectives. In 
fiscal year 2018, you urged DOE to plan for multiple advanced re-
actor demonstrations within a decade. This year’s Senate com-
mittee purported bill proposes an advanced reactor demonstration 
program to launch two prototypes by 2025. This committee’s fund-
ing for the National Reactor Innovation Center will help make the 
demonstration program a success. 

These are examples of investing, not just spending. They lever-
age the precious Federal funds into globally relevant solutions. 
Such wise investments are the very definition of a market-based 
solution to climate change, enlisting markets themselves to dis-
tribute clean energy. 

Lastly, I encourage the committee to think well beyond fiscal 
year 2020. The precursors of DOE were created in a time of na-
tional emergency, with the Manhattan Project sites evolving into 
the First National Laboratories. Over the following decades, the 
labs were reimagined to solve national energy scarcity. Such 
daunting endeavors are now in DOE’s DNA. 

Today, we confront a very different opportunity, how to make all 
of our increasingly abundant energy options clean. To seize this, I 
urge you to reimagine the mission and structure of the Department 
towards making all energy clean. A modern Department should ex-
pand and reorient it to cover all emitting sectors. 

We have made enormous strides on reducing power emissions, 
but lag far behind on transportation, industry, and buildings. A fu-
ture DOE might build offices for each. Beyond DOE’s structure, we 
have learned a great deal about how to attract, retain, organize, 
and motivate world-class innovation talent from ARPA–E. A future 
DOE might expand the innovative APRA–E people model. 

There is no question that these structural changes are difficult, 
but the climate challenge requires that we explore every possible 
option and take bold action. Thank you, again, for the opportunity 
to testify and for your bipartisan leadership. ClearPath is eager to 
assist the committee in your important work. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you so very much for your very constructive 
proposals, Mr. Powell. 

And we are now going to move to Secretary Moniz. Please begin. 
Mr. MONIZ. Thank you, Chairwoman Kaptur and Ranking Mem-

ber Simpson, members of the committee, for the opportunity to join 
you—thank you—to join you today about the role of DOE in ad-
dressing climate change. Let me deliver the punchline up front. 
The scale and pace needed for the low-carbon energy transition 
which is underway have come to be understood as much greater 
than was put forward just 4 years ago at the Paris COP21 meeting, 
and DOE stands at the center of the energy, science, and tech-
nology innovation solutions that will position the U.S. for economic, 
environmental, and security success in that transition. 

My testimony will draw heavily from the data and analysis-based 
work at the Energy Futures Initiative, or EFI, that I established 
with two colleagues in mid-2017. We believe it is possible to build 
a secure, affordable, low-carbon energy future through the power of 
clean energy innovation and policies based on independent, unbi-
ased, fact-based energy analysis. We do not indulge in magical 
thinking about either the problem or the solutions. 

Our approach is framed by what we termed the Green Real Deal 
up on—there is a slide up there on that. The Green Real Deal of-
fers a pragmatic approach to reaching deep decarbonization, while 
addressing social equity as fast as is technically, socially, and po-
litically feasible. 

There are five broad principles. Technology business model and 
policy innovation are essential. Broad and inclusive coalitions must 
be built. Social equity is essential for success. All greenhouse gas 
emitting sectors must be addressed in climate solutions, not just 
electricity. Optionality and flexibility are needed for technologies, 
policies, and investments. 

We then organize around eight work elements. I will just men-
tion two of them: the need to understand and develop a workforce 
for the clean energy future, and the importance of looking at low- 
carbon pathways in the city, state, and regional context since low- 
carbon solutions will look very different locationally within our 
country and in other countries. 

With regard to workforce, with two of our partners to my left, as 
well as NASEO, two well-regarded surveys of energy jobs in the 
United States, following on two earlier DOE surveys, have come 
out. We believe this is an important foundation for policymaking 
and should be institutionalized within the government, that is un-
derstanding the workforce in energy. 

With regard to a regional perspective, a study of California’s low- 
carbon pathways carried out at EFI is illustrative. The figure 
shows 33 technology pathways, do not try to read them all, across 
all sectors. This reinforces Mr. Powell’s point. We must address all 
sectors if we are to reach goals, and that certainly is true for Cali-
fornia. The numbers you see are the millions of tons of CO2-equiva-
lent emissions that we concluded could be eliminated for each of 
these pathways by 2030, when California has a statutory economy- 
wide 40 percent reduction requirement. And this kind of analysis 
can guide solutions. 
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For example, just looking at this in more detail, we can see that 
success, again, depends upon success in multiple sectors, including 
some that are very hard to decarbonize. Secondly, one sees here 
that pathways, like auto efficiency, actually is the biggest single 
opportunity for California. Third, somewhat to our surprise in car-
rying out the analysis, we found that carbon capture and seques-
tration, CCS, from both NGCC plants and from industrial facilities 
together can get the state to nearly 20 percent of its goal. 

However, regrettably, there is very little progress, frankly, being 
made in California on CCS. And yet, there is a time urgency to 
take advantage of the 45Q tax credits passed by Congress in bipar-
tisan fashion. So, an all-of-the-above approach is needed, and this 
is a California and a national imperative. 

The California study also pointed out the importance of data for 
planning. Sometimes data is inconvenient, but it really deserves 
being looked at. For an example, in 2017, looking hour by hour 
across the entire year, we found that a quarter of the days in that 
year in California, there was little to no wind statewide, and as 
many as 10 days in a row without appreciable wind. And the pic-
ture, by the way, is very similar in Texas, for example. 

Solar and wind production in California were also double in the 
summer compared to the winter. These facts illustrate a system 
based heavily on these resources will require large-scale storage at 
all time scales, from hours to seasons, and that will not be accom-
plished by batteries. It is just one example of the need for a strong 
emphasis on a broad innovation program. We simply cannot get to 
net zero by midcentury without breakthroughs in our innovation 
approach.

Another high priority breakthrough example not often discussed 
is carbon dioxide removal from the atmosphere and perhaps the 
oceans. This can be done naturally, like planting trees; techno-
logically, like direct air capture;, and through technologically en-
hanced natural processes, like accelerated mineralization. Basalt, 
by the way, in the Northwest and the Southeast are good examples, 
deep-rooted plants, so changing plants, et cetera. At EFI, we devel-
oped a extensive RD&D portfolio for multiple pathways in carbon 
dioxide removal with resource needs of about $10.7 billion over 10 
years, including $2 billion towards cost-shared demonstration 
projects. DOE, under this committee’s responsibility, would be re-
sponsible, we estimate, for 55 percent of the R&D agenda with 
USDA, NOAA, and NSF playing lesser but still major roles. 

So, such an investment could easily make the difference between 
success and failure in reaching our 2050 net zero goals and the 
committee can provide leadership in this domain, given the critical 
role of DOE in that program, which takes us to more extensively 
DOE’s role. 

In my last year as Secretary, we determined that DOE was re-
sponsible for about three-quarters of the entire Federal Govern-
ment’s clean energy innovation program. So, DOE is central, but it 
is also central, we want to emphasize in closing, across the entire 
clean energy innovation system from basic research to deployment. 

First, it is sometimes overlooked that DOE provides an unparal-
leled array of cutting-edge experimental and computational facili-
ties available to the entire American research community through 
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its extraordinary system of 17 national labs, at last count serving 
about 30,000 American scientists and engineers. For energy re-
searchers, for an example, the national lab light sources and neu-
tron sources are absolutely essential for discovering new materials 
that can drive energy technology breakthroughs. For nuclear en-
ergy, the Idaho reactors and associated facilities allow development 
of new fuels, for example, with enhanced safety. Plant genomics fa-
cilities in the national labs, critical for biofuels and much more. 

So, these are foundational capabilities for an enormous range of 
energy science. But then, of course, there is a set of programs and 
facilities and early stage companies targeted specifically for energy 
innovation. For example, the Energy Frontier Research Centers, 36 
in 34 states and DC, each attacking a fundamental science chal-
lenge critical for advanced energy technology. And I might say 
without detail, an excellent example of crossing administrations, 
where the Bush administration really provided the structure and 
the Obama administration provided the implementation with an 
ARRA kick-start. But the number of EFRCs, despite their success, 
has actually gone down since the beginning of the program. 

Taking a step further along the innovation chain, ARPA–E, next 
slide please, helping in the precarious high-risk transition from lab 
to company. Since 2009, around $2 billion over 10 years on around 
800 projects, producing 76 companies, 346 patents with 145 
projects attracting about $3 billion of private funding. A great suc-
cess. But the National Academy of Science has called for a billion- 
dollar program and we are not close to that yet. 

Taking another big step along the innovation chain, the DOE 
loan program, by any private sector metric, a highly successful pro-
gram to move technologies over the last hurdle towards deploy-
ment. A tremendous ratio of capital deployed to success at this 
stage with singular successes such as seeding the utility scale PV 
industry and then appropriately leaving the scene in favor of pri-
vate investors. 

Forty billion dollars of remaining authority, let us use it to pur-
sue the energy infrastructure developments that the President and 
most of us agree upon and leverage that into maybe $100 billion 
of energy infrastructure investment. So, support across the innova-
tion chain is happening, it is successful, we should support it. 

In conclusion, Congress has been committed to advancing the 
American Energy Innovation Agenda over the last several years, 
but I ask that the pace be picked up further through, of course, ap-
propriations and other mechanisms that could be supplementary. 
Our climate needs it, our economy needs it, our security needs it, 
and I look forward to discussions with the committee. Thank you. 

[The information follows:] 
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Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary, and thanks 
to all of you. I want to thank all of the members who have come 
today. What a tremendous turnout with respect to you, but also to 
the issue we are discussing. 

Since it has been a little while since our last hearing, I just 
wanted to remind members about our hearing rules. For those 
members present in the room when I gaveled in at the beginning 
of the hearing, I will recognize you for questions in order of senior-
ity alternating between majority and minority until all who arrived 
prior to the gavel have asked questions. And for those who arrived 
after the hearing started, I will recognize those members solely in 
order of arrival, again alternating between majority and minority. 
Lastly, I intend to observe the 5-minute rule for questions, if we 
can, and answers as well. 

We will now begin with questioning under our normal rules. I 
will ask one question to allow other members to ask, but I will ask 
the panelists to remain for a while afterwards so we can get all 
questions in. 

I want to start with Mayor Lyles. Can you discuss the impacts 
Charlotte expects to see from climate change and how that has af-
fected the programmatic implementation you discussed this morn-
ing? I also wanted to ask if you could provide for the record the 
resolution and summary plan you mentioned, and also the zero 
waste proposal. Would you be able to make that available for our 
record?

Ms. LYLES. Yes, thank you so much for asking and we would be 
able to do that, yes. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Could you please discuss the 
impacts that Charlotte expects to see or is already seeing from cli-
mate change? And also, how that has influenced what you are 
doing in Charlotte. 

Ms. LYLES. Thank you for the question, Madam Chair. You 
know, the impact of climate change, I think, really hits us at home. 
When we talk about the health of our residents, allergies, asthma, 
all of those things are very real when we have air problems, espe-
cially in the times. Because Charlotte, often during the summer, 
with lots of cars and lots of trucking equipment and things like 
that, that truly makes a difference. And we have had days where 
we have had to suggest that people stay inside their homes. Now 
that is just not acceptable. 

The other thing that we see as we continue to grow, we are a 
southern city so we tended to grow with a great deal of sprawl. And 
as we have had that great deal of sprawl, it has been beautiful be-
cause it gives people, our residents, choices about where they want 
to live. But when they have those choices, we have then got to 
react with giving them the ability to move around our city. And 
that means that we have to have a bus system that works and a 
rail system that works. Otherwise, we are just going to have cars 
clogging roads. 

And I have to agree with the Secretary. When we think about 
this, it cannot just be about one thing. It has to overlay every as-
pect of what we do. So, if we agree that we are going to have devel-
opment, then we have to agree that we are going to have a dif-
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ferent way of funding transportation. And so, those are the kinds 
of tradeoffs we have to make. 

But we are working really hard on maintaining and growing a 
tree canopy. We are putting that in our development plans. We are 
actually having to work with developers to say we will save our 
trees because we know that that is a part of what we have to do. 

We are also embarking on a new 26-mile rail system. And when 
we are doing that, we are creating zoning districts that allow for 
more density around that so that we can have people have choices 
that they will not have to get into a car. If I could wave a magic 
wand in our city, I would actually reduce the number of cars that 
we have because traffic congestion means greenhouse gasses. And 
it means that we will have bad air for all of our children and that 
creates public health issues. 

So, that is what we really understand, that it is not just the re-
sponsibility of one area of work, it is where we plan on transpor-
tation, how we plan development, and how do we ensure that the 
quality of life continues for everyone. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. 
Ms. LYLES. Thank you. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Ranking Member Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you all for being here and for your testi-

mony. It almost seems like an overwhelming problem that we are 
trying to address. And I do not know that there is anybody here 
or I have never met anybody in Congress anyway that denies the 
fact that climate is changing and that there is an impact that we 
need to address. 

Government certainly has a role in it, private sector certainly 
has a role in this, and trying to pair those two together is some-
times difficult. And what we do here in this committee is fund a 
little bit of everything, I guess. And I have wondered in the past 
what the results of that is and if there is a better way to address 
our funding of these various programs that are out there and how 
do we involve the private sector in that. 

Mr. Powell, in your testimony, you mentioned a moonshot strat-
egy to demonstrate multiple new American reactor concepts in the 
next decade. And as you know, the Idaho National Laboratory re-
cently launched the National Reactor Innovation Center, or NRIC, 
which will provide private sector technology developers support to 
accelerate the testing and demonstration of new nuclear systems 
for eventual licensing and commercialization. 

How would the advanced reactor demonstration program that 
you mentioned in your testimony complement the work at NRIC? 
And how can NRIC help amplify the impact of a demonstration 
program in commercializing the next generation of advanced reac-
tors?

And along that same line, for you and Secretary Moniz, our na-
tional labs play a significant role in U.S. leadership and clean en-
ergy R&D, and especially when they work collaboratively with the 
private sector. Are there specific suggestions on how we can—we 
might make our national laboratories even more accessible to pri-
vate sector development? Because there has always been kind of a 
break there for some reason, it is called ‘‘the valley of death,’’ and 
how do we address that? 
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Mr. POWELL. Sure. Well, first, thank you so much for your lead-
ership on nuclear innovation. INL is an amazing center of excel-
lence in the global nuclear industry. And so much of the global 
breakthroughs on the civilian nuclear power have come through 
that remarkable facility. 

So, I think that the two programs you mentioned are perfect ex-
amples of different and complementary approaches to working with 
the private sector on scaling up really difficult, new, clean energy 
technologies. So, the NRIC, I think, can somewhat crudely be 
thought of as a WeWork for nuclear energy, right. 

It is very difficult if you are a young nuclear entrepreneur with 
an idea for a new reactor or a new design. That is not the kind of 
thing you can scale up in a garage. None of us want that to be 
scaled up in a garage, right? You need a specialized facility with 
specialized equipment, like the versatile test reactor which you 
have already started to fund and to start plan and design—to build 
at the NRIC. 

You need a center where nuclear innovators can come test their 
designs, use all of the facilities of the labs, to your second question. 
But at some point, we also need to decide to go further with some 
of those designs, right? It is very, very difficult on something as 
large scale as a new nuclear reactor to even using all of the facili-
ties of the labs go all the way to demonstration with private capital 
alone. There is so much risk, right? 

Take a look at, you know, Bill Gates nuclear startup TerraPower. 
Even with all of their resources, they have said repeatedly that 
they would need some government co-investment in it in order to 
scale up that technology. And that is, I think, where the moonshot 
goals come in. At some point, we need a mechanism, a rational 
mechanism, not only applied to nuclear, we think applied to many 
different energy technologies which would select not just one, but 
a few designs, and use a dedicated program of basic and applied 
research and cost shares with private industry in order to make 
real targets and demonstrate those technologies. 

So, I think that, you know, the case of the advanced reactor dem-
onstration goals, right, let us get two of these things up and run-
ning by 2025, a very aggressive kind of a moonshot, but, realisti-
cally, the sort of timeline we need to be hitting if advanced reactors 
are going to play a role in decarbonizing a large part of the power 
grid by the 2050s. You know, they will be demonstrated in the mid-
dle of the 2020s, scaled up and starting deployment in the middle 
of the 2030s, and then these things usually take 10 to 15 years to 
scale up meaningfully around the world. So, we need to be setting 
those kinds of aggressive milestones. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Secretary Moniz. 
Mr. MONIZ. Let me just add a few points to what Rich just said. 

First of all, on nuclear specifically, I think we take a step back and 
say that we have never seen so much innovation in the nuclear sec-
tor as we are seeing today with literally tens of companies out 
there with private funds moving along advanced concepts actually 
in both fission and fusion in the nuclear sphere. 

But as you said, we have not, let us say, found the right key to 
getting these concepts over the finish line to demonstration. And if 
we cannot demonstrate some number of particularly the small mod-
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ular reactors, then, of course, we will never know if the dog hunts 
in terms of the ability to scale up. So, that is absolutely critical. 

I believe that cannot happen without a direct or indirect role of 
the government in a private partner—private sector—private-pub-
lic partnership approach, and some of those mechanisms have been 
discussed. I would be happy to come back and talk about it more. 

But I would like to go, again, to reinforce a point I made in the 
testimony that sometimes we forget the very foundation of all of 
these big, unique, cutting-edge user facilities that are in the na-
tional labs across the Nation. And, I think, we need to look at, for 
example, taking lessons from something like the Cyclotron Road 
approach at the Berkeley laboratory in terms of making the labora-
tories in the private sector work in service of the private sector in-
novation system. 

We need, I believe, I mentioned earlier how regional solutions 
are so important. I think we need to do more and part of it would 
be an authorization, part of it might be an appropriation. We need 
to see the laboratories used as hubs for regional innovation sys-
tems. Frankly, it was not so many years ago when that was not 
viewed as part of their mission. I believe we have to recognize it 
as part of their mission to develop these regional innovation sys-
tems.

I would just say that in my last year as Secretary of the Depart-
ment, we did have some funding there to get ideas on the table for 
specific regional innovation funding. Regrettably, I do not believe 
that those projects have moved forward and I think that is an ex-
ample of something that should be reexamined. 

Finally, and I know this is tough, but, you know, we can go back 
essentially 10 years to where a group like the American Energy In-
novation Council reinforced by others said, you know, we really are 
underspending in this innovation budget by factors of two or three. 
The Congress, frankly, in the face of unrealistic administration 
budget proposals, has really put us on a track of maybe doubling 
over 10 years, especially if you look carefully at the trajectory, and 
that is important. 

Let me say why it is important and I will end by going back to 
nuclear as an example. It is much broader than that. 

As Secretary, I charged my advisory group, C–AB, to look at the 
question, what would it take of Federal resources, investments to 
really move to getting a generation for technology actually de-
ployed? They came back with a number, let us call it in round 
numbers, like a billion dollars a year. Realistically, you cannot do 
that with the current budget. If you had—if you were talking about 
doubling the budget, now a program can plan for a long-term effort 
to get over that finish line and get it out. 

So, there are these many different aspects together with this 
kind of a system view. We could do a lot more in terms of regional 
innovation and private sector progress towards deployment. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. Mr. Pocan. 
Mr. POCAN. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. And thank you 

to all of you for being here. So, I feel like there is this big dis-
connect between this town and the rest of the country when it 
comes to this issue. And, you know, when you come from a swing 
state, you look at a lot of swing state polling. And so, I have looked 
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at a lot of Wisconsin, Michigan polling lately and they asked a 
bunch of Independents top issue, ran a bunch of issues, two-thirds 
support for the Green New Deal. 

Now, I do not know if they know the particulars of the Green 
New Deal, but what they know is there is a problem that we have 
to deal with in climate change. And then when I got on this sub-
committee, I noticed that we spend three times more money on re-
search for NASA than we do for energy, and that just seems to be 
part of that disconnect. 

We put on 8.5 kilowatts of solar on our house 3 years ago and 
there is nothing like a March or April bill of $7 for your monthly 
utility bill to, you know, make a big smile on your face. But one 
of the things was we did not get the battery storage because the 
cost was still prohibitive, it was not quite there. 

So, my question kind of goes right after what the Secretary was 
saying, but it is for everyone, which is on the research dollar side, 
what are the most promising innovations that if they had some re-
search boosts, because they need some research boost, could show 
some potential? I think sometimes it is easier for us rather than 
just talking about a dollar amount, what would the money actually 
be going to that is promising that shows this is something that, 
with a little push, could get us across a finish line of having some 
real growth in this area? Open it up to everyone actually. 

Mr. POWELL. Sure. I am curious to know how my list compares 
to the Secretary’s in particular. I would say, I will put a few that 
I think are sort of—lots of things could use more resources, a few 
that are sort of tragically underfunded and could really be doing 
a lot more. 

So energy storage technologies, you all have done an amazing— 
you virtually doubled support for energy storage technologies in the 
past 2 fiscal years. We still spend about a fifth that we do on en-
ergy storage as we do on researching new wind technologies, for ex-
ample. And that seems really quite out of whack given that wind 
is already, in some sense, the cheapest new source of energy in the 
country, and energy storage is far behind. But we know it is nec-
essary to continue wind moving along. That is one that I would 
really target. 

I think in the solar space, perovskite solar cells, which are the 
next generation facilities to come online that could radically reduce 
the cost of solar energy even further. Or there is one that is trag-
ically underfunded, I think the most recent mark maybe brings it 
up to sort of 10 million or so, but that is compared to a solar budg-
et of more than 200 million, when this is pretty well acknowledged 
is the thing to really move solar along. 

And then I think in the fossil energy space, and this is changing, 
but I think it is pretty clear we have been underinvesting in both 
industrial carbon capture and in carbon capture on gas-fired power 
plants. We have traditionally thought of CCS, carbon capture tech-
nology, for coal plants, and that is absolutely vital to continue that 
funding. But there is a lot of other sources of CO2 out there that 
we could be also focusing more time and energy on controlling. 
That would be my quick list. Thank you. 

Mr. MONIZ. I would just add to that. And first of all, we would 
be happy to supply to your office a report from the spring of this 
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year called, ‘Looking at the Energy Innovation Landscape.’ So a lot 
will be in there. But let me—I would be happy to, of course. Yes. 
It is measured in kilograms however, but anyway. 

But in terms of specific areas, first of all, let me start with the 
storage again. Just to reemphasize, we should not equate storage 
to batteries. Batteries are very important for both grid and trans-
portation. But as I said, with those data, for example from Cali-
fornia, batteries do not make a system with reliability and resil-
ience if we have a large dependence on wind and solar. 

Now, an example of storage, it is often not thought of as storage, 
but, for example, big innovation required, but if we had a system 
with a large dependence on hydrogen, clean hydrogen, hydrogen 
could serve all of those sectors and could be a storage medium, for 
example. So we have got to think of storage in a different way for 
time scales, even up to seasonal. 

One of my slides, and I am sure everyone can read every one as 
they went through, does have a list of some innovation areas. Ad-
vanced nuclear reactors was another one. But things like hydrogen 
advanced manufacturing technologies very important. We are only 
scratching the surface on the integration of what we call platform 
technologies, big data, AI, additive manufacturing, et cetera, into 
the energy system. And particularly for the urban environments 
that will be important in new services. 

And I will just end by reinforcing again the issue of large-scale 
carbon management, including this carbon dioxide removal agenda. 
I only gave a couple of examples going through it, but in our report 
we have 27 different portfolio elements that we are just not making 
progress on. And that is a game changer. If we can make this a 
significant carbon management approach, let us say atmospheric 
carbon dioxide removal, it just changes the whole game for getting 
to very, very low carbon. 

So we will supply a longer list, but that is a good example, I 
think.

Mr. KEEFE. Congressman, I appreciate the question. If I may, I 
would add building efficiency into that. That is a simple one. Right 
now buildings emit about 34 percent of the greenhouse gas emis-
sions in this country. DOE funding for research and development 
is around 10 percent for building efficiency. And this can be simple 
stuff, it can be more complex stuff. There is a company in Cali-
fornia, for instance, called Carbon Lighthouse, that uses sensors 
and other equipment to essentially monitor a building real-time, 
like you would monitor a patient in a hospital, if you will. And can 
adjust the energy usage in that building real-time using that sys-
tem.

Another area, and to build on the Secretary’s idea, I think, a lit-
tle bit is pumped hydro. I was in Montana a couple of months ago 
and met with a company that is putting up a pump hydro project 
in connection with a giant wind farm. I can’t begin to explain to 
you how it works, but it is a great storage system. 

Mr. MONIZ. It is called gravity. 
Mr. KEEFE. It is called gravity. But it is in addition to the stor-

age that we typically think of as batteries. 
Mr. MONIZ. May I just add as a factoid because maybe it is worth 

putting in context, follows on what was just said, that this issue 
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of multiple sectors, we love to talk about decarbonizing electricity, 
and that is very important, but electricity emissions in the United 
States are about 27 percent. We got to keep our eye on the 73 per-
cent as well, so transportation and not just autos, class A trucks, 
air travel, et cetera; very high heat requirements for industry; the 
building sector. Can we electrify that entire sector, et cetera? Agri-
culture, very, very tough. So those are areas I think where we need 
a lot more focus. Thank you. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I just have to say this is such an exciting panel. 
Congressman Calvert, who knows a whole lot about this, not just 

in his capacity serving on this Subcommittee, but obviously on In-
terior and his excellent work on Defense. 

Mr. CALVERT. Translation, I have been here a long time. Thank 
you.

Speaking of transportation sector emissions, and I agree that 
that is the most profound change we need to make, but thanks to 
advancements in it, in efficiency and the shale gas revolution, 
emissions from the electric power sector have declined significantly 
since the early 2000s. 

For the first time, emissions from transportation have eclipsed 
emissions from the electric power sector. In my previous role as 
chairman of the Interior Subcommittee, I focused heavily on ways 
to reduce emissions from transportation through programs like die-
sel emissions reduction and target air-shared grants. 

As noted in several witness testimonies, the path to 
decarbonization in the transportation sector, especially freight and 
maritime transportation, is less clear than for power generation or 
light-duty vehicles. 

Mr. Powell, how would a 100 percent renewable strategy impact 
efforts to reduce emissions in hard-to-abate sectors like transpor-
tation and industry? 

Mr. POWELL. Well, first, let me thank you for your long leader-
ship on this very important topic, both here on this committee and 
in Interior for your cosponsorship of the BEST Act, which takes on 
this broader storage question. And to build on the Secretary’s 
point, goes well beyond just batteries and thinks about storage 
across many different time horizons, including day to day, week to 
week, month to month, right, 24/7, 365 storage. So thank you for 
your leadership in all that. 

I think it is fair to say that, you know, a renewable’s only strat-
egy in the power sector would do very little to take on some of 
these much tougher challenges, especially in heavy transportation. 

First, and to build on the Secretary’s point, when we are think-
ing about storage, that is true not just in the power sector, but also 
in the transportation sector, we have got to remember it is not just 
about batteries and transportation either. So electric vehicles ap-
pear to be making great strides for light-duty passenger vehicles, 
but it is very difficult to imagine electric vehicles for heavy-duty 
freight, for trains, for aviation, for the I believe 20 percent of global 
emissions which comes from the global shipping fleet. 

We are going to have to be thinking about an entirely new set 
of either extremely energy-dense liquid fuels, like some combina-
tion of hydrogen or renewable fuels and biodiesel, or, you know, 
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methanol or ammonia. There are lots of different approaches for 
that.

In the heavy shipping space there may even be a role for ad-
vanced small nuclear reactors to power heavy shipping in the same 
way that it powers so much of the carrier and the submarine fleet. 
And there are companies actively working on that in shipyards 
around the world, thinking about whether that could be an option. 

So we are going to need a whole suite of technologies to take on 
that challenge, maybe even more so than in power. And I couldn’t 
agree more that trying to think about that as a renewables only ap-
proach is just the wrong place to start. 

Mr. CALVERT. And we need to get DOE to focus on innovation to 
reduce emissions, especially as it relates to transportation and 
trucks.

And I know there are a number of technologies on the horizon 
with the potential to transform this, and a lot of those companies 
are in California. I know Elon Musk wants to do this electric truck; 
he mentioned it is not quite there yet because of the heavy grades. 
You know, let’s face it, diesel is a very efficient fuel. So if there is 
a way to clean that up and make it more effective, that would cer-
tainly, in the short term, have a lot of effect. 

Speaking of going down the path of moving too soon on unproven 
technologies, Germany spent the equivalent of $222 billion in re-
newable energy subsidies and their emissions are basically stuck at 
2009 levels, so it didn’t succeed. They spent all that money, all that 
effort, and it didn’t work. 

So what did we learn from this example of Germany’s energy pol-
icy? I think the whole panel can answer that. 

Mr. MONIZ. Well, first of all, we have always advocated, and 
when I was Secretary strongly advocated, what we call the all-of- 
the-above approach. Germany chose not to follow that direction. 
And I think that is a major part of the issue there. 

Indeed, as you well know, to make up for the loss, particularly 
of their nuclear capacity, they have actually introduced additional 
coal capacity. So I think to me the answer is we need to look broad-
ly at this whole set of options, all of the above. And that will allow 
regional choices to be made that are fit for purpose. 

If I may just make one comment back to your first question on 
transportation. And if one studies that figure on the California 
pathways, it is in there. For one thing, first of all, this may sound 
shocking, but emissions in California are 39 percent transportation. 
So if you are Willy Sutton, you know where you want to look for 
the carbon reductions. And one big piece is efficiency, vehicle effi-
ciency, where there is a long way to go yet. Another big piece is 
electrification, as much as one can. And I would say, by the way, 
light-duty vehicles may be up to Class 6, actually a lot of progress 
is being made. Class 8 is a tougher nut to crack there. 

But the piece which we often forget about and is essential for 
California, and I think much more broadly, is the focus on low-car-
bon liquid fuels. And that is something that needs really a bigger 
kick-start.

For example, there has been a lot of work being done in terms 
of drop-in biofuels. It has not made a lot of progress in the kinds 
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of cost reduction that we would need. So there is another example 
of a game-changing innovation if we can crack that nut. 

Mr. CALVERT. We spent a lot of money in California and when 
I left California last week, I paid $4.25 a gallon for regular gaso-
line.

Mr. SIMPSON. That is why you are all coming to Idaho. 
Mr. CALVERT. Yeah. 
Mr. MONIZ. Which is why efficiency would be very good. 
Mr. CALVERT. Yes, efficiency would be very good or at least 

where we can get our price of gasoline down. 
But if you do buy an electric vehicle in California you only pay 

$100 a year registration fee versus paying 4.25 for a gallon of gaso-
line. Thank you. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. I wanted to just put a comment on the 
record. I can remember when Senator Lugar from the state that 
adjoins Ohio to the west was here. And he said ‘‘So the 20th cen-
tury was all about the hydrocarbon molecule. We are now moving 
into the 21st and it’s going to be all about unwinding the carbo-
hydrate molecule.’’ That was a good way to explain it to the public; 
we are at the very dawn of that age. 

So when you talk about drop-in fuels, for example, I completely 
agree that the Department of Agriculture has to be an essential 
element in any future, along with the finest scientists that we have 
and all the labs across the country. Because we don’t really under-
stand, even in terms of plants, what produces the most BTUs, usa-
ble BTUs, for BTU input into the soil. And so we have a ways to 
go there. 

I am not going to ask a question at this point because I am going 
to turn to Congresswoman Frankel, who is such a faithful attendee 
at all of these meetings. Thank you so much for being here. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you, Madam Chair. I am listening to all 
this and I am optimistic and I am pessimistic. I am not sure how 
to feel about this whole thing. 

But thank you all for being here. I was a mayor, also; I appre-
ciate the mayor being here. 

So my first question is what, if anything, do any of you think is 
the effect of our leaving the Paris Agreement? 

Mr. MONIZ. Well, I think it is a mixed issue. First of all, the im-
pact, to date at least, has been somewhat mitigated by the stepping 
up to the plate of mayors, governors, and business executives. And 
let me just focus on the business executives as an example. Thou-
sands, literally, have more or less said we are still in because they 
are responsible for making decisions with long-term implications, 
long-term capital outlays, for example. And they can see quite 
clearly, we are going to a low-carbon economy. So that has really 
helped.

State leadership, of course, has been very important. But where 
the withdrawal from Paris certainly comes in, and I won’t even go 
into the broader issues of, frankly, reliability of the United States 
in a whole variety of agreements, but just in the climate area, 
American leadership, as in so many other areas, is absolutely es-
sential. It is not being provided, and the withdrawal from the Paris 
Agreement, of course, is the most obvious indictor of that. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Anybody else want to comment? 
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Ms. LYLES. Well, as mayor I would like to say thank you for the 
recognition. In Charlotte, when that happened, it just heightened 
our awareness and our need to move more aggressively towards 
our own plan. And it is something that our citizens wanted us to 
do. And that is why the impact of it is likely to be something that 
we won’t deal with, but I want to say the impact of withdrawal 
made it actually more imperative at the local level for us to begin 
to do this work. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you for that. So if anybody knows, what ac-
tions is our Department of Energy taking in this area of climate 
change? Yes, sir. 

Mr. POWELL. Well, first, thank you for the question and your at-
tention to these issues. Let me first say that I think the broad 
swath of what is happening at the Department of Energy is actu-
ally largely continued apace from the previous administration. So 
all of these programs working on deep decarbonizing technologies 
have, you know, proceeded. And as I mentioned earlier, new pro-
grams are being launched on things like grid scale energy storage, 
advanced nuclear gas for carbon capture. 

And then in the international space this Department has not 
only reinvigorated—well, it has after a year or two recommitted to 
U.S. participation in the Clean Energy Ministerial. So if you think 
of the UNCCC as sort of the international body that focuses on the 
problem, the Clean Energy Ministerial is what focuses on the solu-
tion.

And this administration has argued for the launch of two new 
programs. Actually I think one was launched under Secretary 
Moniz and has sort of really just gotten started, which is a focus 
on carbon capture at the Clean Energy Ministerial. And then this 
administration has launched an advanced nuclear focus at the 
Clean Energy Ministerial as well. So there is continuing coopera-
tion on deployment of clean energy technologies coming out of this 
Department.

Ms. FRANKEL. That is very good to know. 
Mr. MONIZ. If I could add. 
Ms. FRANKEL. Sorry, go ahead. 
Mr. MONIZ. Oh, I am sorry. May I add to that? 
Ms. FRANKEL. Yes, please, of course. 
Mr. MONIZ. I mean, I agree with what Mr. Powell has said. Al-

though on the international front I do want to emphasize the mis-
sion innovation initiative started wherein there is the CCS, but 
there are other things that need to be followed up on. For example, 
Mexico took the initiative to host, along with the United States and 
Canada, a very interesting project looking at advanced materials 
production in a novel way. So that is going on. 

However, I have to say that there are other areas where we need 
to see perhaps the new Secretary, if he is confirmed, pick up the 
pace and pick up the ball. For example, in the previous administra-
tion the energy efficiency standards that would put forth in an ac-
celerated way are a really big deal. The standards put forward just 
then are projected to 2030 to account for 30 gigatons of carbon 
emissions reduction, and over a half a trillion dollars of reduced 
consumer bills from the more efficient appliances as they come in, 
up to 2030. Unfortunately, that program is just not going at, shall 
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we say, anything like the same pace. So, there are—so, on the one 
hand, many of the innovation areas, as Rich said, are moving for-
ward, but other areas really need some attention. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Well, like, what about the cars in California, that 
issue?

Mr. MONIZ. Well, and in our study, frankly, the biggest single 
impact that we found for California meeting its 2030 targets would 
be the existing cafe standards for efficiency, especially of the light- 
duty fleet, because the reality is, again, data matters. Today, Cali-
fornia has about 30 million light-duty vehicles. In 2030, we gave 
them credit for reaching their goal of 5 million light-duty EVs on 
the road. However, the projection for the number of light-duty vehi-
cles in 2030 is 35 million. So, it is the same 30 million internal 
combustion engine vehicles, which is why the efficiency gains 
would be so important. That is a very, very critical issue in terms 
of their capacity to meet their goals. 

Ms. FRANKEL. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congressman Newhouse. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Thank you, Madam Chair, and, like you, I am 

finding this discussion quite interesting. So, thank you all for being 
here. Madam Mayor, pleasure to have you here. Good to see you 
again, Mr. Secretary. I am glad to see you are doing well, and wel-
come to our other two panelists for being here this morning. It 
truly is an important discussion, and fraught with—it brings up a 
lot of good ideas. 

I had the privilege of going to Houston, Texas, and seeing, I 
think, the largest CO2 sequestration project in the world, which 
really I suggest all of you go to see that. It is really a fascinating— 
it just opens your eyes to all kinds of possibilities. 

And then, being a farmer, I cannot let the agricultural industry 
take all the brunt for all of our issues. I think we are part of the 
solution. There is a lot of opportunities in the agricultural industry, 
as well. So, I am looking forward to working with you guys on that. 

But, certainly, as we discuss the role of the Department of En-
ergy in addressing climate change, I think, humbly, I would say 
that any serious discussion has to include nuclear power. And Mr. 
Pocan has left. He referenced the Green New Deal. Unfortunately, 
that does not even mention nuclear power, but coming from my 
part of the world, it is certainly a big part of the way of moving 
forward.

Mr. Powell, your testimony, which I was particularly interested 
in hearing, and I have just got two questions I will ask real quick-
ly, and let you take off. But you highlight the Advanced Reactor 
Demonstration Program, and the need to ensure the near-term de-
ployment of advanced reactor designs, and I would agree with that. 

In Central Washington, in my district, which Mr. Moniz—Dr. 
Moniz, you have been to, it—many times, yeah. In Tri-Cities, it is 
a nuclear hub, it truly is. We have got a long history of innovation 
rooted in the Hanford site. We have got the only nuclear plant in 
that nine-state area, the Columbia Generating Station. We have 
got a flourishing and diverse set of nuclear companies and startups 
building off the work of the scientific and energy pillars, such as 
the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, which we are all proud 
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of, but those include Framatome, as well as New Scale, and many, 
many others. 

So, in many ways, I think the Tri-Cities is the ideal site for a 
small nuclear reactor unit. So, you piqued my attention when you 
brought that up. And so, the question is, keeping with the theme 
of today, does the Department of Energy have the tools and the au-
thority that it truly needs to assist reactors that are approaching 
commercialization? And, if not, what can we do to support those ef-
forts?

And then, if I could just switch gears and keep that thought, I 
also appreciate you highlighting the grid storage launch pad at 
PNNL, which is, again, is in my district, in your testimony. We are 
excited to see the lab, and really the Tri-Cities play a leading role 
in this, which brought up, several times, this crucial technology in 
helping to address climate and energy challenges. This grid storage 
is one of those huge challenges we face. 

So, as you talked about the importance of U.S. leadership in the 
terms of economic opportunity for the country, could you expand on 
both how this effort can accelerate commercialization of grid scales, 
technologies, as well as what the Federal investments like the 
launch pad mean to local economies, such as the Tri-Cities? So, 
thank you. 

Mr. POWELL. Well, first, thank you for your leadership on this. 
PNNL and the Tri-Cities are one of the real jewels in the American 
innovation system. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. That is my line. I use that all the time. 
Mr. POWELL. Well, I will echo your line, and the wine is not bad 

right there at the river, either. 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Well, thank you for that. Okay. 
Mr. POWELL. So, first and foremost, on demonstrating advanced 

reactors in your region, I just last week actually had the privilege 
of sitting down with the CEO of Energy Northwest, who, as you 
know, runs the Columbia Generating Station in your neck of the 
woods, who is going to run the New Scale first demonstration plant 
down at the Idaho National Lab, and is very enthusiastic about 
using the Columbia Generating Station site, which, as folks may 
recall, was initially conceived of not as a spot to run sort of one big 
reactor, but actually to run at least five big reactors. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Right. 
Mr. POWELL. And so, there is a huge amount of infrastructure al-

ready there in place. And it makes it, in many ways, an ideal place 
for, you know, perhaps New Scale Unit 2, after the first one dem-
onstrated at INL. Who knows? Perhaps even ahead of the first one 
demonstrated at INL. So, I think you have got an enthusiastic—— 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Don’t say that. 
Mr. POWELL. Oh, sure. Yep. Well, I think a little friendly com-

petition can be good sometimes, you know, but it really is an ideal 
site for that. It has a community that is enthusiastic about nuclear 
energy, in terms of the tools to actually do that and make that hap-
pen. Well, I think that the idea of both the launch pad, the NRIC 
launch pad, at INL will be very helpful in that. The demonstration 
that is already underway, and the DOE’s decision to buy some of 
the power for that first New Scale reactor sets a really interesting 
precedent. Right? Both the Hanford site and PNNL, more broadly, 
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also consume a lot of electricity, and they could be early purchasers 
to take some of the units from an SMR that could be sited there. 
And then new ideas, like the NELA proposal that has been floated 
now, it has been, now, actually passed out of Senate, Energy and 
Natural Resources, and introduced in the House, as well, would ex-
pand those PPA authorities, so that DOE could do 40-year PPAs, 
which would go a long way to help license those, and it could also, 
in some cases, for first plants, do them at slightly above market 
rates. Different committee jurisdiction, I think that would be—end 
up in OGR here in the House, but I think another really important 
tool.

And then, lastly, having a demonstration program, such as been 
proposed in the Senate, Mark, you know, a really aggressive dem-
onstration program, two reactors by 2025, PNNL, Hanford, Colum-
bia Generating Station, something in that region would be at a 
very good spot to site one of the reactors—— 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Right. 
Mr. POWELL [continuing]. For that program, and, as you know, 

there is quite a few nuclear innovators—— 
Mr. NEWHOUSE. Yes. 
Mr. POWELL [continuing]. You know, more broadly, in your state 

that I think would be, you know, enthusiastic about siting some-
thing like that there. 

On your second question, on storage, I think, you know, we are 
thrilled that PNNL will serve as the launch pad for the Advanced 
Energy Storage Initiative. PNNL, obviously, has this amazing track 
record, and thinking of storage beyond just traditional lithium ion 
batteries. You have made, you know, the great breakthroughs in 
vanadium flow batteries there, for example. But I think, crucially, 
so many of those technologies that have been innovated at PNNL 
have struggled actually to survive in the marketplace because we 
sort of got them right up to early applied research, but then there 
wasn’t a good public-private partnership to bring them the rest of 
the way and really demonstrate them. 

And so, an example of one of the technologies that has come out 
of that, the UET Company, attempting to commercialize those va-
nadium flow batteries, struggled to find a marketplace here in the 
U.S. China is actively watching our innovation engine. They have 
got no problem with demonstration and applied research and pub-
lic-private partnerships. And so, they have actually invested in 
UET, and they are going to be building the first large-scale instal-
lations of that in China as opposed to in the United States, which 
seems, to me, to be a bit of a tragedy when we are thinking about, 
you know, trying to capture the economic benefits for these tech-
nologies here, and then for us to be the ones selling it to the rest 
of the world as opposed to China being the ones to leverage our 
R&D and sell it to the rest of the world. 

Mr. MONIZ. May I add a—Madam Chair? 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. 
Mr. MONIZ. I have got two points. One is going back to the nu-

clear issue. I want to, first of all, endorse what Rich said, in par-
ticular about having multiple tools, including purchase power 
agreements and purchase power agreements with greater authority 
is very important, but I want to up the ante. 
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So, the word ‘‘aggressive’’ was used with regard to the Senate 
Bill of two reactors by 2025. And from where we are today, perhaps 
the word ‘‘aggressive’’ is appropriate. The reality, however, is that 
I believe that the value proposition, the cost proposition, for small 
modular reactors needs more. It doesn’t need just one or two de-
ployed. It needs enough to have an order book where the invest-
ment in tooling and production line investment can be made. So, 
whether that is 5 or 10, we can argue, but I think we need to think 
bigger in terms of getting out there, so that the manufacturability 
can be understood and the learning curve of manufacturing can be 
brought into play, the stable workforce. 

Right now, for example, with the reactors being built in Georgia, 
the large reactors in Georgia, which are almost a factor of too over-
budget, well, you try getting 7,000, 8,000 craftworkers, for a 7-year 
project in rural Georgia. So, we need to think in that system view 
what does it mean to really have an industry built? 

Secondly, if you will allow me, twice I have heard the words 
‘‘Green New Deal’’ mentioned. I would just like to point out, num-
ber one, we should not confuse the words put out for Green New 
Deal with some of the statements made peripherally about what it 
might mean. In particular, for the energy and climate agenda, so, 
I am not talking—there are many, many agendas in there, but on 
this agenda item, what we say—there seem to be only two things 
that are said. One, we should go to low carbon; and two, in going 
to low carbon, we should have social justice concerns in the fore-
ground. I agree with that completely. 

Now, the question is what is an actual implementable program 
that respects those principles and moves forward? That is what we 
called the Green Real Deal that was in my first slide. So, that is 
our way of saying, look, here is how you build a program that re-
spects those two principles, and let us move on with it. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Congresswoman Kirkpatrick. 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you, Madam Secretary. First of all, 

thank you for having this very important hearing. I have been say-
ing for about 25 years we should have a national energy strategy 
to convert over to renewables. I, now, after coming back from 
China, think that there has to be an international strategy along 
with that, because this really is an international problem. 

And, you know, it was interesting and disappointing when I was 
in China to hear from their leaders that they don’t feel like our 
country is taking the lead in infrastructure and renewables, and 
they see themselves as more taking the lead in that. 

And so, my question is—I have got a couple questions, but my 
first question is for you, Mr. Secretary. Are you aware of any work 
right now in developing a national and international energy strat-
egy to convert to renewables? 

Mr. MONIZ. Well, first of all, I would say the innovation strategy 
as we have been discussing it today is certainly part of that com-
prehensive strategy, but it is also—it is necessary, but not suffi-
cient. And there, I think, is where we need to complement the inno-
vation agenda with various policies. 

For example, some form of carbon pricing would make enormous 
difference; whether it is direct or indirect, one can discuss. And, for 
example, actually maybe it is worth mentioning the well known 
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Baker-Shultz proposal, which is a carbon price of around $40 to 
start per ton emitted with the proceeds, the collections not staying 
with the government, but going back as a uniform dividend to the 
population. I mention that because that combination actually ad-
dresses those principles of low carbon and social equity because the 
dividend approach favors those with—lower on the income distribu-
tion. So, that is an example. 

However, if you want a comprehensive strategy, you really need 
to go to their next statement. It is with a carbon price, what do we 
then eliminate in terms of certain regulations and incentives? And 
there I say, okay, now it is time to have the real discussion because 
$40, for example, would be a technology shifting price for the elec-
tricity sector, but probably not for the transportation or industrial 
sectors. So, we will still need to complement carbon prices in that 
level with a discussion with the Congress about the statutory basis 
for other policies and regulations. And on that, I have to say, 
frankly, that discussion has not really begun and needs to. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. And that is disappointing. You know, it is an 
existential threat, internationally and nationally. The Department 
of Defense says it identified it as our top security problem, and yet, 
here we sit with not much really, really happening. 

I think we have got a real opportunity in my district to work 
across the border with Mexico because we share that border, and 
if they are not starting to use innovation and renewables, for my 
district it does not matter. The air doesn’t follow borders. You 
know, it just comes over, so we are seeing all of the effects of that. 

Yeah, Mr. Powell, can you address that? 
Mr. POWELL. Sure. Just generally, I think we spend far too little 

time thinking about all of the energy development in other coun-
tries, which are, at this point, the vast majority of the emissions, 
and all of the tools that are actually at our disposal. Right? So, in 
the last Congress, the BUILD Act, a big, broad, bipartisan bill, 
right, which converted OPIC, the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration, to the New International Development Finance Corpora-
tion, that authorizes $60 billion in authorities, much of which could 
be used to, you know, do smart either lending or equity invest-
ments——

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Right. 
Mr. POWELL [continuing]. And clean energy development, right, 

around the rest of the world. Also, we have got to address the prob-
lem in OPIC, which is that it uses the World Bank’s restriction on 
financing new nuclear plants in much of the rest of the world. That 
might be a really viable, clean, zero-emission new source that we 
should be building. We should be fixing that at World Bank. We 
should be making sure that that is part of the IDFC portfolio, and 
I think that Axiom could play a significant role in that, as well. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. I—— 
Mr. MONIZ. Can I supplement that? 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Yes, go ahead. Go ahead. 
Mr. MONIZ. To build on that, what Rich said, because I know 

how—and I certainly agree with it, but I also, going back to your 
statement about, for example, the Department of Defense concerns 
about this, we are not taking an integrated view not only about, 
let us say, energy innovation and energy policy, but national secu-
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rity policy, foreign policy. For example, we like to complain and 
wring our hands about China’s Belt and Road Initiative, which in-
cludes, especially in Southeast Asia, the construction of lots and 
lots of coal plants. Well, instead of wringing our hands, why don’t 
we just compete? Which is what Rich is saying. And it could be nu-
clear, it could be renewables, it could be natural gas, which is cer-
tainly better than coal. So, but we can’t compete without those 
kinds of mechanisms in place. 

So, obviously, this committee has a particular jurisdiction, but as 
members of Congress, more broadly, I think integrating those 
issues is absolutely essential. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. I couldn’t agree more. You know, we have a 
nuclear power plant in Arizona. The utility would like to expand 
it, but they have run into so much public resistance, people are still 
afraid of nuclear. And so, so much of this policy has to be educating 
people about how important this is and how we can do it right now. 

Mr. MONIZ. And, by the way, many of the new plants that are 
being designed really have extraordinary safety features. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. I think the—yes, go ahead. 
Mr. KEEFE. Congresswoman—— 
Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Yeah. 
Mr. KEEFE [continuing]. If I may, to your original question about 

an international strategy, frankly, I think we did have the founda-
tion of an international strategy in the Paris Agreement. 

And to Congresswoman Frankel’s point, the good news is we are 
not out of it yet. And thanks to the leadership here in Congress 
and the resolution you all passed earlier this year in the House, we 
have shown the world that we are still committed to that. We just 
need to figure out how to stay in that. And that, I think, is a good 
foundation for the type of international strategy that you are talk-
ing about. 

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you for that comment. I couldn’t agree 
more. I think we can still move ahead in a very meaningful way. 
And, like I said, time is of the essence. So, I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Congresswoman Kirkpatrick. And now, 
Congressman Kilmer. 

Mr. KILMER. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you for hold-
ing a hearing on what I think is one of the most important topics 
that we will cover. I wanted to start with a question for Mr. Keefe. 

I chair the New Democrat Coalition. We, earlier this year, put 
out a set of principles that were focused on really providing a road-
map for big, bold, ambitious action to meet the scientifically man-
dated goal of an economy-wide net zero greenhouse gas emissions 
by 2050 at the latest. And I want to recognize the valuable role of 
the research and policy work that you all have done in helping to 
shape that. 

One of the core ideas that we have focused on is workers and 
how do we make sure that they have the skills that they need to 
succeed in a cleaner energy economy? And I know that E2 put out 
a clean jobs report. And I highlighted that two-thirds of the current 
jobs in the U.S. clean energy industry are in construction and man-
ufacturing and are largely the same skill sets as other traditional 
construction and manufacturing sectors. 



514

But we have a sense that not all jobs in the clean energy econ-
omy can be filled with existing skill sets. So, I want to get a sense 
from you of where do you see opportunities for the existing skilled 
workforce to transition into clean energy jobs? Where do you see 
need for potential rescaling or upscaling of existing workers? And 
give us a little guidance from a public policy standpoint. What 
should the Federal Government be doing both for current workers 
and for that future workforce to make sure that they can succeed 
in a clean energy economy? 

Mr. KEEFE. Thank you for the question, Congressman. First of 
all, I will say the good news is that clean energy jobs run the spec-
trum. They run from the Secretary of the Department of Energy to 
the folks that are putting insulation in your attic, right, and it is 
a wide variety of skill sets, which means that it is—these jobs are 
available to people of all stripes and in all states across the coun-
try.

As part of our work tracking clean energy jobs and the work that 
EFI and NASEO has done with the user report, I think we sur-
veyed something like 35,000 businesses across the country, not just 
in clean energy, but in things like electricians and roofing compa-
nies and appliance makers and things like that which also work in 
energy efficiency fields, for instance. And what we found over and 
over again is that these employers are saying the biggest problem 
that they have is hiring enough employees. 

If you talk to people in the wind industry, our friend, Mr. 
Rucker, Michael Rucker, one of our members out in Colorado, he 
can’t hire enough people because they are not scaled up enough. If 
you look in the solar industry, particularly in certain states, the 
availability of solar workers is just not there. 

I think that one solution to that is investment, obviously, in 
training, and one good place to do that is in community colleges 
around the country. We are starting to see community colleges and 
other secondary education institutions start to realize the opportu-
nities here, but they are slow to move. And I do not know what it 
was like when you were in high school, but we were still learning 
how to fix lawnmowers. Well, maybe we should be teaching kids 
how to fix solar panels now instead. 

Mr. KILMER. Thank you, thanks. 
Mr. MONIZ. May I just add to that? I certainly agree on the train-

ing and the community colleges aspect and at DOE, we did quite 
a bit of that. But I would like to also say that we should really 
think hard about the role of organized labor here. Organized labor 
knows how to train people to do their jobs. So, I think a combina-
tion of creating the job opportunities and working with organized 
labor can also be a very, very effective way to fill those needs. 

Mr. KILMER. Thank you. And, Mr. Secretary, I wanted to direct 
a question your way as well. So, I am proud, like Mr. Newhouse, 
to have a Pacific Northwest National Lab in my district. They sup-
port the DOE’s only marine lab in my district. And I am excited 
to see that the DOE is investing in some of these initiatives, like 
the HydroNEXT and the Wave Energy Prize competition, to really 
tries to catalyze some of the development in this next generation 
of marine energy technologies. 
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There is considerable interest from the DOE and from private in-
dustry and growing investment in marine energy sources: renew-
ables, marine hydrokinetic energy, biofuels from algae. There is in-
creased public and agency recognition of the critical value that our 
oceans play to combat climate change. 

And so, with that in mind, I want to get a sense from you of 
what opportunities do you see for the DOE to increase funding for 
ocean-based fundamental research and technology development? 

Mr. MONIZ. Well, first of all, I would say you have put your fin-
ger on a lot of what is being done at, frankly, too low a level today, 
so I think amplifying that is very important. So, there are the tech-
nical solutions like hydrokinetic, et cetera, which still have a long 
way to go in terms of cost effectiveness. 

I would like to, however, also note that you mentioned algae, for 
example. And in our carbon dioxide removal report, we note that 
there are major opportunities for coastal carbon dioxide removal. A 
lot of that involves plants in one way or another, organisms. And 
so, I think perhaps with NOAA, really picking up on those coastal 
opportunities, kind of green water stuff, would be a really good 
place to increase the focus. 

Mr. KILMER. Thank you. 
Mr. MONIZ. And also, I should mention, and earlier the chair 

mentioned USDA, which clearly is a big player. But I will note that 
Department of Energy through its national lab systems has enor-
mous capabilities in terms of plant genomics, for example, and in 
terms of things like computational chemistry where PNNL was ac-
tually a leader. And so, I think one needs to have a big view and 
bring the system together. 

I would also like to say that I sure would like to see more people 
west of the Cascades know about PNNL. 

Mr. KILMER. Yeah, no doubt. Well, I mean, it is a gem. In 
Sequim, Washington, it is not just doing important research, but 
providing really important jobs, so thank you. And I yield back. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you very much. About 15 years ago, when 
I was Ranking Member on Agriculture, Senator Tom Harkin was 
over in the Senate and we cooperated on an amendment in an ap-
propriations bill to try to spawn a biofuels industry out of the De-
partment of Agriculture. And it was the most interesting experi-
ence because, at that time, agriculture was known for food. They 
had the tree Fs: food, fiber and forestry. So, we wanted to give 
them a fourth leg on the stool, fuel. You cannot imagine the resist-
ance.

And so, today, if you look at the biodiesel industry, if you look 
at the ethanol industry, now you couldn’t take it away from them. 
But the research in terms of the types of plants, the plant science 
that we must know in order to be the most efficient at yielding the 
highest number of BTUs for the number we invest in trying to get 
the plant to grow, still doesn’t exist in the highest science that it 
should.

But I wanted to put that on the record because the district that 
I represent sent the first fighter craft into the air using biodiesel 
and it didn’t crash. And as we think about, you know, new fuels, 
I think Agriculture has a massive role to play in this. And I have 
heard what you said, Mr. Secretary, about the Department of En-
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ergy laboratories. But you would have to be God to get the Depart-
ment of Agriculture and the Department of Energy to cooperate. 

Barbara Lee and I have been trying for well over a decade now 
to try to get them to invent, work together, impossible, to invent 
a type of climate-controlled, affordable greenhouse that is energy 
efficient, so we could roll it into poor neighborhoods across the 
world. They cannot do it, yet. 

But it is just so hard to get these scientists to cooperate across 
departmental lines, I have found. I just put that out there as a real 
experience and one where we see the marketplace moving in the 
direction of new fuels, and we should be able to get it there faster. 
There is a biodiesel industry, there is an ethanol industry, but our 
science is still—we are still at gate 1. We are not even at first base. 
We are not even, in terms of where we are on those carbohydrate- 
based fuels, but we just cannot move there fast enough. 

So, if you could provide me with ideas of how to do more along 
those lines, I really do think the world would benefit. 

Looking at the materials that you have provided for the record, 
which are extensive and we are very grateful, I think one of the 
problems with the Department of Energy is that it is extremely 
right-brained and the ability to communicate to the general public 
is a stretch. Everyone in this room is an exception. This is some-
thing you really understand, this is something you really care 
about.

But if I look over at NASA, they have managed to get the public 
to imagine about a Moon/Mars landing. We have the first women 
walking in space. We have Artemis, we have a name. 

I know that we have the Green Real Deal, I heard what you said 
this morning. But I think maybe working with Mayor Lyles, seems 
like we don’t have clear goals that the American people can feel, 
in this community, we have to plant 100,000 trees. Here at this re-
search lab we do this. 

I think to take additional steps, there needs to be some kind of 
industrywide goal setting that the every Scout troop can adopt. I 
think it is hard for the public to, other than purchasing an energy- 
efficient vehicle, to participate and I think they want to. 

So, I am asking for the record if you could give us some sugges-
tions on how to begin to do a better job of setting goals that the 
public—we had talked about SunShot, I remember, Mr. Secretary, 
when you were such an able Secretary of Energy. And I thought, 
that is a name. I take it you want to comment on that. I did not 
think you could answer the question fast enough. But I do think 
somehow we have to get these brilliant people to communicate, as 
Congressman Simpson and Congresswoman Frankel do so well, 
with ordinary people so they can gravitate to the goal. 

Mr. MONIZ. If I may comment and you mentioned SunShot, I 
would just say we have other—we had other catchy phrases like in 
the energy efficiency program, ‘‘The Fridge to the 21st Century’’ 
back in the Clinton years, et cetera. We had, ‘‘A mine is a terrible 
thing to waste.’’ But anyway, we could on with that. 

But more seriously, you mentioned NASA and the job it does in 
terms of kind of public education, et cetera, versus the Department 
of Energy. There actually is something that could, in principle, be 
done. The mission of educating the public is part of NASA’s found-
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ing act. Doing that at the Department of Energy is not part of its 
authorized set of activities. And I cannot tell you how gingerly we 
would have to approach some of these programs in terms of edu-
cation, et cetera. 

So, one could assign, I think, there are some staff here in the 
room, to do maybe like a comparative analysis of what the authori-
ties are on those two cases and see how one might go forward 
there. So, that might be a concrete suggestion. And we also did 
some other things, but they are piecemeal because there is not that 
kind of authority. 

For example, here is something that probably nobody knows. 
That the Department of Energy, and I don’t know if it is active, to 
be honest, today, but it was when I was there because I waved the 
green flag at a NASCAR race. We have, DOE has an MOU with 
NASCAR which led to all NASCAR—in all NASCAR races, they re-
quire 15 percent ethanol in the fuel. And that has been now in 
place for quite a few years. But again, they are piecemeal as op-
posed to something integrated and the ranking member could help 
us overcome some of those barriers. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank you very much for those suggestions. And 
if anyone else wants to think about those and provide replies to the 
record, we would be most welcome. Mr. Powell. 

Mr. POWELL. I would just add, I think that the idea of goal set-
ting is just music to our ears. You know, if you go around the na-
tional laboratory complex, again, a remarkable set of facilities, at 
every one you hear a lot about capabilities. We can do anything 
here. Too often you do not hear about, well, this is specifically what 
we are working on producing. And I think for many folks, having 
those clear goals makes it so much easier to justify, okay, we are 
putting dollars in because we are going to get this specific thing. 
We are going to get two nuclear reactors or, you know, three grid 
scale storage facilities at a particular price point on a particular 
timeline.

And I think establishing those, I realize that none of these are 
sexy, like landing on Mars or the Artemis program, but at least 
they are a step in the right direction of having clarity which can 
then be shared with everyone working in the Department, with all 
of the labs. It sort of forces collaboration across the labs, et cetera. 
I think it is a really good step. 

Ms. KAPTUR. I wanted to thank you very much for that. And I 
wanted to move to hydrogen just for a moment. I had a fascinating 
discussion with one of our Japanese diplomats recently. And I said, 
I come from a huge automotive and truck platform production re-
gion, probably the largest one in the country, okay? I said, hydro-
gen. I have a dear brother, my only sibling, he is brilliant on me-
chanics. He told me long ago, Marcy, hydrogen. Hydrogen is where 
it is headed, we have just got to get there. 

I said to this Japanese diplomat and we have eaten our lunch in 
the automotive industry for a long time, what about hydrogen in 
Japan? Which company? I probably should not say it for the record, 
but the gentleman picked one of the companies in Japan and said 
that is the one that has the lead. But then he went, but we are 
not really in the lead. China is on hydrogen and motor vehicles. 
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So, my question is if we are not in the lead and even if Japan 
is not in the lead now, how do we catch up and surpass in terms 
of hydrogen and vehicular transportation? 

Mr. MONIZ. I will say a couple things. And, by the way, just to 
add to the story, I would say that Europe is doing a lot more also 
in an organized way to develop a hydrogen economy than are we, 
and in addition to Japan and China’s work. I would just say that, 
and I mentioned hydrogen earlier, I think that what we should be 
looking at and dramatically increasing our level of effort is hydro-
gen not just for transportation, but as an economy-wide oppor-
tunity.

Sometimes I would refer to hydrogen as carbonless natural gas 
by which I mean that natural gas today is a fuel that is used really 
economy-wide. It has got so many flexible uses and hydrogen can 
be that in a very, very low-carbon world. And I think that is where 
we should be looking. 

Hydrogen applications especially, and I think Rich mentioned 
earlier, for the heavier transportation fleet, for example, for indus-
try, for process heat, for all kinds of applications. So, I think we 
need a really broad-based big program on hydrogen. I think it has 
got enormous potential. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Which of the labs has that mandate? 
Mr. MONIZ. I do not—to my knowledge, maybe others can correct 

me, but to my knowledge, there is no specific mandate at any lab-
oratory, and that is an example of what is needed, yeah. 

Ms. KAPTUR. That is really very interesting. 
Ms. LYLES. Madam Chair, can I just emphasize there? 
Ms. KAPTUR. Please do. 
Ms. LYLES. We have a small group in Morrisville, North Caro-

lina, close to where the race tracks are. But they have been work-
ing on hydrogen for a while and they do all of their work abroad 
because they have not been able to get traction here in the States. 
So, I think that it is this idea of getting the ability to know that 
there is a goal, stating a goal, and then stating an accountability 
for it. Then those folks would have an easier path than just saying, 
I have got an idea and they are shopping it across the world now, 
not just in the States. 

So, I really like the idea of Mr. Powell’s, you know, focus on a 
goal and on accountability and have people that are really trying 
to innovate and do things differently know where they can go, at 
least to get the audience. It doesn’t mean that they have the right 
method right now, but if we miss out on that opportunity when 
that right method comes, it is a real loss for our country. 

Mr. MONIZ. Can I also just add one point? Sorry, let me just add 
another point on how broad this challenge is. Because, clearly, for 
hydrogen economy infrastructure is a really, really big deal. But if 
you go to Japan, for example, one should not think that in their 
heads is just the idea that in a hydrogen economy you would be 
sending it around by pipes. It is a possibility, but I know they are 
working very heavily also on the idea that you move the hydrogen 
in a liquid so to make it much easier, and then you release it kind 
of at the endpoint, et cetera. And if we don’t develop the optionality 
we can get locked in to the wrong direction. So that is why we need 
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to have a really broad comprehensive program and then, and I 
agree with the goals, to start getting it out there. 

Another thing I will just say is that often in terms of producing 
hydrogen one thinks—many people think just of electrolysis of 
water and with innovation, reducing the costs of electrolysis, get-
ting a lot of really low-cost carbon free electricity and heat. Maybe 
that is going to be absolutely the future. But we shouldn’t forget, 
at least in the transitional mode, today the cheapest way to make 
hydrogen, of course, is steam reforming of natural gas or methane, 
and you could add to that carbon capture and sequestration and 
have low-carbon hydrogen. And in different parts of the country, 
because of their geography and geology, they might take different 
solutions to make hydrogen. 

So all of these questions remain out there and not really being 
addressed.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Ranking Member Simpson. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. When I first got on this committee I 

read a book called The Hydrogen Economy. And so that has been 
16 years ago or 17 years ago. And I was talking to my uncle, who 
was a research guy out at the Idaho National Laboratory years ago, 
long since retired. And he said, you know, we worked on that in 
the 1950s and 1960s. The problem was that we were looking at it 
for transportation, for automobiles and stuff. The materials for a 
container were so heavy for hydrogen that it just didn’t make 
sense. He said if you really want to put hydrogen to work, what 
we got to do is reform the rail industry; mostly runs on diesel now. 
He said because they can carry their own containers, all that kind 
of stuff. 

I am going to talk for just a minute if that is okay. I agree, we 
need a transportation system and it is going to be challenging as 
we are getting more and more fuel-efficient automobiles, as we are 
getting more and more electric vehicles on the road. How are we 
going to pay for our transportation system? That is an issue that 
we are going to have to deal with in Congress, a different way of 
raising the revenue for our transportation system. And I don’t have 
the answer to that, but it is certainly going to be a challenge for 
all of us, so I appreciate what you are doing. 

But I have been impressed that local communities and states and 
private companies are actually the ones taking the lead in a lot of 
these things. Your community, Boise, Idaho, has decided by I think 
it is 2040 or something like that they are going to be a completely 
green community or green energy. Idaho Power has said by 2045 
they are going to be, you know—and they are mostly hydropower 
now, but they also have coal-fired plants. They are going to get rid 
of the coal-fired plants by 2045. That doesn’t mean they are not 
going to do anything until 2045. They are going to be moving in 
that direction and have it completed by 2045. 

But it is really the private sector and local communities and 
states that are making the main changes that are driving a lot of 
the changes that are going on. But all of this is dependent on these 
changes and the things that you have talked about being cost-effec-
tive. Because ultimately, the consumer is not going to go out and 
say, hey, I am willing to pay another 50 bucks for a gallon of gas. 
I am making that up, whatever. And you mentioned the new bill 
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that is out there about putting a $40 or $50 carbon tax on and then 
refunding it to citizens, and that addresses the social justice aspect 
of it. And I talk to these people quite a bit and, you know, I get 
a little nervous when we institute another government program 
that can be manipulated and everything else. 

The problem is that that tax goes away as the emissions come 
down. Start taking away that subsidy you are giving to those peo-
ple as it comes down and you have got a real problem. So there 
are some challenges with that aspect of it. 

But all of this—and we talk about electric automobiles. I just 
saw on TV last night at the L.A. car show they have the new Mus-
tang, all electric Mustang. And they were real proud, they are say-
ing, hey, this gets 300 miles before a recharge. That is beautiful 
if I am driving around D.C. If I am driving across Idaho, I am 
going to have to stop and recharge it and that might take an hour, 
2 hours, whatever. They are working on trying to reduce the charg-
ing times at the Idaho National Laboratory. They would like to get 
them down to where it takes about as long as it does to fill up a 
car. But there are still no charging stations around Idaho. So 
where am I going to stop halfway between Boise and Idaho Falls 
and recharge my automobile? So it is different challenges in dif-
ferent parts of the world. 

But what I really need to know, and what I need you all to think 
about, and these are some really neat things that you are talking 
about, and I have no doubt that we could implement and mandate 
a lot of these things that would have significant carbon reductions. 
But at what cost, and at what consumer adaptability or willingness 
to accept those costs? 

Right now we look at our budget, about $45 billion, seems like 
a lot of money; it is. About 20 billion of that is in defense. I know, 
Secretary Moniz, we had discussions when you were Secretary 
about whether that ought to be there or not, but about 20 billion 
in defense. That is 7 billion in the Army Corps of Engineers, about 
11⁄2 billion in Bureau of Reclamation, throw in another half-billion 
in other things. We are down to where the Department of Energy 
that runs 17 national laboratories, does all the research stuff, 
ARPA–E, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera, about $13 billion. 

If we doubled our research and development in this, if we could 
somehow get the Budget Committee and leadership to go, yeah, 
you guys need 10 more billion dollars if you are going to do this 
or whatever, or 5, where would we put it where it would make the 
difference? That is what I—you know, I am not an energy expert. 
Where would this committee put it where we could see the results 
that we would need, that we get over this Death Valley that you 
talked about where we develop these technologies and it gets to a 
place where it is not yet ready to go to the private sector or nobody 
is there to accept it and move it on? And what should our role be 
in that? 

I know that is a broad meaningless question, but if you could ad-
dress that. 

Mr. KEEFE. Excuse me, Congressman, if I may. For one thing, I 
think it would be smart to look at the way that funds are allocated 
to DOE generally. We have been talking, yes, it is important to 
look at nuclear; yes, it is important to look at hydrogen. But it is 
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also important to make transportation a priority. It is also impor-
tant to make building efficiency, more broadly, a priority and to 
fund those types of programs that are going to, frankly, get the 
most bang out of the buck for a lot of those investments. 

The other thing I would consider when thinking about costs is 
that there are two sides of the ledger. And we started this discus-
sion with the ‘‘elephant in the room,’’ which is climate change. The 
economic costs of climate change are piling up every single day. It 
is $17 billion in damage from Hurricane Florence in my home state 
of North Carolina. It is 50 to 80 billion in fires in California where 
I live now. It is 10 and 20 billion of flooding in the Midwest. Those 
are costs that have to be borne somehow as well. And if we can do 
something on the investment side through DOE programs in these 
smart areas that are going to reduce carbon and, by the way, also 
attract more investment, create more jobs, that is a plus on the 
other side. 

I would also suggest that, and Dr. Moniz is more proficient in 
this than I am, but if you look at the return on the investment 
from some of DOE’s programs, he mentioned ARPA–E, which I 
think has invested about 2 billion over 10 years and returned 3 bil-
lion, that is a pretty good return. Created 70, 80 companies and at-
tracted billions of dollars in private investment. 

If you look at EERE, as I understand it, EERE has invested $12 
billion between ’76 and 2015. In return it has created $388 billion 
in net economic benefits. That is a rate of return of something 
around 27, 28 percent, which is a pretty darn good rate of return. 

So I think we need to look at this as an investment in our future 
and, frankly, in our present because we need to do this now. And 
we need to consider the costs that we are confronting on the other 
side of the ledger as well. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I don’t disagree with anything you said. With $13 
billion and all of these different things out there, where do you put 
it? I mean, everybody wants us to fund every different program 
that they come, and every company comes in and they got an idea 
and we need a little funding and so forth, and it just is never end-
ing. And so we have limited resources. Where do we put it? 

Mr. POWELL. Yeah. Can I just add? I think this cost filter is how 
you make those decisions. And remember it is not just the cost of 
deploying it here in the U.S. You know, the Secretary mentioned 
the China Belt and Road Initiative. A lot of the coal plants that 
they are building around the world aren’t even the best coal plants 
that China has to offer. Right? China has an actually ultra-effi-
cient, super-critical coal fleet. In Pakistan, for example, they are 
building sub-critical coal right now because it is cheaper. All right. 

So the developing world, if your priority is electrifying your popu-
lation as quickly as possible, they are going to go to the low-cost 
option.

So for better or for worse, that has got to be the filter for our 
innovation programs. We have to be looking for each of these major 
emitting sectors, and, of course, nobody has a crystal ball, but we 
have got some sense. We have got terrific, brilliant people at DOE 
who do really detailed techno-economic analysis and can at least 
say, you know, I see some pathway toward this thing gettting to 
cost parity with either here in the U.S. combined-cycle natural gas 
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in the power sector, which is kind of the thing to be, around the 
world sub-critical coal, in the transportation sector with, you know, 
with diesel or in maritime shipping with bunker fuel. You kind of 
know what the bug is in each of these different sectors. You can 
have some sense of which technologies have some pathway to get 
there on a meaningful timeline, and you can use that to set up, you 
know, at least your first-line filter about what you should fund. 

EFI has actually done great work in the breakthrough report 
earlier this year in sort of taking that and a number of other fac-
tors and developing a filter and using that to identify a set of tech-
nologies that kind of pass those hurdles. And I really think that 
the Department, and I would say appropriately the committee as 
well, ought to be adopting something like that, a really formal filter 
which is saying, well, these are the things that, you know, that 
make sense and have some horizon and use it to justify some hard 
choices. There is stuff happening at the Department, you know, we 
probably shouldn’t keep investing in, right, if it doesn’t have that 
clear pathway, you know, and pick our time horizon, right? 

Let us say we are trying to get a fleet of things done in a decade. 
Right? If things have some chance of getting done in a decade, let 
us put 80 percent of our resources there. Sure, we should be invest-
ing in longer term riskier things as well, but if you take the cli-
mate crisis seriously, we don’t have much more than a decade to 
produce the breakthroughs and then get them scaled up globally, 
you know, by 2050. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, that is kind of what I like about ARPA–E is 
that it is you have to demonstrate progress and that kind of stuff. 

I know, Secretary, you want to answer this, but one other thing. 
Could you just explain to me what the hell direct air capture is and 
how that works? 

Mr. MONIZ. Well, that will come at the end of my soliloquy be-
cause it will be a natural. 

First, let me reinforce something that Bob said about the cost 
equation. And that, you know, some don’t like the words used, but 
the words that have been coined are ‘‘social cost of carbon.’’ And so 
it is a very imprecise way, a very difficult calculation to make, but 
kind of in some average sense, the feeling, at least back a few 
years ago, was some number in the 40s of dollars per ton of CO2 
was an appropriate way of looking at that. 

So it gives you some idea that it is not free in many ways to not 
put in place policies or incentives that push us towards low carbon. 
The adaptation costs are one major example of that. 

And I might say even that we can count up how many tens of 
billions a hurricane cost or the floods in the Midwest cost, et 
cetera. But how do we add up, really, here in the United States of 
America, right now in Northern California, people being told you 
are not going to have electricity for a week? I mean, it is unbeliev-
able in terms of something that is so central to all of our lives. 

So we are paying a cost. In fact, I would add that, in my view, 
I think that the reason there is so much shift in, I think, the 
public’s recognition of the importance of doing something about 
this, and this may sound not very, I don’t know, complimentary of 
all of us, but it is because we have stopped thinking of this only 
as an issue for our children and grandchildren as opposed to as an 
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issue for us, too. It is right now that we are paying the price in 
not addressing this, while realizing there is no way to flip a switch 
and suddenly we have resolved the problem. So we have got to 
have this decadal view going forward and keep turning the ship as 
fast as we can. 

Now, I am going to disagree slightly with—finally we can dis-
agree—with something Rich said, a little bit. There was the state-
ment that if it can’t produce something in 10 years, then we kind 
of put it out of the portfolio, give it small funding. I would say the 
opposite if that was the intent in the sense that, again, take—and 
now I am coming to your last question. So take this carbon dioxide 
removal agenda. Clearly it is not going to scale up and have a 
major impact until mid-century. But it ain’t going to have any im-
pact in mid-century if we don’t make a big push now in that budg-
et.

So it is all how you manage the portfolio to recognize that let us 
say on a decadal timescale, 2030. The impacts we are going to have 
in 2030 are the things you see today, but improved. I mean, inno-
vation still matters because that is what will keep driving the costs 
down, which is very, very important, and was your point. 

But we also can’t take our eyes off some of the very fundamental 
problems that we have to address to have scalability by mid-cen-
tury. And so that is why the portfolio needs—that is why you need 
$5 billion more in the budget, or some fraction of that maybe com-
bined with something that is not appropriations, but other mecha-
nisms.

As an example, it is now an expired program; it was in place for 
8 years. It was a program looking at unconventional gas, et cetera, 
in which the Congress said that a certain fraction of oil and gas 
royalties would be invested in that program and the oversight 
stayed with the Department and the Congress, the Appropriations, 
because in many of these kinds of programs it will identify an al-
ternative funding stream, but each year it still had to be appro-
priated even though it wasn’t counted against the budget caps. 

So there are creative ways to make up part of that at least. But 
I do think appropriations need to be increased, as I said earlier to 
Rick. Now, so I believe one of those areas is this carbon dioxide re-
moval, and we will send you that report as well as the innovation 
report you asked for earlier. 

Among the 27 portfolio elements we have is the issue of direct 
air capture. And, I mean, at some level it is very similar to carbon 
capture from the flue gas of a coal plant. It is just that in the flue 
gas of a coal plant it is 15 percent carbon dioxide, in the atmos-
phere it is .04 percent CO2, so you got to move a hell of a lot more 
air through your system to be able to have a comparable amount 
of capture rate. So that is where cost reduction is very, very impor-
tant, getting very low-carbon, low-cost energy to drive the process 
will be very important. 

But by the way, if you are using that direct air capture, con-
gratulations. Let us say you have now captured, globally, 21⁄2 bil-
lion tons of CO2. Great. But now you got to figure out what to do 
with 21⁄2 billion tons of CO2.

If you want to put it all underground, there is pour space, but 
you will be putting as much underground as the entire oil extrac-
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tion industry globally today. So you might want to try to find some 
other things to do with the CO2 as well. Maybe a hybrid system, 
like use some of the—or basalt for more mineralization of some of 
that CO2. Maybe you can convert it into fuels, a big part of the re-
search agenda, the utilization agenda of the CO2.

So these are big, big numbers and we got to get on it and have 
something that is scalable within a minimum of three decades, but 
hopefully sooner. And so we could go through that, and like the hy-
drogen, that is another big issue, as I said earlier, with many, 
many questions. 

So there are many areas that deserve expansion, like Bob men-
tioned quite correctly, the whole building technologies issues. And 
there are other areas that are the potential for big breakthroughs, 
as Rich mentioned, that our innovation report will lead you 
through both criteria for formulating the portfolio, and then what 
we concluded were the biggest breakthrough opportunities from the 
application of those criteria. 

Mr. SIMPSON. Let me just again thank you all for being here, and 
tell you, in conclusion, one of my real frustrations with all of this, 
not with what you said or anything else. 

Ever since I was chairman of the Interior Subcommittee, before 
I became chairman of this committee and then ranking member of 
this committee, my frustration was that after 9–11 whenever any 
Federal agency came to see us and they wanted us to do some-
thing, or any private company who came to see us and they wanted 
us to do something, we always had to do it because the key phrase 
was ‘‘homeland security.’’ If you were going to grow corn in Iowa, 
we were doing it for homeland security reasons, and that was the 
key phrase to get additional funding. 

Now it is climate change, and nobody can tell me how much 
money in this Federal Government we are spending on climate 
change. I am not saying it is too much or too little or anything else, 
but every agency counts. 

The Forest Service gets money to study climate change, so does 
the Park Service. Even though there ain’t a lot of difference be-
tween a park and a forest at the border. So, I mean, it is—I 
thought about trying to gather up all the money that all agencies 
spend on climate change and putting it in one budget, so that we 
weren’t duplicating efforts, duplicating research, duplicating 
science, everything else. So that if the Forest Service wanted to do 
a study on the impacts of climate change on our forest, that they 
went to this agency, and I thought the USGS might be a good place 
to put it. 

But they would—okay, you know, it had been approved by mem-
bers of scientists and so forth, that is a good study, they would 
fund it, and then every agency could use those studies and stuff. 
Somehow we have got to coordinate this is a lot better, in my opin-
ion, not just in the Department of Energy, but throughout the gov-
ernment.

Anyway, thank you all for being here. It is a fascinating discus-
sion, one that could go on for hours and hours, but I know that you 
have been here for a couple hours already. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Ranking Member Simpson. In closing 
today, I have been thinking about the political reality of our coun-
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try where there are forces at work to create division among the 
American people in a whole set of ways, maybe some of it uninten-
tional, but, for example, the ownership of our media, where if you 
live in a rural area, you listen to different stations than if you live 
in urban America. And the messages that are carried, the kinds of 
programming, and so forth, are distinctly different. 

And I have been asking myself, how does America unite in com-
mon cause? And how do we create a Green Real Deal that people 
will embrace whether they live in rural Ohio and are involved in 
dairy farming or if they live in Charlotte and they are involved in 
the tech industry? So the political question looms large in my mind. 

And I think about, so goal setting. Goal setting for urban Amer-
ica, metropolitan America, goal setting for rural America. I agree 
with what Ranking Member Simpson has said about the confusion 
in a way of the different agencies taking pieces of this, but, again, 
the whole that people can gravitate to and make a concrete con-
tribution despite how daunting the challenge seems, we need to 
make that more clear to the American people, and so that Scout 
troops know that in Ohio and Michigan, we have to replant min-
imum 20 million trees. That doesn’t even count what farmers have 
to do to deal with what has happened to our green cover. 

Somehow, Mr. Secretary, when you talked about the rural—or 
the regional innovation offices that were imagined at DOE, but 
never really implemented, that is kind of important—that is an im-
portant thought because both Ranking Member Simpson and I 
have served on the Interior Committee, where the Department of 
Interior redrew America’s watersheds. And it was trying to create 
a different arrangement we address regionally, so everyone felt 
part of the solution. 

I am feeling we have to inch our way toward that rather quickly. 
And I am just stating that for the record so that the energy ideas, 
the energy innovation ideas, and the implementation of those can 
be done well. The same way we built the interstate highway sys-
tem. We just didn’t leave it to chance. There were mechanisms set 
in place, we had to cooperate with the states. 

As I listened to Mayor Lyles, I was thinking about one of my key 
interests in urban America, which is helping our mayors figure out 
a way to pay the energy costs of the purification of water and the 
treatment of sewage. It is one of the largest bills that cities pay 
across the country, yet it is hidden. Mayors know what it is, but 
it is not an issue with U.S. Conference of Mayors or the National 
League of Cities. And yet, I think innovation there is desperately 
needed. We have a lot of old plans, maybe we need to throw them 
all out. But it becomes increasingly more expensive for cities to op-
erate, and if they are economically challenged cities, like Flint, 
Michigan, it becomes a crisis. 

And somehow regionally, we have to get our arms around this. 
I think the mayors are very important voices for the country. I 
think that the U.S. Department of Agriculture and the various or-
ganizations that represent farmers are very important. 

But right now, we are not organized regionally through the 
Green Real Deal for people to be able to look at their region that 
they know best, and really make a concerted effort with certain 
goals.
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So, one of my questions for the record, unless you feel motivated 
to answer it now, would be, how would we do that? How would we 
organize the country to think—and I think watersheds have to be 
an important part of it because of what is happening with rainfall 
and all. And how do we connect this to meeting the challenges of 
changes in our whole ecosystem? 

The issue of money coming to our labs and to the Department 
of Energy, I have been amazed at the ability of our labs to be sites 
where contracts are let, from NOAA, from other departments, to 
our labs. I don’t know if Congressman Simpson knows, I don’t 
know of the number now, but the contracts that come to the Idaho 
labs from other departments, that is a way of moving money to our 
labs. If we could think about working with our colleagues on Ap-
propriations and looking at some of the possibilities of adding to 
the contractual capabilities of DOE, we could meet some of these 
goals.

But I see a need to somehow create a template that people can 
buy into at every level, and I am finding that missing. At the same 
time as we do the longer term research, if you give the American 
people a goal, whether it is NASCAR or whether it is, blood pres-
sure, whatever it is they will meet the goal, but they have got to 
be able to get their hands around it. 

So, I am struggling with how do we create this Green Real Deal 
that people can buy into regionally, and how would one define 
those regions? 

And also then, through the Department of Energy and other will-
ing actors, how do we create rewards? For example, for net zero 
homes, I have been amazed, for instance, at Habitat for Humanity 
or the work that we do with community gardens. If one person and 
a group of people create a community garden, within 5 years there 
will be 100. The American people pick it up like that, but we have 
got to figure out a way to give them a template they can actualize. 
And I think the Department of Energy needs help in doing that be-
cause they are so brilliant, and they are involved in such high-level 
research that sometimes you lose touch with the ground. 

And so I am struggling with that. I am struggling with how to 
arm my colleagues. How do members of Congress, how does Con-
gresswoman Adams work with the mayor and really create in 
whatever you would call the region of Charlotte actual accomplish-
ments that people could help with if they knew what the goal was, 
if they know what the finish line is, right? 

And I think we need really need help there. I am not quite sure 
how to get there, all I know is we need to do it. 

And so I just wanted to put that on the record. If you could think 
about that, and along the way create public recognition, kind of our 
net-zero homes or number of trees planted or the Academy Award 
for the best energy innovation. If they are doing it at DOE, most 
of America doesn’t know about it. 

And I heard what you said about education, Mr. Secretary, that, 
in fact, those authorities don’t exist. Oh, my goodness, no wonder 
we are having so much trouble. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I was going to say, Chairwoman Kaptur—— 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, please. 
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Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. That I remember during one hearing 
when I was chairman you were ranking member, I believe you sug-
gested that Secretary Moniz would be good to do like a Mr. Rogers 
program——

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. Yes. 
Mr. SIMPSON [continuing]. For several things that we ran on TV. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes. He wouldn’t do it. 
Mr. SIMPSON. I remember that. 
Ms. KAPTUR. He wouldn’t do it. Yeah, that was one of my great 

disappointments, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. MONIZ. I will buy a sweater. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Well, this has just been an excellent morning. 
Mr. MONIZ. Can I make just one more comment? 
Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, please. Please, Mr. Secretary. 
Mr. MONIZ. I won’t try to answer the question about how to do 

the regional things, but we would be happy to come in with you, 
or with you and the ranking member and discuss that because we 
do have many ideas. But I would just note that I think, again, 
something that I don’t think it would take much prodding to go 
back and have it actually executed. 

Towards the end of our term at DOE, what we did is we put out 
an RFP for small grants that would come in for ideas as to how 
to do regional innovation in their region. So rather than dictate it, 
we asked for some ideas. Unfortunately, I don’t think those awards 
were ever made, but that is an example of a simple thing that 
could go out, and have different groups. 

Often they were university-led groups, for example, putting to-
gether some regional assets. And they would come in and say—I 
don’t know what they would have said, but the idea was come in 
and tell us how you think a regional innovation system would work 
for your region, using your assets, addressing your problems. So, I 
think that is an example of a pretty simple step, and doesn’t—and 
not a big money deal. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Yes, Mayor Lyles. 
Ms. LYLES. Yeah, I just wanted to say thank you for so well 

speaking the issue and the problem, because we can talk about a 
lot of things, but some of the decisions that you were wrestling 
with, we are now doing locally. We are trying to figure out how to 
pay for things that we require to be a quality place to live, and cli-
mate change has so much to do with it, storm water, hurricanes, 
all of these things. 

So, I just want to say you have described what we need to do. 
We need to have a regional approach, because if you can get a re-
gion, then you can go statewide; if you can go statewide, you can 
then go to cover abroad. 

But we, right now, are struggling on our own, and our people, 
our residents and citizens, they understand the struggle, and we 
are having to make choices and we need to work with you to get 
halfway there. We need your help to get us there. 

So, thank you for the way you have described it and formed it. 
I think intuitively people know something is not right, and they 

don’t know how to fix it. And I love the—gentleman, I have learned 
as much today about what you are doing as anything. So, I am 
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going to take back a lot of that, but we need to have the ability 
to share the wealth of information that you have presented today. 

So, thank you very much for allowing Charlotte to be a part of 
it. And I am really proud to represent our city. Thank you very 
much.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you so much, Mayor Lyles. And I know that 
Congresswoman Adams couldn’t spend the morning with us be-
cause she had conflicting hearings herself, but I would just say 
that the work that she does on Agriculture, and the importance of 
that sector as a major component of the solution is extraordinarily 
important. And I know when you two put your heads together, you 
are going to come up with something really magnificent. 

So, please share the nature of the hearing she could not hear 
with her. And we will look for her leadership as well. 

Mr. Powell. 
Mr. POWELL. I will just say one last thing on this issue of re-

gional innovation. And actually, so Mayor Lyles mentioned in her 
testimony Duke Energy, headquartered in Charlotte, very impor-
tant recent goal to go to 100 clean energy, or net-zero energy as 
they framed it, by 2050. And they are not alone. 

Over the last year we have had a wave of our electric utilities 
around the country, including Idaho Power, make these, you know, 
deep decarbonization goals. And one of the things that is very com-
mon about all of the goals made in the past year, folks have said, 
you know, we have got a terrific set of technologies today that can 
get us to, in Duke’s case, 50 percent emissions reductions, in Xcel’s 
case out West, where there is just, you know, fabulous wind and 
solar potential, 80 percent reductions. But we have got a gap, right. 
And in some sense you could build a regional innovation policy 
around whatever it is that each of these utilities that have made 
these big voluntary commitments say they need to fill the gap. 

So, Duke calls it ZELFERS, Zero Emission Load Following En-
ergy Resources. Right? Things that don’t have any emissions and 
could ramp up and down fast Right? And so you could go to each 
of these different regions and say, well, what is it? You have made 
this, you know, this bold, voluntary pledge to get us to a zero emis-
sion electricity sector that we can use to decarbonize the whole 
economy. What is it that you need, right? 

And I think that that would be another really helpful filter, and 
obviously that would be quite different by region. Right? In the 
Southeast, it is not going to be all renewables. In Ohio it is not 
going to be all renewables. Right? It is going to be, you know, very 
different suites of technology in each place, but you could imagine 
a program that is built around, you know, helping and supporting 
big, voluntary commitments from the private sector. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you for that contribution. Mr. Keefe. 
Mr. KEEFE. Madam Chair and Ranking Member, again, thanks 

to you all for having us here. 
I might suggest in the realm of setting goals, there is already a 

foundation for that within DOE, and that is the standards. Those 
are energy efficiency standards. Those are programs like it might 
not be as catchy as ‘‘Fridge to the 21st Century,’’ but a pretty well- 
known one, Energy Star, the Energy Star program. 
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I would suggest that it is really important, frankly, for this com-
mittee, and the Appropriations committees generally, to protect 
those types of programs, make sure those standards get out of DOE 
and get implemented. 

So, I don’t know about you all, but everybody that I know always 
wants to compare how far their car can go on a gallon of gas. We 
are always comparing mileage. And talk to a Tesla guy or some-
body with a plug-in, and then you are out of the market if you are 
not—if you don’t have an electric vehicle of some sorts. 

But if we could build—first of all, protect those energy efficiency 
standards, protect programs like Energy Star, and then perhaps 
figure out ways to consumerize them, maybe the Department of 
Energy is not the best at consumer marketing, I don’t know, no of-
fense, but the standards and the foundation for those types of goals 
are already in place. 

Ms. KAPTUR. All right. We thank you all very much. I just want-
ed to say since we are being carried, inside Congress today at 5:30 
we are going to have a showing of a film called Planet Ocean. And 
what is so great about this film, in my opinion, I think it was done 
by the Australians, it wasn’t done in this country, but it is so, to 
me, descriptive of how warming waters impact climate and weather 
conditions across the entire world. And people can kind of think 
about what is happening in their regions of the country. We have 
so many members that have experienced extreme flooding, those 
that have lived in coastal environments and have just been beaten 
by hurricanes and big storms, Sandy, Katrina, you name it, and 
winds. There are these conditions that are occurring now. 

We worked in conjunction with the Healing Our Waters Coali-
tion, the Ocean Conservancy, and Congressman Paul Tonko of New 
York, who is very, very, very involved in climate change issues, is 
helping to cosponsor this. It will be in Room 2362B of this building, 
of Rayburn, and it will start at 5:30. It takes about an hour. So, 
if people want popcorn, and they want to come and just listen, we 
hope to, again, visually demonstrate some of the work that we do 
as verified by outside actors. So, again, that is 5:30 today, Planet 
Ocean, Room 2362B here in Rayburn. 

I would like to say that this concludes this morning’s hearing. 
We haven’t done that badly in terms of keeping on time. 

Again, I would like to thank our witnesses for joining us, and ask 
the witnesses to please ensure for the hearing record that ques-
tions for the record, and any supporting information or ideas you 
have requested by the Subcommittee are delivered in final form to 
us no later than 3 weeks from time you receive them. 

Members who have additional questions for the record will have 
until the close of business this Friday, tomorrow, to provide them 
to the subcommittee office. 

This hearing is adjourned. 
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