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THE CLEAN FUTURE ACT: INDUSTRIAL CLI-
MATE POLICIES TO CREATE JOBS AND SUP-
PORT WORKING COMMUNITIES

THURSDAY, MARCH 18, 2021

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

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 11:01 a.m., via Cisco
Webex online video conferencing, Hon. Paul Tonko (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Tonko, DeGette, Schakowsky,
Sarbanes, Clarke, Ruiz, Peters, Dingell, Barragan, McEachin,
Blunt Rochester, Soto, Pallone (ex officio), McKinley (subcommittee
ranking member), Johnson, Mullin, Hudson, Carter, Duncan, Palm-
er, Curtis, Crenshaw, and Rodgers (ex officio).

Also present: Representatives Trahan and Griffith.

Staff present: Jeffrey C. Carroll, Staff Director; Jacqueline
Cohen, Chief Environment Counsel; Adam Fischer, Professional
Staff Member; Waverly Gordon, General Counsel; Tiffany
Guarascio, Deputy Staff Director; Caitlin Haberman, Professional
Staff Member; Perry Hamilton, Clerk; Zach Kahan, Deputy Direc-
tor, Outreach and Member Service; Rick Kessler, Senior Advisor
and Staff Director, Energy and Environment; Mackenzie Kuhl, Dig-
ital Assistant; Brendan Larkin, Policy Coordinator; Dustin .
Maghamfar, Air and Climate Counsel; Elysa Montfort, Press Sec-
retary; Kaitlyn Peel, Digital Director; Tim Robinson, Chief Counsel,
Chloe Rodriguez, Clerk; Nikki Roy, Policy Coordinator; Andrew
Souvall, Director of Communications, Outreach, and Member Serv-
ices; Rebecca Tomilchik, Policy Analyst; Sarah Burke, Minority
Deputy Staff Director; Michael Cameron, Minority Policy Analyst,
Consumer Protection and Commerce, Energy, Environment; Jerry
Couri, Minority Deputy Chief Counsel for Environment; Nate
Hodson, Minority Staff Director; Peter Kielty, Minority General
Counsel; Mary Martin, Minority Chief Counsel, Energy and Envi-
ronment; Brandon Mooney, Minority Deputy Chief Counsel for En-
ergy; Peter Spencer, Minority Senior Professional Staff Member,
Energy; and Michael Taggart, Minority Policy Director.

Mr. ToNKO. Well, good morning, everyone. The Subcommittee on
Environment and Climate Change will now come to order.

Today’s hearing is entitled “The CLEAN Future Act: Industrial
Climate Policies to Create Jobs and Support Working Commu-
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nities,” and we will examine several provisions of the recently in-
troduced H.R. 1512.

Due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, today’s hearing
is being held remotely. All Members and witnesses will be partici-
pating via video conferencing.

As part of our hearing, microphones will be set on mute for pur-
poses of eliminating inadvertent background noise. Members and
witnesses, you will need to unmute your microphone each time you
choose to speak.

Documents for the record can be sent to Rebecca Tomilchik at
the email address we have provided to staff. All documents will be
entered into the record at the conclusion of the hearing.

I now recognize myself for 5 minutes for an opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL TONKO, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

I grew up and continue to live in a mill town, Amsterdam, New
York, formerly one of the largest carpet-producing cities in the
world. And when I was young, the mills closed. My grandparents
were among those workers who, through no fault of their own, lost
their jobs. Those mills went to the southern States, and then even-
tually offshore. And the people and community left behind had lit-
tle to no support for many, many years.

I have spent my life, along with other community leaders, work-
ing to revitalize our city, to rebuild by building new infrastructure,
redevelop waterfront industrial properties, and attract new and in-
novative businesses. It has taken 60 years, and there is still more
work to be done.

These types of economic disruptions have happened before. They
are happening right now, and they will continue happening, wheth-
er or not we pass the CLEAN Future Act. There is always some
risk when a community relies on one employer or one industry. We
can pretend this is not the case, or we can work together and do
better for the people and communities facing this challenge today
than was done for my grandparents and my hometown.

With a national commitment, as is proposed in the CLEAN Fu-
ture Act, we can treat energy workers with respect. We can provide
the resources to accelerate local economic redevelopment and diver-
sification, and we can provide fairness for the workers and commu-
nities that have powered our country for decades.

The bill proposes a framework for a national energy transition
strategy. This has been done for other issues of national impor-
tance that cut across several Federal agencies—for example, the
Office of National Drug Control Policy, the Office of Science and
Technology Policy, and the Council on Environmental Quality.

And importantly, this approach recognizes that it is not for me
or anyone else in Washington to try to dictate these transitions. It
must be a community-driven process, since every affected commu-
nity will have different needs, different wants, and different assets.
The CLEAN Future Act provides Federal resources and technical
assistance to empower local community leaders to manage their
own economic transitions.

This hearing will also examine some of the bill’s provisions re-
garding the industrial sector. We know the industrial sector is di-
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verse and does account for a large amount of emissions. Some sub-
sectors are energy-intensive, trade-exposed, and difficult to
decarbonize. Decarbonizing the United States industry requires in-
vesting in the United States industry. And investing in our manu-
facturers is the key to America’s long-term global competitiveness.

The CLEAN Future Act includes several provisions to make
those investments. This includes the Clean Energy and Sustain-
ability Accelerator, which provides access to financing to make in-
vestments across numerous sectors in support of our Nation’s clean
energy transition.

The CLEAN Future Act also includes an innovative Buy Clean
proposal that leverages public procurement to support low-emis-
sions industrial products. Well over 22 percent of the U.S. climate
emissions are from the industrial sector. A small number of facili-
ties make up a very large share of that total.

Many of these products, including cement and steel, are pur-
chased in large quantities by the public sector. In the United
States, nearly one half of all cement and a fifth of steel is pur-
chased with tax dollars. These products are critical to our goals of
rebuilding America’s infrastructure, and we have the opportunity
to support building with cleaner, more innovative materials than
ever before.

Buy Clean brings transparency to the market. It standardizes
how to calculate embodied emissions of products so that the private
sector and State and local governments can indeed make informed
decisions about what they purchase.

It also supports Federal leadership by requiring Federal use of
products with a proposed Climate Star label, a voluntary label
similar to the popular Energy Star and Water Sense programs.

Buy Clean leverages things that are already occurring in the pri-
vate sector, through environmental product declarations, while
seeking to improve data quality, guard against unfair foreign com-
petition, and reward investments in U.S. manufacturing.

The CLEAN Future Act’s industrial sections are critical to the
growth and the retention of U.S. manufacturing jobs, and the pro-
motion of markets for new and innovative products. And the work-
er and community title is critical to fulfilling our commitment that
no one is left behind during this energy transition.

I believe these are areas where we should be able to find bipar-
tisan support. I am looking forward to today’s testimony and hope
we can work together to improve these sections of the committee’s
proposal.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Tonko follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL TONKO

I grew up and continue to live in a mill town—Amsterdam, New York; formerly
one of the largest carpet producing cities in the world.

And when I was young, the mills closed. My grandparents were among the work-
ers who, through no fault of their own, lost their jobs. Those mills went down south
and then eventually offshore. And the people and community left behind had little
to no support for many, many years.

I have spent my life, along with other community leaders, working to revitalize
our city—to build new infrastructure, redevelop waterfront industrial properties,
and attract new and innovative businesses. It has taken 60 years, and there is still
more work to be done.
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These types of economic disruptions have happened before. They are happening
right now. And they will continue happening whether or not we pass the CLEAN
Future Act. There is always some risk when a community relies on one employer
or industry.

We can pretend this is not the case, or we can work together and do better for
the people and communities facing this challenge today than was done for my
grandparents and my hometown.

With a national commitment, as is proposed in the CLEAN Future Act, we can
treat energy workers with respect. We can provide the resources to accelerate local
economic redevelopment and diversification. And we can provide fairness for the
workers and communities that have powered our country for decades.

The bill proposes a framework for a national energy transition strategy. This has
been done for other issues of national importance that cut across several Federal
agencies—for example, the Office of National Drug Control Policy, the Office of
Science and Technology Policy, and the Council on Environmental Quality.

And importantly, this approach recognizes that it is not for me, or anyone else
in Washington, to try to dictate these transitions. It must be a community-driven
process since each affected community will have different needs, wants, and assets.

The CLEAN Future Act provides Federal resources and technical assistance to
empower local community leaders to manage their own economic transitions.

This hearing will also examine some of the bill’s provisions regarding the indus-
trial sector.

We know the industrial sector is diverse and accounts for a large amount of emis-
sions.

Some subsectors are energy-intensive, trade-exposed, and difficult to decarbonize.

Decarbonizing U.S. industry requires investing in U.S. industry. And investing in
our manufacturers is the key to America’s long-term, global competitiveness.

The CLEAN Future Act includes several provisions to make those investments.
This includes the Clean Energy and Sustainability Accelerator, which provides ac-
cess to financing to make investments across numerous sectors in support of our Na-
tion’s clean energy transition.

The CLEAN Future Act also includes an innovative Buy Clean proposal that
leverages public procurement to support low-emissions industrial products.

While over 22% of U.S. climate emissions are from the industrial sector, a small
number of facilities make up a very large share of that total.

Many of those products, including cement and steel, are purchased in large quan-
tities by the public sector. In the United States, nearly half of all cement and a fifth
of steel is purchased with tax dollars.

These products are critical to our goals of rebuilding America’s infrastructure, and
we have the opportunity to support building with cleaner, more innovative materials
than ever before.

Buy Clean brings transparency to the market.

It standardizes how to calculate embodied emissions of products, so that the pri-
vate sector and State and local governments can make informed decisions about
what they purchase.

It also supports Federal leadership by requiring Federal use of products with the
proposed Climate Star label, a voluntary label similar to the popular Energy Star
and Water Sense programs.

Buy Clean leverages things that are already occurring in the private sector
through Environmental Product Declarations, while seeking to improve data qual-
ity, guard against unfair foreign competition, and reward investments in U.S. manu-
facturing.

The CLEAN Future Act’s industrial sections are critical to the growth and reten-
tion of U.S. manufacturing jobs and promotion of markets for new and innovative
products.

And the worker and community title is critical to fulfilling our commitment that
no one is left behind during the energy transition.

I believe these are areas where we should be able to find bipartisan support. I
am looking forward to today’s testimony and hope we can work together to improve
these sections of the committee’s proposal.

Mr. ToNKo. With that, I now yield to the chair—excuse me, the
ranking member—of the Subcommittee on Environmental and Cli-
mate Change, our ranking member, Mr. McKinley, for 5 minutes
for his opening statement.

Representative McKinley?
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID B. McKINLEY, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST
VIRGINIA

Mr. McKINLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are here to exam-
ine the CLEAN Future Act, but it reminds me, during the Vietnam
War an American general was paraphrased as saying, “We had to
destroy the town to save it. We had to destroy the town to save it.”
It reminds me of the motivation behind this proposal.

The goal of the Act is to decarbonize the U.S. economy by 2050,
have net-zero emissions from power plants by 2035, 80 percent by
2030. In so doing, we are going to destroy livelihoods, disrupt fami-
lies, decimate communities, increase utility bills, threaten the sta-
bility of our grid, and we will still experience negative effects of cli-
mate change, since the rest of the world isn’t following suit.

Look, Chairman, we agree we need to work to reduce carbon
emissions. But we also need to understand the consequences before
we rush into such a punitive action.

Let’s keep in mind, last year 60 percent of our power came from
fossil fuels: coal, gas, and oil. It is reasonable to understand that
this total transformation, it may be—is it reasonable to undertake
this total transformation of our electric grid in less than 14 years,
or even 9?

Look at solar energy. They are predicting—in their publication
this week, they are predicting they are going to quadruple their ca-
pacity in solar in the next 10 years. Now, make sure we under-
stand, that means they are going from 2.3 percent of the mix to 9
percent. But remember, coal and gas are still 60 percent. According
to the utilities we have consulted, decarbonizing our power sector
by 2035 and 80 percent by 2030 will take a miracle.

So, Paul, at what cost, if we increase costs for families with high-
er utility bills? According to the Institute for Energy Research,
$2,000 per household annually.

It will destroy jobs, not just coal miners and pipeliners, but all
the secondary jobs that rely on them: the railroad workers, the
barge operators, and machinists, the fabricators. I could go on and
on. Where will these workers go? Many of them are making 70, 80,
$100,000.

We get—yes, we get these vague promises about making solar
panels or windmills. About these promises, Terry Sullivan, the
president of the Labor International Labor Union, said“it is pie-in-
the-sky BS”—and he didn’t say BS—“about these green jobs being
good, middle-class jobs,” he said, “because they are not.”

As a result, single-industry towns like Welch, West Virginia; Gil-
lette, Wyoming; Hazard, Kentucky; Cadiz, Ohio, they are going to
be crushed. Not to mention we will be left with a grid that is far
less reliable and resilient, with more frequent blackouts. Haven't
we learned anything from California and Texas about how fragile
our grid is?

And for what gain? Even if America totally decarbonizes, the rest
of the world is still increasing its consumption of fossil fuels. We
still have wildfires on the West Coast, droughts and flooding in the
Midwest, and hurricanes on the East.

Mr. Chairman, we want to work in a bipartisan fashion to ad-
dress climate change and utilize all-of-the-above energy resources.
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This committee has demonstrated a history of bipartisanship. And
if you will let us, we can do it again.

Let’s not destroy the village in order to save it.

So we have—on our panel we have Kevin Sunday from the Penn-
sylvania Chamber of Commerce who is going to be testifying today.
He will explain Pennsylvania’s dependence on fossil fuel resources
for economic growth and job creation and discuss the devastation,
the impact this legislation will have on his State.

I look forward to this conversation today, and I hope that we can
work with Frank Pallone and his—and all of you on this com-
mittee, how we can make this a bipartisan bill, or start with some-
thing that is bipartisan from the very beginning.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McKinley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. DAvID B. MCKINLEY

Mr. Chairman, we're here today to examine the CLEAN Future Act.

There was a quote used during the Vietnam War when, to paraphrase an Amer-
ican general, we had “to destroy the town to save it.”

It reminds me of the motivation behind this proposal. The goal of the Act is to
decarbonize the U.S. economy by 2050: net-zero in power sector by 2035, 80% by
2030.

In so doing, we will destroy livelihoods, decimate communities, increase utility
bills, threaten the stability of the grid, and we would still have the effects of climate
change, since the rest of the world isn’t following suit.

Look, we agree—we need to work to reduce carbon emissions. But we also need
to understand the consequences before we rush into legislating.

Take a step back. keep in mind, in 2020 60% of our power came from coal, gas,
and oil. Is it reasonable to undertake this transformation of the electric grid, in less
than 14 years?

Look at solar energy. They predict aggressive growth. Quadrupling in the next 10
years. Increases from 2.3% to 9%. Remember, coal and gas represent 60%.

According to the utilities we’'ve talked with, decarbonizing our power sector by
2035—and 80% by 2030—would take a miracle, and at what cost?

It will increase costs for families with higher utility bills. Estimate: $2,000 per
household annually.

Destroy jobs: not just coal miners and pipeliners, but all the downstream jobs that
rely on them. Railroad, barges, machinists, fabricators—where will these workers
go—many of whom are making $70k, $80k, $100k?

We get vague promises about making solar panels or windmills. Terry O’Sullivan,
president of laborers: “It’s pie in the sky bulls— about these green jobs being good
middle-class jobs, because they’re not.”

As a result, communities like Welch, West Virginia; Gillette, WY; Hazard, KY;
Cadiz, OH will be crushed.

Not to mention: We will be left with a grid that is far less reliable and resilient.
With more frequent blackouts and brownouts. Didn’t we learn anything from Cali-
fornia and Texas about how fragile our grid is?

And for what gain? Even if America totally decarbonizes, the rest of the world
will still increase consumption of fossil fuels. We will still have wildfires, droughts
and flooding, hurricanes.

Mr. Chairman, we want to work in a bipartisan fashion to address climate change

This committee has demonstrated a history of bipartisanship. And if you'll let us,
we can do it again. Let’s not destroy the village to save it.

I want to welcome Mr. Kevin Sunday of the Pennsylvania Chamber of Commerce,
who is testifying today.

He will explain Pennsylvania’s dependence on fossil fuel resources for economic
growth and job creation.and discuss the devastating impact this legislation would
have on his State.

I look forward to today’s conversation, and I yield back.

Mr. McKINLEY. So I thank you, and I yield back my time.
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Mr. ToNkKO. The gentleman yields back. The Chair now recog-
nizes the very busy chair of the full committee, Mr. Pallone, for 5
minutes for his opening statement.

Chairman Pallone?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK PALLONE, Jr., A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JER-
SEY

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Chairman Paul Tonko. I like the char-
acterization of busy. Thank you.

Today we are holding our first legislative hearing on H.R. 1512,
the CLEAN Future Act, which is our comprehensive and ambitious
legislation to combat the climate crisis and achieve 100 percent
clean economy by no later than 2050.

And I just want to say to my friend Mr. McKinley, the ranking
member, look, we obviously want to do things on a bipartisan basis.
I will keep repeating that over and over again. But I also want to
stress, you know, this is the innovation committee. This is the in-
novation country. And we can’t be left behind.

I guess, you know, I know that climate change is viewed, obvi-
ously, as an environmental issue, a health issue, but it is also a
security issue. And, you know, I constantly say to Mrs. Rodgers
that, you know, I agree with her that China is the enemy, that
China is the competition. But I am just so afraid that, if we don’t
innovate, if we don’t think about the future, if we don’t think of
what is going to happen in 10 or 20 years, that China is going to
eat our lunch, and they are going to take our jobs, and they are
going to—you know, and we are just going to be left behind in this
global competition.

So, you know, keep a—keep—when you say, like my colleague
from West Virginia, that, you know, that we have to look at this
long term, that is exactly what we are trying to do. We are trying
to look at this long term and be innovative and creative in what
we do, because we don’t want to be left behind.

But anyway, I just wanted to say that this CLEAN Future Act
is the product of nearly 30 hearings and countless ideas and rec-
ommendations from Members. At the heart of our bill is the com-
mitment to achieving net-zero greenhouse gas pollution no later
than 2050, with an interim goal of reducing pollution by 50 percent
from 2005 levels by 2030. And science is the impetus for our goal,
innovation is the impetus.

The climate crisis presents one of our greatest challenges, but it
also presents one of our greatest opportunities. And I want to
stress the opportunities through innovation. Today’s hearing will
examine CLEAN Future provisions that seize the opportunity to
use climate action to create jobs and support working communities.

First we have the Federal Buy Clean program, which would
steadily reduce emissions from construction materials and products
used in federally funded projects. This innovative program
leverages government funding and procurement power to fun-
damentally transform and strengthen the competitiveness of the
U.S. manufacturing sector.

And next, and first of its kind, we have the Clean Energy and
Sustainability Accelerator, which would help States, communities,
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and companies transition to a clean economy. Capitalized with
$100 billion, the accelerator will mobilize public and private invest-
ment.

Finally, the Worker and Community Transition title ensures
every worker and community has Federal-level support and re-
sources during the Nation’s transition to a clean economy. The leg-
islation creates a new Office of Energy and Economic Transition in
the Executive Office of the President, and this office develops pro-
grams that support dislocated workers and provides financial as-
sistance to local governments. This assistance, coupled with the
bill’s infrastructure investments, will support economic develop-
ment.

Now, collectively, these three provisions provide new opportuni-
ties to decarbonize the industrial sector, but also bolster our econ-
omy.

And, you know, I also wanted to mention before I close that there
are pathways to industrial decarbonization that already exist. We
have many technologies and programs available now that, with
meaningful funding and wider deployment, would drive industrial
sector improvements. Just today EPA announced that 95 manufac-
turing plants earned Energy Star certification in 2020 for being
amongst the most energy-efficient plants in industries like auto-
motive, baking, cement.

And I know that the Republicans believe in efficiency, believe in
resiliency. They talk to me about it all the time. Energy efficiency
is crucial as part of a decarbonization strategy, and this Energy
Stallr industrial program will help us reach our clean economy
goals.

So I guess what I really want to stress is I believe that these and
other climate policies in the CLEAN Future Act will empower
America’s workers with new, good-paying jobs and ensure that we
do not fall behind in global competition. They will revitalize our
communities with the support they need to rebuild from the pan-
demic, and leave no one behind. So I just think that, you know, we
are working on protecting the environment, protecting our health.
But at the same time, through innovation, we can get there and
create more jobs and be competitive, and not be left behind.

And so, you know, I understand what you are saying, Mr. McKin-
ley. I don’t disagree with a lot of the things you say, but let’s think
of ways that we can do this together, which is, I think, our common
goal.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Pallone follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR.

Today we are holding our first legislative hearing on H.R. 1512, the CLEAN Fu-
ture Act, our comprehensive and ambitious legislation to combat the climate crisis
and achieve a 100 percent clean economy by no later than 2050.

The CLEAN Future Act is the product of nearly 30 hearings and countless ideas
and recommendations from Members and stakeholders.

At the heart of our bill is a commitment to achieving net-zero greenhouse gas pol-
lution no later than 2050, with an interim goal of reducing pollution by 50 percent
from 2005 levels by 2030. Science is the impetus for our goals.

The climate crisis presents one of our greatest challenges, but it also presents one
of our greatest opportunities. Today’s hearing will examine CLEAN Future Act pro-
visions that seize the opportunity to use climate action to create jobs and support
working communities.
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First, the Federal Buy Clean Program would steadily reduce emissions from con-
struction materials and products used in federally funded projects. This innovative
program leverages government funding and procurement power to fundamentally
transform and strengthen the competitiveness of the U.S. manufacturing sector, all
while relducing climate pollution by promoting and expanding the market for cleaner
materials.

Next, the first-of-its-kind Clean Energy and Sustainability Accelerator would help
States, communities, and companies transition to a clean economy. Capitalized with
$100 billion, the Accelerator will mobilize public and private investment to provide
financing for a suite of climate-focused projects and the development of State and
local green banks where they do not yet exist.

Finally, the Worker and Community Transition title ensures every worker and
community has Federal-level support and resources during the Nation’s transition
to a clean economy.

The legislation creates a new Office of Energy and Economic Transition in the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President. The office will develop programs to support dis-
located workers and provide financial assistance to local governments—including by
replacing lost revenue due to the closure of a major employer. This assistance, cou-
pled with the bill’s infrastructure investments, will support economic development
and diversification for all affected communities.

Collectively, these three provisions provide new opportunities to decarbonize the
industrial sector while bolstering our economy.

It’s also important to recognize that pathways to industrial decarbonization al-
ready exist. We have many technologies and programs available now that, with
meaningful funding and wider deployment, would drive industrial sector improve-
ments.

Just today, EPA announced that 95 manufacturing plants earned Energy Star cer-
tification in 2020 for being among the most energy-efficient plants in industries like
automotive, baking, cement, food processing, pharmaceutical, and fertilizer manu-
facturing. These plants saved nearly $400 million on energy bills and prevented over
5 million metric tons of greenhouse gas emissions.

Energy efficiency is a crucial decarbonization strategy for the industrial sector,
and the Energy Star Industrial Program will help us reach our clean economy goals.
The popularity, trust, and proven track record of Energy Star is why we used it as
a model for the “Climate Star” labeling program in the legislation.

I believe these and other climate policies in the CLEAN Future Act will empower
American workers with new, good-paying jobs and ensure we do not fall behind our
global competitors. They will revitalize our communities with the support they need
to rebuild from the pandemic and ensure a just transition, leaving no one behind.

Climate policies can also decarbonize the industrial sector while supporting com-
petitiveness of domestic manufacturing.

We must use this opportunity to ensure that the economy works for everyone and
supports a safe, healthy environment for generations to come. I look forward to
hearing recommendations from our witnesses today and from my colleagues in the
coming weeks.

Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Chairman Tonko.

Mr. ToNkO. The Chair yields back. The Chair now recognizes
Representative Rodgers, the ranking member of the full committee,
for 5 minutes for her opening statement.

Representative Rodgers.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CATHY McMORRIS RODGERS,
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF
WASHINGTON

Mrs. RODGERS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman Tonko and
Chairman Pallone. I appreciated what you had to say there. We
have shared goals around protecting our health, protecting our en-
vironment, leading the world in innovation.

Our concern is, first of all, America is leading. America is leading
in bringing down carbon emissions today. We are doing that
through American innovation, American technology. We are doing
it through carbon capture, advanced nuclear. We are leading the
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world in advanced nuclear technology that is absolutely funda-
mental to the goals around bringing down carbon emissions.

Our concern is that the agenda, as we hear being promoted right
now by many Democrats, is one that is focused on solar and wind
and batteries that are controlled by China. And so I am very con-
cerned that there is a lack of recognition that 90 percent of the
solar panels, 80 percent of the wind machines, 90 percent of the
rare-earth minerals, the batteries, are in Asia or in China.

And so the future, a clean energy future that is based upon those
kind of solutions that are dominated by China, is really a pro-
China agenda. It is making us vulnerable. Have we not learned
anything through COVID and the concern around supply chains as
to the vulnerability and the dependence that we have on China for
basic, fundamental needs?

So that is—I think that summarizes why there is a fundamental
concern with the direction that is being laid out right now.

We—you know, the Republicans on this committee—we are
ready, and we are ready to work with you to address the climate
risk. We must pursue policies that will not undermine our commu-
nities or our national security. It means protecting energy afford-
ability and reliability and building a stronger economy.

We should also work together to help the Nation confront all fu-
ture risk. We should preserve what is best for our Nation, our com-
munities, our families, and the freedom and dignity of workers.
This is the path to securing a cleaner energy future. You can
achieve a clean future by relying upon free enterprise and private
initiative. This will unleash innovation and transform how we
make and do things with massive benefits for our society. It is how
America has led the world in lifting people out of poverty and em-
powering people to build better lives.

America will win the future by building on our assets and our
strengths. That includes our abundant resources, which helps us
preserve and strengthen our strategic relationships to confront the
national security challenges. This is the practical path that Repub-
licans support in our legislative work to update permitting and re-
duce regulations in order to deploy new, cleaner technologies more
quickly and at a lower cost. This path rejects one-size-fits-all cen-
tral planning—as experience tells us, is suitable only for special in-
terest and Federal regulators.

So today we are talking about the CLEAN Future Act. It is a
1,000-page bill, and it seeks to transform the nation’s economy, its
energy systems, the way people live on a timeframe and at a scale
that far surpasses anything practical. For example, energy tech-
nology expert Mark Mills testified before this panel last month on
the scale of this transformation, if it were possible just for the
power sector. He said this about meeting the goals of 2035: “It
would require a continuous construction program at least 600 per-
cent bigger than any single peak year for utility construction that
has occurred in the U.S., China, or Germany over the past half cen-
tury.”

Given technological and market realities, this bill would increase
American reliance on China and do little to reduce global emissions
or improve America’s competitive edge. This is not the policy out-
come we want. But we will be on this path if we rush down the
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top-down, regulatory controls over our power, transportation, and
industrial sectors.

The problem is, at this pace, it is a rush. And it makes no allow-
ance for technological readiness. Carbon capture for natural gas or
industrial processes are tough. It is very tough. And it is chilling.
It is a chilling impact for energy workers today in America.

Let’s reject the central planning. Let’s free our innovators by re-
ducing regulations.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Rodgers follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. CATHY MCMORRIS RODGERS

As we work to address climate risks, we must pursue policies that will not under-
mine our communities or our national security. That means protecting our energy
affordability and reliability and building a stronger economy.

We should also work together to help the Nation confront all future risks. We
should preserve what is best for our Nation, our communities, and families, and the
freedom and dignity of workers.

This is the path to securing a cleaner American energy future. You achieve a
clean future by relying upon free enterprise and private initiative. This will unleash
innovation and transform how we make and do things, with massive benefits for so-
ciety.

It’s how America has led the world in lifting people out of poverty and empowered
people to build a better life. America will win the future by building on our assets
and our strengths.

That includes all our abundant resources, which helps us preserve and strengthen
our strategic relationships to confront national security challenges.

This is the practical path Republicans support in our legislative work to update
permitting and reduce regulations, in order to deploy new, cleaner technologies more
quickly and at lower cost.

This path rejects one-size-fits-all central planning that—as experience tells us- is
suitable only for special interests and Federal regulators.

Earlier this month, Energy and Commerce Democrats released their draft CLEAN
Future Act. This 1,000-page bill seeks to transform the Nation’s economy, its energy
systems, the way people live—on a time frame and at a scale that far surpasses
anything practical.

For example, energy technology expert Mark Mills testified before this panel last
month on the scale of this transformation, if it were possible, just for the power sec-
tor. He said this about meeting decarbonization goals by 2035.

Quote: It “would require a continuous construction program at least 600% bigger
than any single peak year for utility construction that has occurred in the U.S.,
China or Germany over the past half-century.”

Given technological and market realities, this build-out would increase American
reliance on China and do little to reduce global emissions or improve America’s com-
petitive edge.

This is not the policy outcome we want. But we will be on this path if we rush
into place top-down regulatory controls over our power, transportation, and indus-
trial sectors.

This legislation incorporates the Left’s relentless drive to eliminate fossil energy,
regardless of the harmful strategic or economic impacts. That includes all of the
American jobs that rely on fossil fuels.

The problem is the pace, the rush. It makes no allowance for technological readi-
ness. If CCUS is not ready for natural gas or industrial processes, tough.

If energy-intensive industries struggle to compete, tough. If overbuilds of renew-
able energy stifle investment in innovative, more flexible technologies like nuclear,
tough.

The chilling implications of this centralized control over our future are clear in
the final title of the bill—the Worker and Community Transition title.

This title plainly acknowledges the bill’s threats to workers and communities reli-
ant on the high-quality energy-intensive jobs that do so much for American pros-
perity.

The title establishes new programs to measure likely employment impacts and
creates a Federal transition czar, with unlimited authorizations, to provide welfare
support and training for workers and communities.
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Think about this title and what it signals for Federal planning over our future;
over people’s own freedom to work and make the best decisions for themselves and
their families.

Enacting job-destroying policies are not the path to a better future. Our future
should be about building, not destroying.

Consider the reforms Republicans are promoting in our Securing Cleaner Amer-
ican Energy Agenda, building off our work in the Energy Act of 2020.

We can update Clean Air Act requirements in the New Source Review program
so power plants and manufacturing facilities can make environmental improve-
ments without costly regulatory requirements.

This will attract private capital and it will improve operations to become more
productive and cleaner—a benefit to workers and communities that are home to
these operations.

We can update licensing for more rapid deployment of nuclear technology-the kind
of technology that can be sited close to industrial facilities, to provide heat and proc-
essing for new ways to make fuels.

These breakthroughs actually add to productivity, create wealth across commu-
nities-and would transform our world to a more secure energy future. Let’s reject
central planning. Let’s free our innovators by reducing regulations.

Mrs. RODGERS. And with that, I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Tonko. Thank you. The gentlewoman yields back.

The Chair would like to remind Members that, pursuant to com-
mittee rules, all Members’ written statements, opening statements,
shall be made part of the record.

I now will introduce the witnesses that we have for today’s hear-
ing.
First, Dr. Rebecca Dell, Ph.D., director of the industry program
at Climate Works Foundation.

Mr. Bob Perciasepe, president, Center of Climate and Energy So-
lutions, C2ES, on behalf of the Renewable Thermal Collaborative.

Mr. Kevin Sunday, director of government affairs, Pennsylvania
Chamber of Business and Industry.

And finally, Mr. Jason Walsh, executive director of the
BlueGreen Alliance.

At this time, I recognize Dr. Dell for 5 minutes to provide an
opening statement.

And again, welcome, Dr. Dell.

STATEMENTS OF REBECCA DELL, PH.D.,, PROGRAM DIRECTOR,
INDUSTRY, CLIMATEWORKS FOUNDATION; BOB
PERCIASEPE, PRESIDENT, CENTER FOR CLIMATE AND EN-
ERGY SOLUTIONS, ON BEHALF OF THE RENEWABLE THER-
MAL COLLABORATIVE; KEVIN SUNDAY, DIRECTOR, GOVERN-
MENT AFFAIRS, PENNSYLVANIA CHAMBER OF BUSINESS
AND INDUSTRY; AND JASON WALSH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
BLUEGREEN ALLIANCE

STATEMENT OF REBECCA DELL, Ph.D.

Dr. DELL. Thank you very much. Good morning, Mr. Chairman
and Ranking Member, and thank you to the entire subcommittee
for the invitation to testify on the CLEAN Future Act.

Today I will address the importance of Buy Clean for rebuilding
our infrastructure, investing in American manufacturing, and ad-
dressing the climate crisis.

As you all know, this bill establishes a Buy Clean program to
steadily reduce greenhouse gas emissions from Federal construc-
tion. I will explain what Buy Clean is and why it is important for
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addressing bipartisan concerns like infrastructure and national
competitiveness. And I will mention some complementary actions
that Congress can take to accelerate progress in American manu-
facturing.

We all know that we need a major national infrastructure invest-
ment. The American Society of Civil Engineers recently gave our
infrastructure an overall grade of C-minus. Climate change will
only accelerate this need. So why should we support Buy Clean?

First, Buy Clean is important because it targets the most impor-
tant sectors. As Chairman Pallone reminded us, this bill sets a na-
tional target of 50 percent reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
by 2030 and 100 percent by 2050. We simply cannot achieve these
goals without dramatically reducing industrial emissions, which ac-
count for a quarter or more of national emissions. These emissions
are heavily concentrated in a small number [inaudible] making
building materials, like steel and cement. The Government is the
largest consumer of building materials, buying nearly half of ce-
ment and a fifth of steel. Buy Clean policies require or incentivize
the Government to buy building materials made with cleaner proc-
esses.

The environmental stakes are not small. Without Buy Clean, the
infrastructure bill passed through the House last year could lead
to an additional 200 million tons of CO, emissions from making the
associated building materials. As you consider a major infrastruc-
ture reinvestment as part of the economic recovery from COVID-
19, it is more urgent than ever that we modernize our infrastruc-
ture in a way that does not contribute to the climate crisis.

Second, Buy Clean is powerful because it uses government lever-
age to increase innovation and competitiveness in manufacturing.
Countries and companies around the globe have realized that cli-
mate-safe manufacturing and construction practices are essential
for their long-term competitiveness. We are significantly behind
many other large economies in Europe and Asia in this respect.

Buy Clean offers companies that want to invest in clean manu-
facturing the opportunity to profit by it. It is not a burden on
American manufacturing, but an investment in high-quality jobs. It
prevents foreign producers from getting around the rules, and do-
mestic producers would have the same advantages they always
have had, like Buy America requirements.

The best part is that Buy Clean is affordable. Cement is respon-
sible for the largest share of emissions in public construction, but
it only accounts for about 1 percent of the cost of projects. Because
it is such a small portion of the total cost, even if clean cement is
more expensive than conventional cement in the near term, it won’t
significantly change the overall cost of infrastructure.

Finally, Buy Clean—in order for Buy Clean to be successful, it
needs leadership and innovation investment. Buy Clean policies
should be complemented by dramatically increased investments in
industrial innovation and commercialization of critical industrial
technologies. This is long overdue.

Manufacturing and construction generate more employment and
almost as much GDP as the healthcare industry. Yet healthcare is
supported by the innovation activities of NIH, with an annual
budget of $42 billion, or 5,000 percent of what the Government
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spends on industrial innovation. Congress should fund programs to
commercialize critical new industrial technologies at a much larger
scale than currently.

To succeed, this entire agenda needs high-level leadership. Cur-
rently, the highest-ranking person in the Federal Government
whose job it is to advance the future of American manufacturing
has the rank of Acting Office Director. In order for both innovation
investments and Buy Clean programs to be successful, Congress
should create an additional Assistant Secretary of Energy for Man-
ufacturing and Industry, as recommended in this bill.

In conclusion, Buy Clean supports American innovation and com-
petitiveness, it reduces greenhouse gases and local pollution, and
it does not significantly increase costs. We should use Buy Clean,
supported by expanded and elevated investments in industrial in-
novation, to affordably address the climate crisis and increase the
competitiveness of American manufacturing.

Thank you very much, and I look forward to answering your
questions.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Dell follows:]
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member, for the invitation to testify on the Climate
Leadership and Environmental Action for our Nation’s Future Act.

My name is Rebecca Dell. 1lead the industry program for the ClimateWorks Foundation, a non-
profit organization focused on ending the climate crisis. Our team includes experts in climate
science, public policy, strategic philanthropy, and social and economic development who lead
global philanthropic programs to accelerate climate solutions to achieve an equitable, climate-
safe future. I was previously a policy expert at the U.S. Department of Energy and I have a PhD
in climate science from MIT. I’m very pleased to speak about rebuilding our infrastructure,
investing in American manufacturing, and addressing the climate crisis.

We all know that we need major national infrastructure investment. Climate change will only
increase the need for infrastructure, from wind turbines to flood control systems. Buy Clean is a
family of policies that use these investments to transform construction and heavy industry. In
this testimony, I’ll discuss why:
(1) Buy Clean is important because it targets the most important sectors.
(2) Buy Clean is powerful because it uses government leverage to support innovative and
competitive manufacturing.
(3) Buy Clean should be structured to achieve specific policy goals.
(4) Complementary policies on innovation and governance will help Buy Clean to be as
successful as possible.

(1) Buy Clean is important because it targets the most important sectors.

The CLEAN Future act sets a national target of 50% reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by
2030 and 100% reduction by 2050. Direct emissions from industrial facilities in the United
States are about a fifth of total emissions. If we include the indirect emissions from generating
electricity consumed by industrial facilities, that number rises to about a quarter. If we also
include the imported industrial emissions generated in other countries while manufacturing
products that were consumed in the United States, that portion rises to a third of national
emissions.! We cannot achieve our climate goals without dramatically reducing GHG emissions
from industry.

! hitps://www.climateworks.org/report/build-clean-industrial-policy -for-climate-and-justice/. See p7 of report.




16

Industrial emissions are heavily concentrated in a small number of commodity processing
industries, especially petrochemicals (largely fertilizer and plastics), refining, steel
manufacturing, cement making, pulp and paper, and aluminum. Globally, this short list of
industries is responsible for more than 20% of all GHG emissions.? These industries are also
leading sources of some of the most damaging types of local air and water pollution.

At the same time, the government is the largest consumer of their products. In the United States,
nearly half of all cement and a fifth of steel is purchased with tax dollars.> We should use
government purchasing to create demand for low-GHG versions of the most climate-damaging
products. All levels of government have used green purchasing initiatives for many types of
products. Buy-clean standards focus on building materials. Building materials are purchased in
the largest quantities and in large share by the government, so this product category is the one in
which the government has the greatest leverage.

The environmental stakes are not small. Without smart buy-clean standards, the infrastructure
bill passed through the House of Representatives in June 2020 (H.R.2) could create an additional
200 million tons of CO2 emissions.* For comparison, in the decade before 2019, the United
States managed to decrease annual emissions by only some 220 million tons.> As Congress
considers a major infrastructure reinvestment as part of the economic recovery from Covid-19, it
is more urgent than ever to ensure that we rebuild and modernize our infrastructure in a way that
does not contribute to the climate crisis.

(2) Buy Clean is powerful because it uses government leverage to support innovative and
competitive manufacturing.

Countries and companies around the globe have realized that climate-safe manufacturing and
construction practices are essential for their long-term competitiveness. The United States is
significantly behind many other large economies in this respect.® Buy Clean is not a burden on
American manufacturing, but an opportunity for American firms to profit by investing in their
long-term competitiveness and environmental performance. Businesses cannot make
investments in lower-carbon production—including building or upgrading facilities, hiring and
training workers, and developing new products—unless they are confident that markets will exist
for those products. Many lower-carbon materials are currently more expensive, especially as we
are learning how to best produce, use, and dispose of them. No one will take the risk and
expense of retrofitting a cement kiln with CCS unless they know they can get a premium price
for the cement it produces. Commitments through public procurement systems are one of the
most powerful ways to provide that confidence.

2 Crippa, M., G. Oreggioni, D. Guizzardi, M. Muntean, E. Schaaf, E. Lo Vullo, E. Solazzo, F. Monforti-Ferrario, J.
G. J. Olivier, and E. Vignati. 2019. Fossil CO2 and GHG Emissions of All World Countries—2019 report.
Technical Report EUR 29849 EN; JRC117610, Publications Office of the European Union, Luxembourg.

3 Portland Cement Association. 2017. U.S. Cement Industry Annual Yearbook. Technical report.

American Iron and Steel Institute. 2019. Profile 2019-2020. Technical report. https://www.steel.org/wp-
content/uploads/2020/12/2020-AISI-Profile-Book. pdf

4 https://www.nytimes.com/2021/03/04/opinion/climate-change-infrastructure html

3 https://cfpub.epa.gov/ghgdata/inventoryexplorer/#allsectors/allgas/gas/all

% For example, the five largest steel companies in the world (Baowu, ArcelorMittal, Nippon, Hebei, and POSCO)
have all pledged to reduce their CO2 emissions to zero by 2050, but no American steel companies have.
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By focusing on market creation, we eliminate the competitiveness concerns that many previously
discussed policies raise. We are not putting any requirements on American businesses that
offshore businesses could avoid, as might happen with a carbon price or direct regulation of the
emissions of domestic facilities. All producers regardless of location should access the markets
for low-carbon products and processes on equal terms, so there’s no risk of undercutting by non-
compliant competitors. Additionally, domestic producers would have the same advantages they
have always had, including Buy American and Buy America requirements, lower transportation
cost, greater understanding of the markets, and easier compliance with domestic requirements.
In many industries, like steel, U.S. producers are already considerably cleaner than the global
average.

Finally, the best part of Buy Clean is that it is affordable. Cement is the material responsible for
the largest share of GHG emissions in public construction, and it only accounts for about 1% of
the cost of public construction.” Many near-term interventions that reduce cement GHG
emissions are low- or even no-cost, like increasing the use of clinker substitutes. However,
because cement is such a small portion of the total cost, even emissions reductions that are
generally considered prohibitively expensive would hardly affect the cost of an infrastructure
project. For example, electrifying a cement kiln would cost about $50 per ton of cement, at
typical electricity prices. That would eliminate half of the carbon dioxide emissions and add less
than 1% to the cost of a typical project. Retrofitting an existing kiln to capture and store the
carbon dioxide emissions could add as little as $60 per ton of cement and eliminate nearly all
carbon dioxide emissions, again at a cost of less than 1% of the total project cost.

Buy Clean policies address critical sectors with high GHG and local pollution emissions, allow
firms to make investments that both improve the environment and their long-term
competitiveness, supports innovation, and does not significantly increase the cost public
construction.

(3) Buy Clean should be structured to achieve specific policy goals.

In order to be most effective, Buy Clean policies should be designed and enacted so that they:
e Maintain as much flexibility as is possible about the methods and technologies used to
reduce emissions, to allow innovation and competition to determine the best outcomes.

e Protect American firms and workers from unfair competition.

e Reward companies that are using current best practices.

o Create additional incentives for firms that take risks on new methods or technologies that
are even better than current best practices.

e Support investing in workforce training and high-quality jobs.

e Apply to all federally funded construction, including projects that are administered by
state, local, and tribal governments, while minimizing the additional administrative
burdens created on other levels of government.

e Utilize the expertise of the federal government in environmental protection, energy
technologies, procurement, and construction.

7 hitps://www climateworks.org/blog/whats-at-stake-with-buy-clean/




18

e Ensure that all requirements and incentives are robust and properly enforced.
o Creates opportunities for private construction projects to benefit from information
compiled and lessons learned in implementing Buy Clean.

Most of these needs are pretty straight-forward and are well addressed in the current draft
legislation. Three merit additional discussion: the incentives for innovation and current best
practice, and the need for enforcement.

We need Buy Clean to both encourage the uptake of current best practices and to help us get on a
pathway toward the climate goals that the CLEAN Futures Act sets for 2030 and 2050. The fact
is that current best practice would likely reduce GHG emissions from the building materials
industries by 20-30%, significantly short of the 2030 goal of 50% reductions, and not near the
2050 goal of 100% reduction.® That means we need innovation and the commercialization of
new practices and technologies. The most important way to incentivize that commercialization
is with a guaranteed market for very low emissions building materials. The Climate Star
program could potentially provide this, but the Energy Star program on which it is modeled has
historically been much more effective at promoting current best practices and incremental
improvements than at creating opportunities for genuinely innovative technologies. Another
option would be to set two intensity standards for covered building materials: one standard
applies to all materials purchased and requires at least current good practice, and the second
standard applies only to a small portion of projects or materials (say 10%) and requires dramatic
improvements in performance (say 50% reduction in GHG intensity from current good practice).
This structure is analogous to the Renewable Portfolio Standard policies used by many states to
begin the deployment of wind and solar power. Like an RPS, it would provide guaranteed,
bankable lead markets that could justify significant private-sector risk and investment in at-the-
time relatively high-cost technologies. Like wind and solar, those lead markets will be essential
to bring new technologies to scale, like alternative concrete formulations or cement chemistries,
cement made with carbon capture and storage, CO2-sequestering artificial aggregates, and
hydrogen- or electrolysis-based steel. Other policy structures can serve similar functions, for
example tradable performance standards, bid discounts, or prizes. The important thing is to
structure Buy Clean to incentivize both current best practice and the commercialization of new
technologies that will benefit both our environment and our manufacturing sector in the decades
to come.

Effective enforcement is essential. Existing procurement requirements like Buy America and
Buy American have not been as effective as they should because they do not appropriate
mechanisms for enforcement. For example, the Buy America Act has no ongoing
enforcement—if a contractor illegally uses foreign-sourced building materials, the only recourse
would be a lawsuit, typically brought by a domestic supplier whose products were not used.’
Buy Clean should include funding for an enforcement and audit staff who would not just
maintain the quality of the EPD database (as currently specified), but also undertake enforcement
activities designed to ensure that federally funded construction projects are actually using the
material specified with the environmental attributes claimed.

& hitps:/www.nytimes.com/2021/03/04/opinion/climate-change-infrastructure.html
? https://www.climateworks.org/report/build-clean-industrial-policy-for-climate-and-justice/. See p21 of report.
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(4) Complementary policies on innovation and governance will help Buy Clean to be as
successful as possible.

In order for Buy Clean to be as successful as possible, it should be complemented by investments
in innovation and the commercialization of strategic new technologies in the industrial sector.
We need a dramatic increase in the scale, focus, and ambition of innovation activities in the
industrial sector, and in particular we need to create new mechanisms for commercializing large-
scale industrial processes with dramatically improved environmental performance. Currently,
we spend no more than $850 million per year on manufacturing and industrial innovation, mostly
through DOE’s Advanced Manufacturing Office and through relevant programs at NIST.!° The
inadequacy of this sum is clear from two comparisons:

e Manufacturing and construction generate more employment and almost as much GDP as
the healthcare sector. The healthcare sector is supported by the research and development
activities of the National Institutes of Health, with an annual budget of $42 billion, or
5,000% of what we spend on the industrial sector.!!

® Even though Germany has one-quarter our population and one-fifth our GDP, the
German government spends five times more on its Fraunhofer Institutes than we spend
on our analogous Manufacturing USA institutes. 2

We should increase industrial innovation expenditures to at least $5 billion per year by
expanding existing programs and creating new programs specifically designed to fund the
essential final stage of the innovation process: demonstration at scale. There are many important
ideas for reducing industrial emissions that have languished in laboratories for decades; other
countries are starting to deploy them, and we should too. With these increased investments, we
should also create new mechanisms for workers, environmental justice advocates, and other
stakeholders to be involved in setting research agendas and ensuring that these additional dollars
are spent to improve worker safety and community health and provide local benefits in addition
to reducing GHG emissions.

Finally, this entire agenda needs high level leadership within the executive branch. Currently,
the highest-ranking person in the federal government whose job it is to advance the future of
American manufacturing has the rank of acting office director. In order for both the innovation
investments and the technical underpinnings of the Buy Clean program to be a success, Congress
should create an additional assistant secretary of energy responsible for manufacturing and
industry. Without this position, federal manufacturing policy will continue to lack long-term
leadership and the ability to convene the full capacities of the federal government to revitalize
our manufacturing sector and achieve our climate goals.

Thank you very much for your time, and I look forward to answering your questions.

10 hitps://www.climateworks.org/report/build-clean-industrial-policy-for-climate-and-justice/. See pl15 of report.
11 Manufacturing and construction together employ about 20% more people than healthcare and generate about
three-quarters of the GDP that healthcare generates. See https:/fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=vcsD.

12 See the Fraunhofer budget here: hitps://www fraunhofer.de/en/about-fraunhofer/profile-structure/facts-and-
figures/finances.html.
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Mr. ToNKO. Thank you very much, Dr. Dell. And now we will
move to Mr. Perciasepe.
You are recognized, sir, for 5 minutes, please.

STATEMENT OF BOB PERCIASEPE

Mr. PERCIASEPE. OK, thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and
Ranking Member McKinley. Thank you all for inviting me today.
I am here to testify, as you mentioned, on behalf of the Renewable
Thermal Collaborative.

I am the president of Center for Climate Energy Solutions. And
before joining the Center 7 years ago, I was the Deputy Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection Agency.

The Renewable Thermal Collaborative is a global coalition of
companies and institutions committed to scaling up renewable
heating and cooling at their facilities, thus reducing carbon emis-
sions. The collaborative was founded in 2017, and it is facilitated
by C2ES, David Gardiner & Associates, and the World Wildlife
Fund.

The industrial sector is very challenging to decarbonize due to its
very tremendous—its tremendous amount of diversity, and its reli-
ance on a large quantity of energy and heat. And the fundamental
nature of many of the core manufacturing processes also produce
greenhouse gases. Industrial emissions account for about 29 per-
cent of the emissions in the United States, and they are projected
to grow over the next decade under our current situation, as the—
and become, potentially by 2030, the largest source of emissions in
the United States.

The goals of the Thermal Collaborative are to create a commu-
nity of corporate buyers of technology, of service to establish policy
support, and to put us on a path so that the industrial sector can
reduce its thermal emissions by 30 percent by 2030, with a goal of
full-sector decarbonization by the middle of the century, in 2050.

Policy, and the use of policy, has been an underutilized resource
for achieving decarbonization in the industrial sector. And the
Thermal Collaborative recently published a report which surveyed
leading policies across the world, in Europe and in the United
States, on advancing low-carbon technologies. We explored a num-
ber of policy approaches to catalyze a wide variety of renewable
thermal technologies, including geothermal, beneficial electrifica-
tion, green hydrogen, solar thermal technologies, renewable natural
gas, biomass, and biogas, and others.

Advancing the low-carbon solutions—the level of policies at the
State level are often targeted to specific technologies, or specific
companies, or specific corporate and business sectors, and they
tend to be fragmented. At the Federal level, if you used it as an
example of what has been done in the power sector, the production
tax credit and the investment tax credit has spurred billions of dol-
lars of investment and reduced the cost of renewable energy in the
power sector.

We identified a number of policies that could really help in the
industrial sector: expanded research and development; demonstra-
tion and deployment; grant programs; and a national financial fa-
cility that could provide grants, as well as crucial financing; deploy-
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ment initiatives; procurement, as you just heard from Dr. Dell; and
renewable thermal portfolio standards that could help.

The CLEAN Future Act is on track on a number of these points,
and I will mention three things in particular.

The Clean Energy Manufacturing Grant Program would support
a range of zero and low-emitting technologies, including some of
the technologies mentioned in the opening comments already today.
The carbon—and there is a special attention to the carbon and en-
ergy-intensive industries.

The Carbon Mitigation Fund would support beneficial electrifica-
tion, and could be benefited by expanding the eligibility to other
low-carbon renewable thermal technologies that meet robust sus-
tainability criteria.

And the third one I will mention is the Clean Energy Sustain-
ability Accelerator. In many ways I look at this as the accelerator
of innovation. You have lots of innovation taking place already, as
many have already mentioned. But what we have here is a finan-
cial facility that will help accelerate the deployment of those inno-
vations as they occur, getting to that next step of implementation
and deployment, which is very important. And it has a wide variety
of flexibilities to enable it to accomplish those goals.

Let me just say, in conclusion here, that fragmented policies that
apply only to certain locations or certain technologies or certain
kinds of business classes will result in uneven approaches. Feder-
ally based financial incentives, such as are envisioned in the
CLEAN Futures Act, would really help accelerate the innovation
that we need in the industrial sector.

And I will stop with that, and look forward to your questions.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Perciasepe follows:1]

1 Additional information that Mr. Perciasepe submitted has been retained in committee files
and is available at http:/docs.house.gov/meetings/IF/IF18/20210318/111348/HHRG-117-1F18-
Wstate-PerciasepeB-20210318-SD001.pdf.
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Good morning.

Chairman Tonko; Ranking Member McKinley: Thank you for inviting me here today to testify on behalf of the
Renewable Thermal Collaborative and C2ES. | am Bob Perciasepe, the president of the Center for Climate and
Energy Solutions (C2ES). Before joining C2ES, | was most recently the Deputy Administrator of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) from 2009 through 2014. Before that | was the chief operating officer
for the National Audubon Society and the Secretary of Maryland’s Department of Environment. A full biography
is attached and submitted for the record.

The Renewable Thermal Collaborative (RTC) is a global coalition of companies, institutions, and governments
committed to scaling up renewable heating and cooling at their facilities, and dramatically cutting carbon
emissions. The RTC was founded in 2017 and is facilitated by C2ES, along with David Gardiner and Associates,
and the World Wildlife Fund.

The industrial sector is challenging to decarbonize due to its tremendous diversity, reliance on large quantities of
heat, and the fundamental nature of many core manufacturing processes. Although industrial emissions have
generally declined in recent years with improved energy efficiency and the move from coal to natural gas,
industrial emissions still account for approximately 29 percent of total U.S. emissions.* Further, projected
increases in production driven by growing demand and declining energy prices could make the sector the largest
source of U.S. emissions by 2030.2

Worldwide, heat makes up roughly three-quarters (74 percent) of energy demand for industry and accounts for
more than one-fifth of total global energy consumption.® In the United States, about 43 percent of industrial
emissions (i.e., direct and indirect emissions) come from burning fossil fuels to produce heat or steam.* To be
effective, low-carbon thermal pathways must be capable of achieving the range of temperatures demanded by
each industrial process. The temperature required depends on the nature of the process; it can exceed 1,400
degrees C (2,500 degrees F) for industries such as steel and cement. However, two-thirds of process heat used in
U.S. industry is for applications below 300 degrees C (572 degrees F).° Substituting low-carbon renewable
thermal technologies for half of the fossil fuels currently consumed to produce heat and steam for industry
could reduce total U.S. emissions by up to 6 percent.®

The leading coalition for organizations that are committed to scaling up renewable heating and cooling renewablethermal.org
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The goals of the RTC are to create a unique community of corporate buyers and technology and service
providers, establish policy support, and put us on the path to reduce industrial sector thermal emissions 30% by
2030 and full sector decarbonization by 2050. To date, policy has been an underutilized tool to advance low-
carbon renewable thermal technology solutions, especially when compared to the robust use of policy to
expand the development and deployment of renewable electricity.

This task is complicated by significant differences which exist between electricity and thermal energy. While
primary energy sources that are used to produce thermal energy may be easily transportable, unlike renewable
electricity, thermal energy itself cannot travel over long distances, and must be produced on-site or near where
it will be used and distributed locally. This presents a challenge as the supply of low-carbon renewable thermal
energy sources and technologies is often limited by geography, especially for biomass, solar, or geothermal
resources. The disaggregated supply of low-carbon renewable thermal resources makes it more difficult for
those interested in utilizing these resources to develop a systematic and comprehensive strategy to evaluate
low-carbon renewable thermal opportunities.

RTC recently published a report, titled Low-Carbon Renewable Thermal Technology Solutions: Policies to Support
Development and Deployment. In the report, we survey leading policies in Europe and the United States to
advance low-carbon renewable thermal technologies, which we define as biomass, biogas (including landfill gas),
renewable natural gas (or biomethane), geothermal, beneficial electrification, green hydrogen, and solar
thermal technologies. We draw key lessons from those experiences to inform recommendations for federal
policymakers. A copy of the report is attached and submitted for the record.

In the report, we explore a number of policy approaches to catalyze a wide variety of low-carbon renewable
thermal technologies. These include research, development, demonstration and deployment (RDD&D), technical
assistance, financial incentives, market-based mechanisms and federal procurement. As investors, governments
and consumers around the globe increasingly demand low-carbon products, companies are focused on finding
ways to remove greenhouse gas emissions from their supply chains. Smart federal support for low-carbon
renewable thermal technologies could go a long way toward not only ensuring that domestic manufacturing has
the tools it needs to compete in a low-carbon world, but can also help establish the U.S. as a global leader in
supplying technologies that will enable the transformation to a low-carbon economy.

It will also be critical for policymakers to support impacted communities. Environmental and social justice issues
among both workforce and frontline communities should be prioritized in the development of policies to
decarbonize the industrial sector. Support from policymakers can enable private sector investments in low-
carbon renewable technologies, which can help industrial companies, as well as the communities in which they
operate, to succeed in highly-competitive global markets over the long-term. In particular, financial incentives
will be critical to driving the private investment needed to decarbonize the industrial sector.

Advancing Low-Carbon Renewable Thermal Solutions

Our research found that financial incentives have been an effective tool in the European Union (EU) to support
the deployment of low-carbon renewable thermal technologies. However, to date, these incentives have
focused largely on bioenergy. In 2017 alone, 15 EU Member States spent more than €6.5 billion to directly
subsidize bioenergy.” This support has led to widespread use of bioenergy in the EU, which comprised 59

The leading coalition for organizations that are committed to scaling up renewable heating and cooling renewablethermal.org
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percent of all renewables and 10 percent of all energy sources) to the gross final energy consumption in the EU
in 2016. Seventy-five percent of this energy was used for heating purposes.® Although these financial incentives
have been an effective tool for scaling renewable thermal solutions, incentives to scale bioenergy must also
come with full life-cycle greenhouse gas criteria and sustainable land and forest management standards

to avoid unintended climate, land, forest and biodiversity impacts. Further, financial incentives should be
accessible by a diverse and balanced set of low-carbon renewable thermal technologies.

In the United States, state-level incentives for low-carbon renewable thermal technologies include direct
financial incentives, sales tax exemptions and rebates, incentive payments for interconnection costs, and pilot
programs. These incentives are frequently aimed at specific technologies and specific customer classes. While
this level of specificity may be a result of the fuels or technologies available in a particular state or based on a
state’s largest sources of emissions, excluding technologies or sectors may create an uneven playing field for
promising solutions, or leave certain customer classes without access to the low-carbon renewable thermal
solutions they need.

At the federal level, there are fewer examples of financial incentives designed to support low-carbon renewable
thermal technologies. In the electricity sector, the PTC and ITC spurred investment on the order of hundreds of
billions in the solar photovoltaic and wind industries. This led to drastic cost declines and rapid scaling of
renewable electricity technologies. Similar incentives could catalyze the low-carbon renewable thermal sector,
with broad enough eligibility and sufficient expiration horizons, including those for CHP and waste heat to
power.

A variety of policies exist to support the expanded availability of low-carbon renewable thermal technologies.
Funding for research, development and demonstration projects, financial incentives such as grants and tax
credits, as well as policies to support clean procurement all help to create market momentum for lower carbon
products. Varying levels of commercial readiness for renewable thermal technologies means that to support a
broad portfolio of technologies, policymakers will need to provide a range of accessible incentives.

Expanded research and development activities, including the establishment of an industrial emissions reduction
technology research, development, demonstration, and commercial application program as authorized in the
Energy Act of 2020 would provide important support to advance a broad range of low-carbon renewable
thermal technologies.

Grant programs could also provide much needed support to deploy technologies to address industrial thermal
emissions. In particular, a national climate bank could provide grants as well as low-cost loans for an expansive
range of low-carbon renewable thermal technologies in the residential, commercial and industrial sectors. Close
coordination with existing state and local green banks will be important, given their ability to identify and meet
local needs, particularly for smaller residential and commercial projects, including those financed through
property assessed clean energy (PACE) programs. Further, a national climate bank should help support the
establishment of new state and local green banks and also leverage its scale to fund the development of
infrastructure projects with regional or even national benefit.

Loan guarantees are an additional tool to help establish market confidence in low-carbon renewable thermal
technologies. The Energy Act of 2020 expanded eligibility for the Department of Energy’s Loan Program Office to

The leading coalition for organizations that are committed to scaling up renewable heating and cooling renewablethermal.org
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include technologies or processes for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from industrial applications, including
iron, steel, cement, and ammonia production, hydrogen production, and the generation of high-temperature
heat. This was a significant step to decarbonizing industrial thermal heat. We hope that the Loan Program Office
focuses on not only thermal projects, but is able to support infrastructure projects necessary to facilitate the
expanded availability of low-carbon renewable thermal technologies.

Deployment incentives are also a critical tool to decarbonizing the industrial sector. Tax credits for renewable
thermal technology deployment, modeled on the highly-effective investment and production tax credits could
catalyze significant investment, particularly if they are established on a sufficiently long-term basis that would
provide certainty to the market. The Federal government also has a tremendous opportunity to leverage its
buying power to scale low-carbon industrial products.

Market-based mechanisms have also proven adept at facilitating both low-carbon renewable thermal and
renewable electricity solutions. We identify three market mechanisms in the report that could be well-suited to
incentivizing industrial decarbonization: a thermal renewable portfolio standard and accompanying thermal
renewable energy credit market; carbon pricing and industrial performance standards.

In electricity markets, renewable portfolio standards helped drive significant adoption of renewable energy by
mandating a minimum percentage of electricity generated from renewable sources. As much as half of the
growth in renewable electricity capacity since 2000 can be attributed to renewable portfolio standards.®
Thirteen states and Washington, D.C. now include low-carbon renewable thermal in their RPS: some states
classify low-carbon renewable thermal technologies separately from electricity-generating renewable
technologies, while in other states, low-carbon renewable thermal technologies are included with electricity-
generating renewable technologies. Establishing thermal renewable energy credits would not only support
renewable portfolio standards, but also help develop credible standards and certification of environmental
attributes for low-carbon renewable thermal sources. The expansion of market-based policies could lead to
significant deployment of low-carbon renewable thermal technologies. For example, an economy-wide price on
carbon emissions — accompanied by a suite of other policies — could accelerate adoption of low-carbon
renewable thermal technologies and could generate revenue to support climate mitigation efforts, address
impacts on low-income households and support affected workers and communities.

Performance standards can also drive decarbonization across the industrial sector, and a benchmarking process
for major industrial subsectors would be a key enabling step toward the enactment of a performance standard.

CLEAN Future Act

The CLEAN Future Act includes a number of policies that would support industrial decarbonization. The creation
of an Assistant Secretary for Manufacturing and Industrial Decarbonization at the Department of Energy would
aid RDD&D efforts and provide crucial leadership to ensure that domestic manufacturers are able to compete in
a low-carbon economy.

There are a number of provisions in the CLEAN Future Act that would help to scale technologies to reduce

industrial emissions. The environmental product declarations established as part of the Federal Buy Clean
Program would enable the federal government to leverage its purchasing power to drive low-carbon products

The leading coalition for organizations that are committed to scaling up renewable heating and cooling renewablethermal.org
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into the marketplace, while creating a framework for other purchasers to do the same. The Clean Energy
Manufacturing Grant Program in Section 504 would support a range of zero and low-emission thermal
technologies, and emphasizes — correctly — the need for special attention to energy intensive industrial
products. The Carbon Mitigation Fund would support beneficial electrification, a key strategy for decarbonizing
the industrial sector. Expanding fund eligibility to include other renewable thermal technologies, including
biomass, biogas (including landfill gas), renewable natural gas (or biomethane), geothermal, green hydrogen,
and solar thermal would help ensure that a diversity of technologies are afforded the opportunity to meet the
variety of low-carbon thermal needs of industry. Robust sustainability criteria should guide development and
deployment.

The Clean Energy and Sustainability Accelerator outlined in the CLEAN Future Act would not only provide
financial support to reduce industrial emissions, but also grow market confidence and scale investments in
critical low-carbon renewable thermal technologies. As drafted, it would authorize funding for projects in
“industrial decarbonization, fuel switching and electrification,” which would support a range of low-carbon
renewable thermal technologies. Explicitly including infrastructure would ensure that project developers are
able to access a low-cost supply of low-carbon renewable thermal energy.

Further, the Accelerator’s ability to provide financing through debt, credit enhancements, aggregation and
warehousing, equity capital and other financial products approved by its Board of Directors would position it to
play an especially important role in regions of the United States with concentrated manufacturing facilities. Not
only would it help attract co-investment from the private sector, in doing so it could increase understanding in
capital markets about technologies to reduce industrial emissions. It could help underwrite loans and also help
reduce the risks and costs for a range of projects by bundling loans. The flexibility to invest senior, mezzanine
and especially subordinated debt is also a key feature for attracting private sector investment. Importantly, the
Accelerator would also support the establishment of new state and local green banks, which are well suited to
enhancing job creation and ensuring that the benefits of low-carbon renewable thermal project development
accrue to local communities.

Key insights

Fragmented policies that only apply in certain locations, to certain technologies, or to certain customer classes
can lead to uneven results and slow the development and deployment of low-carbon renewable thermal
technologies. In the United States, not all states have low-carbon renewable thermal policies and those that do
vary in the types of technologies supported and customers who are able to benefit from those policies. Federal
financial incentives will be key to accelerating the deployment of these technologies, and the CLEAN Future Act
includes a number of key provisions that can help to accelerate and scale low-carbon renewable thermal
technologies. Broad eligibility for the full range of low-carbon renewable thermal technologies can ensure that
the range thermal requirements among industrial subsectors can be met with low-carbon technologies.

The leading coalition for organizations that are committed to scaling up renewable heating and cooling renewablethermal.org
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Mr. ToNkO. Well, thank you, Mr. Perciasepe, for your input. And
now we will move to Mr. Sunday.

And again, welcome, Mr. Sunday. It is good to have you joining
us, and you are recognized for 5 minutes, please.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN SUNDAY

Mr. SunpAay. Thank you, sir, and good morning, Chairman
Tonko, Ranking Member McKinley, and members of the committee.
Thank you for the honor and privilege to appear before you today
to represent the Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and Industry.

We are the largest business advocacy organization in the State
of Pennsylvania, which itself is the number-2 State for natural gas
development, energy production, and nuclear power. We are the
biggest power producer in the 13-State PJM grid, and we are also
a leader in a number of manufacturing segments.

My testimony talks about how Pennsylvania’s energy and indus-
trial base have helped put this country in the catbird seat for sus-
tainable economic growth. And I reemphasize that our workers and
companies are up to the task in meeting the many challenges of
the 21st century. Let me make a few summary points in my testi-
mony.

First, the development of Marcellus Shale has led to massive in-
vestment in the new pipeline, energy, and manufacturing infra-
structure. And projects like the Shell petrochemical facility in
southwest Pennsylvania are totally changing the course of a region
that was left behind a generation ago.

We are seeing natural gas and renewable resources being paired
together to develop resilient microgrid projects at critical infra-
structures like airports and the Navy Yard in Philadelphia. Com-
bined heat and power projects are helping universities, hospital
systems, and manufacturers in pulp and paper and food product
segments manage costs and improve sustainability. And manufac-
turers in Pennsylvania are underway with a project to use carbon
capture and natural gas liquids to sustainably produce ammonia,
hydrogen, and fertilizer.

And at the same time, air quality in our State is improving dra-
matically. We are in statewide attainment, or very close to it, for
all national ambient air quality standards. Since 2005 no State has
reduced CO, emissions more than Pennsylvania, but one. And, as
EPA officials recently noted, the nationwide 2030 goals of the
Obama administration’s Clean Power Plan have already been
achieved, due to market forces.

In part because of Pennsylvania’s resource base to help this
country reduce emissions and send power prices in our regional
grid down to generational lows, no country has the story to tell like
that of the United States when it comes to reducing costs and emis-
sions while growing the economy. The United States has lapped the
European Union in growth over the past decade and a half while
reducing emissions more. And our energy prices are much lower.

And so, while it is reasonable to discuss setting long-term goals,
we have real challenges today, and we need smart policy that will
unlock further investment and environmental gains. A more pre-
dictable, rational, and flexible air quality permit process, including
reforms to new-source review, will allow for more investment in do-
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mestic facilities, including carbon capture, and a stronger domestic
manufacturing base, instead of production in other countries who
don’t share our country’s commitment to stewardship.

In addition, whether it is a bridge, or port, or an energy infra-
structure component, it takes entirely long to build any new infra-
structure in this country if that project is touched by the National
Environmental Policy Act. And it is imperative we streamline the
Federal decisionmaking process if America is going to have the in-
frastructure to compete.

The pandemic and recent energy crisis in multiple States have
shown the need for smart, durable, bipartisan policy that accommo-
dates resilient energy resources and that allows manufacturers to
quickly retool. It is vital we leverage our human capital and knowl-
edge bases in a host of traditional industries to meet the challenges
of tomorrow, especially given the economic data showing the only
rural regions of the country that are keeping up, in terms of pro-
ductivity and wage growth, are those with natural resource econo-
mies.

And moreover, energy security in the coming decades will require
policy that accommodates expanded mining for critical minerals, ef-
ficient build-out of energy and telecommunications infrastructure,
and continued investment into exploration and production of hydro-
carbons and nuclear power.

Finally, given our Nation’s environmental requirements are
much more stringent than other countries’, it is imperative that
regulatory policy doesn’t end up offshoring key industries like re-
fining, steel, cement, concrete, aggregates, and timber, all resources
that we are going to need, regardless of what the energy mix looks
like.

In closing, because our State’s success has helped the United
States keep energy costs lower than nearly every other developed
nation while outpacing them in growth, I hope you consider our
contributions and assets as you work towards producing durable,
bipartisan, effective policy that keeps the United States in a flag-
ship position in this increasingly challenging and dynamic global
marketplace.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you this
morning, and I am happy to take any questions you may have, and
look forward to the discussion.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sunday follows:]
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RE: The CLEAN Future Act
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Executive Summary of Testimony

The PA Chamber encourages lawmakers on both sides of the aisle to come together to produce

durable, bipartisan policy that applies the lessons from Pennsylvania’s successful leveraging of our

historic leadership positions in energy and industry to produce electricity, natural gas and a host of

goods and commodities in an increasingly affordable and sustainable manner, to federal policy that

positions America for continued leadership in an increasingly competitive and dynamic global
arketplace.

Among all states, Pennsylvania ranks second in total energy production, second in natural gas
production, second in installed nuclear capacity, third in coal production, third in electricity production
and eighth in manufacturing output. Pennsylvania is also the largest net-exporter of electricity of any
state and is the largest producer on the 13-state PJM grid.

Pennsylvania’s energy assets have contributed to significant nationwide decreases in commodity costs
for gas and electricity and in emissions of NAAQS and greenhouse gasses. Our state has helped
position the United States as a leader in sustainable economic growth, as our nation has outpaced other
developed countries in keeping energy prices low while growing the economy and reducing emissions.

The private sector is deploying a number of innovative technology and energy solutions to support
traditional and emerging industries in a sustainable manner.

Federal infrastructure and air quality permitting must be reformed to position our country for
continued leadership. Unilateral obstruction of federally approved interstate projects has real-world
consequences for ratepayers, energy security and the economy.

Permitting under the National Environmental Policy Act must be made transparent, fair and nimble so
that vital energy and transportation infrastructure necessary for a modern economy can be built in 2
timely manner.

Pursuing additional reforms to several components of air quality regulation, such as New Source
Review and emission reduction credits, will also encourage the expansion of domestic operations.

Federal policy should reward stewardship and build upon existing public and private commitments and
leverage the human capital and technology base of traditional industries. This includes continued
investment into mining, energy transmission infrastructure and research and development involving
advanced nuclear and carbon capture.

Regardless of the future energy mix, our nation’s economy will require a strong, competitive domestic
industrial base to provide critical minerals, timber, aggregates, concrete, steel and cement.

A strong economy and continued improvements in quality of life depend upon ongoing increases in
labor productivity in every region of the country. At present, the only rural communities that are
matching urban and metropolitan regions in terms of wage and productivity growth are those
communities with natural resource development. Federal policy must support the continued operation
and expansion of critical energy and manufacturing industries in these non-metro areas.
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Good morning Chairman Tonko, Ranking Member McKinley, and honorable members of the House
Energy and Commerce Committee.

My name is Kevin Sunday, Director of Government Affairs for the Pennsylvania Chamber of Business
and Industry (PA Chamber). The PA Chamber is the largest, broad-based business advocacy
organization in the Commonwealth. Our organization represents thousands of member companies,
across every commercial and industrial sector and ranging in size from sole proprietorships to Fortune
100 companies.

It is an honor and a privilege to appear before you this morning to discuss federal energy and
environmental policy following the recent introduction of the CLEAN Future Act. Itis our sincere
hope that lawmakers on both sides of the aisle come together to produce durable, bipartisan policy that
applies the lessons from Pennsylvania’s successful leveraging of our historic leadership positions in
energy and industry to produce electricity, natural gas and a host of goods and commodities in an
increasingly affordable and sustainable manner, to federal policy that positions America for continued
leadership in an increasingly competitive and dynamic global marketplace. The private sector is
continuing to innovate and lead on technology solutions to energy challenges, and it is imperative that
federal policy produce a reformed permitting and regulatory process that allows innovation to flourish
through a predictable and timely decision-making process. In contrast, policy that brackets energy
resources into either mandates or bans, or that simply encourages the closure of domestic facilities and
the offshoring of their output to locales with less stringent environmental requirements, will not
produce a sustainable economy.

Pennsylvania is the second-largest energy producing state, the second-leading state in natural gas
production, the third-largest coal producing state, and the third-largest electricity producer." Our state is
also the largest net-exporter of electricity in the country and is the largest electricity producer on the 13-
state PJM grid that provides power to 65 million Americans, thanks to our competitive, diverse fleet of
power generation resources, including the second-largest amount of nuclear power of any state in the
country. Pennsylvania is also eighth in total manufacturing output, with leadership positions in food
manufacturing, refined products, pharmaceuticals, steel, cement, aggregates and pulp and paper.

All of our members are committed to the stewardship of our state and nation’s land, air and water, and
we seek to provide a thoughtful and balanced approach on ways we can continue to reduce our
environmental impacts and grow the economy. As policymakers at the federal level take a long-term
vision towards energy policy, it is imperative that the goals be established thoughtfully after careful
consideration of their ability to be executed in an efficient and effective manner. As energy crises in
multiple states have shown, failure to adequately consider the magnitude of downside risks by getting
assumptions wrong can produce real-world suffering and impose enormous costs on businesses and
consumers.

! Pennsylvania State Energy Profiles, US Energy Information Administration.
https://www.eia.gov/beta/states/states/PA/rankings
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Competitive Markets and Private Sector Leadership Have Delivered Significant Environmental
and Economic Progress in Pennsylvania and the United States

Among all states, Pennsylvania is the biggest net exporter of electricity in terms of megawatt hours,
according to a recent analysis by the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA)® Based on an
analysis of EIA data, Pennsylvania exported 36 percent of total megawatt hours in 2019. Pennsylvania
is also the largest power producer in the 13-state PJM grid, the largest grid in the country and one that
delivers power to the homes, schools, and workplaces of more than 61 million Americans. The
competitive markets managed by PJM have resulted in significant reductions in NAAQS criteria and
greenhouse gas emissions from the power generation sector. Remarkably, Pennsylvania has remained in
a leadership position with respect to power generation and net exports even with a substantial decrease
in both tons of emissions and emissions intensity among the portfolio. According to a profile of the
state’s generation and transmission assets compiled by PJM?, Pennsylvania’s average CO2 intensity
declined from approximately 1,150 Ibs/MWh in 2005 to approximately 765 Ibs/MWh in 2019 (a
reduction of 33 percent), and SO2 intensity declined from 10 Ibs/MWh in 2005 to less than 1 1b/MWh
in 2019 (a reduction of more than 90 percent). Since 2005, only one other state has reduced its energy-
related CO2 emissions more in terms of absolute tons." Additional reductions from our state’s power
generation sector are expected to continue, with PJM reporting more than 11,000 MW of natural gas
and solar in the state’s capacity queue. Across the 13-state grid, significant amounts of wind (6,240
MW), solar (25,759 MW)), storage (3.920 MW) and new natural gas (24,990) capacity are also in the
queue.

These significant declines in air emissions have also been paired with decreases in the commodity costs
within PJM’s energy markets. During the first nine months of 2020, prices in the energy markets were
the lowest in the 21-year history of the RTO’s organized markets. Energy markets provide
approximately two-thirds of the weight of wholesale power prices in PJM. Wholesale prices across PJM
for 2019 were the lowest in 15 years, according to the Independent Market Monitor’s recent annual
report’.

Reductions in air emissions have not been limited to the power generation sector. Overall,
Pennsylvania’s industrial sources have achieved significant declines in emissions of federally regulated
pollutants over the past several decades. According to data available on PA DEP and US EPA’s
websites, these reductions include decline in annual emissions of NOx on the order of 65 percent, SO2
by 90 percent, CO by 69 percent, VOCs by 36 percent and PM 10 by 37 percent. Further, these
reductions are yielding a demonstrable improvement in air quality. Every monitoring point in the state
is measuring attainment for the 2008 ozone standards of 75 ppb, and in just one year the number of
monitoring points measuring non-attainment for the 2015 ozone standard of 70 ppb fell from eight to
just four. The state is also measuring attainment at all points for both the annual and 24-hour standards

2Today in Energy, December 7, 2020. US EIA. https://w .

32019 Pennsylvania State Infrastructure Report. PJM Interconnecuon july 2020. ht WWWw.pjm.com/-
media/library/reports-notices /state-specific-reports /2019/2019-pennsylvania-state- mfmstrucrure—renort.ﬂshx?ln:en

4 State Energy-Related CO2 Emissions by Year, Adjusted (1990-2018). US Energy Information Administration, March 2,

2021. https: //www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state

52019 State of the Market Report for PJM Independem Market Momtor March 2020.
s: . s PTM_ St

Page 4



34

Testimony of Kevin Sunday, Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and Industry

Before the House Energy and Commerce Committee Subcommittee on Environment and Climate Change
RE: The CLEAN Future Act

March 18, 2021

from PM 2.5, and the Allegheny County Health Department announced in February that for the first
time in decades its monitors were measuring healthy levels of air quality for all criteria pollutants.

Pennsylvania’s contributions to growing the economy while reducing energy prices and emissions have
positioned the United States for leadership in sustainable growth. As EPA’s Acting Assistant
Administrator Joseph Goffman noted in a recent memo to regional offices, “ongoing changes in
electricity generation mean that the emission reduction goals that the [Obama administration’s Clean
Power Plan] for 2030 have already been achieved.” From 2005 to 2019, according to an analysis of
World Bank, EIA and International Energy Agency data’, the United States’ economy grew by 64
percent, to roughly $21.4 trillion in GDP, while reducing carbon dioxide emissions by 16%. Over the
same period, Europe’s economy grew at half the same pace (31 percent) yet lagged the United States on
emissions reductions on an absolute basis — a reduction of 742 mmt for Europe compared to a
reduction of 936 mmt for the United States, or a delta of 210 million metric tons of CO2. More
broadly, over the same 15 year period, OECD countries as a whole reduced on net carbon dioxide
emissions by 1,524 mmt — of which the United States can proudly lay claim to having been responsible
for more than 60 percent of those reductions. Policymakers must not lose sight of the fact that while
these reductions were taking place in the developed world, as the economies of India and China grew,
so did their greenhouse gas emissions. India’s CO2 emissions grew by more than 1,200 mmt, or a 115
percent increase, nearly singlehandedly dwarfing reductions in OECD countries. China’s emissions
grew by 4,400 mmt, or an 81 percent increase — nearly three times the total reductions of OECD
countries. Further, as this international comparison in emissions demonstrates, the offshoring of
domestic manufacturing as a result of uncompetitive tax, labor and regulatory policy will result in
operations in countries that have much higher emissions intensities.

As the United States develops new technology solutions in both fossil and zero-carbon resources, it is
imperative trade and energy policy support the continued export of these solutions to developing
countries. In the near-term, this must include liquefied natural gas (LNG), which is currently being
shipped to India and East Asia. In addition to providing a reliable, low-carbon resource for countries
abroad while supporting domestic exploration and pipeline activity, LNG also provides, for the
importing country, greater geopolitical optionality and a reduced reliance on energy developed in
countries whose regimes favor neither democracy nor sustainable development.

IEA electricity and natural gas commodity pricing data also hint at why economic growth in the EU has
trailed the United States. Industrial users in the United States pay much less for electricity than any
European country —in some cases, less than half. Residential electricity prices in the United States are
also the fourth-lowest among all developed nations. The United States is also second among all
developed nations in terms of lowest natural gas commodity costs for industry and third for residential
users. Leveraging these low costs with pro-growth tax and regulatory policy will position Pennsylvania
and the United States for further global leadership in economic growth and emissions reductions, but

 Memorandum to EPA Regional Administrators: Status of Affordable Clean Energy Rule and Clean Power Plan. United
States Environmental Protection Agency Office of Air and Radiation. Feb. 12, 2021.

7 World Bank Open Data, March 9, 2021. https://data.worldbank.org,

International Energy Statistics, US EIA. https://www.eia.gov/international /data/world

COZ Emlssmns from Fuel Combustion, Intemauonal Energy Agency.
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policymakers must not sacrifice these economic advantages on costly mandates or unwieldy regulatory
mechanisms that raise costs and offshore economic activity. In sum, higher energy prices due to taxes,
regulatory requitements or a lack of infrastructure do not result in better environmental outcomes, but
they do result in worse economic performance.

Pennsylvania’s Energy and Manufacturing Sectors Continue to Lead

Pennsylvania is a leading state in terms of food manufacturing, refined products, pharmaceuticals, steel,
concrete, cement, aggregates and pulp and paper, as well as industries that helped us weather and
overcome the pandemic: health care, telecommunications and logistics. Every one of these industries
are working to innovate and make use of domestic energy resources to improve resiliency and
sustainability. A few examples include:

* A major metropolitan airport working with leaders in natural gas and renewables to develop a
microgrid using natural gas developed on-site

* Innovative deployment of nuclear power to provide reliable, baseload, zero-carbon power to a
data center warchouse

e Fertilizer and ammonia manufacturers producing vital products for the agriculture sector
through the use of domestic natural gas liquids and carbon capture and sequestration
technology

e Use of natural gas helps a leading pharmaceutical company’s manufacturing facility reduce
emissions and costs to remain competitive

¢ A cement manufacturer switching to natural gas to reduce costs and emissions

e Aleading pulp and paper manufacturer turning to natural gas for on-site heat and power to
reduce cost and emissions

* A global integrated oil and gas company selecting southwestern Pennsylvania to site a multi-
billion petrochemical facility, with its produced products boosting domestic medical,
automotive, and food manufacturing industries

e Aleading consumer products company harnesses local gas reserves to provide all of its heating
and power needs while sending excess power back out to the grid

¢ Waste management, logistics and utility companies are partnering to capture biogas for use as a
clean fuel for heavy trucking

These success stories demonstrate just a fraction of the renewal of opportunity that can be achieved in
part through policy that allows all segments of the energy value chain to flourish. These segments
include the development of our natural resources, power generation from a diverse porttolio of fuel
sources, expanded oil, gas and electric infrastructure, and the use of those commodities in
manufacturing and industry. The American economy stands to benefit tremendously as energy is
developed and moved through infrastructure for final use in homes and businesses; we can also
continue to secure additional improvements in air and water quality as we develop this value chain.
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Federal Infrastructure Decision-Making Must Be Streamlined to Support Domestic
Manufacturing and Energy Security

As federal lawmakers debate a long-term vision for energy and environmental progress, administration
officials and Congress must not lose sight of the many challenges currently facing our existing
industries. Addressing these issues through bipartisan reforms can unlock further investment and
continue to position the United States for long-term growth. Among these include streamlining the
permitting process for infrastructure, providing for a more common-sense and flexible air quality
permitting regime, and rewarding stewardship in key industrial sectors.

First, while Pennsylvania has abundant supplies of energy and exports roughly one-third of its
electricity and three-quarters of its natural gas, nearby states are facing self-imposed energy crises due to
short-sighted political decisions on infrastructure. As a few examples of the real-world impacts of these
states attempting to impose unilateral vetoes on federally approved infrastructure projects, utilities in
New Jersey have warned state regulators that there may be inadequate supplies of natural gas during the
winter season®. Electricity market regulators in New England continue to grapple with fuel security and
natural gas supply issues, with ISO-NE noting “inadequate infrastructure to transport natural gas has at
times affected the ability of natural gas-fired power plants to get the fuel they need to perform. This
energy-security risk has become a pressing concern for New England, considering the major role
natural gas-fired generation plays in keeping the lights on and setting prices for wholesale electricity.
Infamously, several winters ago a ship carrying LNG delivered its cargo to a Boston port despite the
city being just a short drive away from some of the most prolific producing shale gas wells in the world
in northeastern Pennsylvania. Our federal infrastructure permitting regime was not designed with the
intention of allowing single states to unilaterally veto federally approved interstate projects —a position
the Biden Administration endorses in its recent Supreme Court filing in PennEast Pipeline v. New Jersey."’

29

Oil pipelines and associated infrastructure are also being impacted or threatened by federal and state
regulatory actions — the result of which would eliminate jobs and jeopardize economic vitality. To our
north, our allies in Canada are crying foul over the federal government’s revocation of the Keystone XL
pipeline’s cross-border permit. To our west, the state government in Michigan is attempting to obstruct
the international, interstate Line 5 project — which supplies crude oil and natural gas liquids to domestic
refiners in Michigan, Ohio and Pennsylvania as well as Ontario and Quebec. Crude shipped on Line 5
makes its way to northwest Pennsylvania to be refined and sold at retail outlets in the Great Lakes
region. Growing our economy, ensuring reliable energy and meeting environmental goals will require a
durable federal permitting approach that considers state interests in interstate permitting but does not
allow them to obstruct the construction of vital and necessary projects.

8 New Jersey utilities warn of gas shortages, argue for new pipelines. Politico Pro New Jersey, Oct. 25, 2019.
https://subscriber.politicopro.com/states /new-jersey/story/2019/10/25/new-jersey-utilities-warn-of-gas-shortages-argue-
for-new-pipelines-1225986

See also comments of New Jersey Natural Gas, Levitan & Associates, and PSEG Services Corporation in New Jersey Board
of Public Utilities Docket GO19070846.

° Natural Gas Infrastructure Constrains. ISO-NE. https://www.iso-ne.com/about/what-we-do/in-depth/natural-gas-
infrastructure-constraints

10 See Brief of the United States as Amicus Curiae Supporting Petitioner, filed March 8, 2021.
https://www.supremecourt.gov/DocketPDF/19/19-1039/171249/20210308193306999 19-1039tsac UnitedStates.pdf
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Second, and relatedly, the decision-making process for infrastructure permitting in this country needs
streamlining. Whether the project in question is a port expansion, a new highway, or an energy project,
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), while well-intentioned, has resulted in years of delay
to the point where it can take longer to approve a project than to build it. These unreasonable delays
are not only costly, but deprive the public and our economy of the benefits that modern infrastructure
can deliver. Keeping our transportation, logistics, manufacturing, aviation and energy industries
competitive in an intensely dynamic global marketplace will require a more transparent, fair, and nimble
approval process, and as Congress and the Biden administration turn the page to an infrastructure
package, it is vital these projects be built quickly and efficiently. The PA Chamber is a proud member,
alongside leaders from the building trades, agriculture, construction, transportation, manufacturers and
trade associations as part of the Unlock American Investment coalition that supports reforms to
NEPA.

Paired with tax and regulatory reform, the unprecedented output of our nation’s natural resources and
the strength of its diverse power generation portfolio of nuclear, coal, natural gas, and renewables has
positioned this country to return to levels of GDP growth unseen in more than a decade. An energy-
focused economic development strategy for Pennsylvania, as outlined in a recent report entitled Forge
the Future, has the potential to bring an additional $60 billion in state GDP and more than 100,000
jobs to our state. The Appalachian region, including Pennsylvania, Ohio, West Virginia and Kentucky,
could become a petrochemicals and plastic manufacturing hub — according to the American Chemistry
Council, more than $28 billion in economic expansion and more than 100,000 jobs could be created
should the region capitalize on an ethane storage project and secure the construction and operation of
several petrochemical plants. Given the significant energy security, economic opportunity and
environmental benefits such a storage hub would represent, we strongly encourage the Biden
administration and lawmakers to continue to support an ethane storage hub in Appalachia.

Federal Energy and Environmental Policy Must Also Encourage Investments into Efficiency
Improvements, Domestic Output and Long-Term Energy Security

We must, however, not lose sight of the fact that even if federal infrastructure policy accommodates the
rapid and efficient buildout of new and expanded infrastructure, end-users in industrial and
manufacturing sectors must be able to operate in a regulatory environment that encourages the
adoption of cleaner burning fuels and allows such facilities’ to continue and expand domestic
operations.

As noted previously in testimony before this committee", economic growth and environmental
progress depend upon a well-functioning and rational regulatory system; the federal air quality
permitting regime shows signs of being neither and must be modernized. PA Chamber members have
reported that the current process is an impediment to investing in the efficiency of their operations and

1 New Source Review Permitting Challenges for Manufacturing and Infrastructure, Feb. 14, 2018.

https://www.pachamber.org/advocacy/legislative_agenda/communications/PA_Chamber House EC_Sub_FEnviro NSR
Testimony_021418.pdf

Modernizing Environmental Laws: Challenges and Opportunities for Expanding Infrastructure and Promoting

Development and Manufacturing, Feb. 16, 2017.

https://www.pachamber.org/advocacy/legislative _agenda/communications/House EC Sub Enviro Modernizing Envir

Page 8



38

Testimony of Kevin Sunday, Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and industry

Before the House Energy and Commerce Committee Subcommittee on Environment and Climate Change
RE: The CLEAN Future Act

March 18, 2021

improving their ability to compete abroad. Because of the costs associated with triggering New Source
Review (NSR) thresholds, companies have canceled projects that would have reduced emissions,
lowered operating costs and provided an overall benefit to public health and the environment. Disputes
between state and federal regulators over interpretation and application of regulatory critetia result in
sizeable legal and engincering costs and leave projects in limbo for months, or years. Lenders will not
provide financing until the revolving door of lawsuits from third-party groups over the perpetually
changing universe of Best Achievable Control Technology (BACT) and Lowest Achievable Emissions
Rate (LAER) controls stops spinning,

With respect to NSR, when a new industrial facility is seeking a permit to be built, or when an existing
facility is secking to expand, the project must go through the NSR and Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) permitting processes. The backbone of these programs are the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards. NSR was established as part of the Clean Air Act to ensure that counties and
regions can progress towards attaining and maintaining air quality that is protective of public health
while new facilities are built and existing facilities are modified and expanded.

In practice this regulatory construct discourages expansion of existing manufacturing (and the attraction
of new facilities) in non-attainment areas, despite historic improvements in air quality. In many cases,
the NSR rules as applied don’t allow for significant improvements to existing facilities, as they requite
application of the highest Clean Air Act standard, rendering projects uneconomic due to compliance
costs. Most large-scale manufacturing and industrial facilities will trigger NSR thresholds for one or
more NAAQS pollutant, subjecting these facilities to NSR’s rigid standards. When these facilities seek
to expand their operations, they must calculate, per NSR regulations, if there will be a significant net
emissions increase as a result of the modification, compared to recent operational profiles, and EPA
has established that such a calculation must assume that a source will produce its maximum possible
emissions every hour of every day for the duration of its existence (referred to as “potential to emit” or
PTE), even though such a calculation is not representative of any facility’s actual operations.
Companies must then account for these emissions that will never be emitted by accepting a more
stringent limit and installing more costly control technology than would be necessary had the
calculation on future net emissions been representative of actual future operational practice. In reality,
this has discouraged companies from investing in installing cheaper and cleaner-burning heaters in their
boiler systems or other on-site heating and power units. In other words, modifications that increase a
facility’s output per unit of fuel can trigger NSR thresholds, even if the overall impact is a net
environmental benefit.

In a separate step of the NSR process, an existing facility’s recent output is compared to the
hypothetical, 24/7 output resulting from a modification (potential actual emissions). This comparison
penalizes facilities that have not been running at full capacity in the years running up to submitting its
plans for NSR review. Importantly, the text of the Clean Air Act and NSR regulations allows applicants
a so-called “demand growth exclusion,” which allows applicants to exclude a portion of the difference
between actual baseline emissions and potential actual emissions by subtracting out emissions that
would have been generated but for a lack of market demand. This is a useful, common sense and
necessary component of a well-functioning regulatory program to allow for operational flexibility ~
however, during the Obama administration, the EPA took a severely restrictive view of when the
demand growth exclusion can be utilized. In contrast, the Trump administration finalized regulatory
reforms to project emissions accounting under NSR regulations, as well as guidance regarding soutce
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aggregation determinations, which were welcome steps towards a more rational permitting approach.
We have also applauded and endorsed the Trump administration’s change to permitting under
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) regulations, which reward sustainability by no longer requiring facilities
who reduce annual emissions below major source thresholds to continue to be permitted and operate
as major sources. Such was the illogical and counterproductive approach under the previous federal
approach, dubbed “once in, akways in.”

There is often disagreement on interpretation of NSR requirements between state and federal
regulators, putting project applicants in a bind when, fairly late in the game, EPA delivers a series of
comments and questions to the state on a project. Compliance with NSR and other environmental
requirements has a major impact on the business planning and operational design of facilities. Financial
viability of a project depends on receiving timely approvals. PA Chamber members have reported that
this tension between state and federal regulators, and the lack of communication to project applicants
about that tension until several months into permitting discussions, is not only extremely frustrating,
but costly. What may seem like a minor dispute over the calculation of future versus actual emissions
can result in tens of thousands of dollars in engineering and legal fees and a need to resubmit an
application.

In addition, the current permitting process allows for a revolving appeals process that has killed
numerous projects. To move forward with a new facility, applicants must work with regulators to
establish what controls (and/or the appropriate amount of offset credits) are needed on the project.
Industry must work with regulators at the state and federal level to determine what is the appropriate
Best Available Control Technology™ (or BACT, applied to facilities in attainment areas) ot Lowest
Achievable Emissions Rate® (or LAER, applied to facilities in non-attainment areas). These evaluations
examine control technologies employed at constructed facilities throughout the country. Before
beginning construction, a facility needs to obtain a pre-construction permit, which establishes what
appropriate controls are needed based on presumed impact. A pre-construction permit has a lifespan of
18 months. Too often, however, third-party NGO’s challenge the permitting agency’s conclusion in the
pre-construction permitting process, and the associated litigation results in years of delay. Even if the
applicant and agency are successful in court, EEPA policy (and the lifespan of the preconstruction
permit) requires agencies to undertake another determination on impacts and appropriate technology.
Third-party NGO’s can then appeal again that the agency’s determination was flawed, the process
repeats itself and the project never gets off the drawing board — not for an actual lack of being able to
comply with the relevant requirements but because there is no clear process to get to a “yes.” There is
room within the existing regulatory and statutory framework to provide certainty to applicants by
limiting the universe of relevant BACT and LAER as it existed when a final and complete application
was submitted.

Moreover, policymakers should enact NSR reforms such that the permitting obligations do not
discourage a power plant, manufacturing or industrial facility looking to retrofit CCUS technology into
the facility’s operations. A company proposing to install CCUS technology at an existing facility will
have to undergo applicability determinations with state and federal regulators to determine if the

project is significant enough to constitute a “major modification” and thus subject to NSR

2 42 1SC § 7479.
1342 USC § 7501.
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requirements. NSR may also be triggered if the installation of carbon capture technology results in a
significant change in the process design of the plant, even if the overall emissions profile of the facility
does not change. In a hypothetical future carbon-constrained policy environment, NSR may also be
triggered by power plants or industrial facilities seeking to install and operate carbon capture technology
that will allow the facilities to run more frequently but with less emissions intensity. Depending on the
structure of state air quality requirements (i.e., if the state outright adopts by reference federal NSR
requirements) and the judgment of EPA’s regional air offices, applicability determination process may
include notice and comment and public hearings. Should the project be located in an area that is in
attainment with NAAQS, the project may be required to conduct air modeling, which can take a year.
As noted in this testimony, there is also risk of litigation from third-party NGO’s over what is the
relevant technology under LAER or BACT. We project that, absent litigation and with a commitment
from air quality regulators on timely permitting, it will take upwards of two years to permit a CCUS
project in a best-case scenario. Within PJM, the installation of the technology may require the power
plant to go idle for a period of time and lose out on energy and capacity market revenues, which again
speaks to the need for a timely, fair and predictable process. Finally, there may be additional delays in
constructing and operating infrastructure associated with a CCUS project, due to permitting
requirements as they relate to endangered species, pipeline siting, underground injection and NEPA.
These challenges were discussed in a recent report from DOE’s Lawrence Liverpool National
Laboratory", which examined challenges associated with constructing CCUS projects in California —an
analysis that is especially salient given that much of the CLEAN Future Act appears to borrow, in both
intent and design, from environmental policy established by California state regulators.

We also encourage contemplation of two reforms regarding the use of offset credits — one, given the
focus of the Clean Air Act on interstate impacts, being expanding the geography of where a credit may
be secured beyond the purchasing facility’s region or county, and two, given the shortage of some types
of credits and regulators’ penchant for justifying new rules on the co-benefits of emissions not being
directly regulated, being more accommodating to securing and retiring emission reduction credits
(ERCs) of one pollutant (for example, nitrogen oxide) to offset emissions of another (for example,
particulate matter).

Federal Energy and Regulatory Policy Should Reward Stewardship and Build on Existing
Capital and Policy Commitments

As noted, beyond Pennsylvania’s leadership in power generation and energy production, our state is
also a leader in aggregates, concrete, refined products, timber, food manufacturing and life sciences
industries, which are vital and necessary sectors to any modern economy. These industries are
continuing to deploy capital and leverage Pennsylvania’s energy resources in innovative ways. We
encourage federal policy that rewards stewardship. We also encourage federal policy to build on on-
going innovations in our state with respect to carbon capture and other emerging solutions.

As Dr. Brian Anderson, director of the Department of Energy’s National Energy Technology
Laboratory (NETL), situated in southwestern Pennsylvania, recently testified to the Pennsylvania State

4 Permitting Carbon Capture & Storage Projects in California. George Peridas, Lawrence Liverpool National Laboratory,
Feb. 2021. https://www-gs.llnl.gov/content/assets/docs/energy/CA CCS PermittingReport.pdf
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Senate", given the carbon-emitting resources’ significant share of domestic energy resources and the
intermittent nature of renewable resources such as wind and solar, carbon capture and underground
storage “will continue to be necessary to grid-scale energy storage for grid reliability during this energy
transition.” In other words, should Congress establish a goal of net-zero emissions for the United
States by mid-century, it will be absolutely necessary to continue to invest in fossil fuel exploration and
associated transmission infrastructure — so that both the fuels themselves and the greenhouse gasses
produced during combustion can be moved through a robust and safe network of pipelines. Several
leading energy companies are working with DOE NETL on innovative research and demonstration
projects involving carbon capture, including applications in power generation and consumer products.
PA Chamber members are also working with innovative leaders in the ammonia and fertilizer industries
to pair carbon capture technology with locally produced natural gas to produce vital products for the
agriculture sector. Companies working in the concrete and cement industries are also switching to
natural gas in the near-term to power their industrial processes and examining ways to, in the long term,
develop their products with carbon capture. As these efforts show, traditional energy resources can be
paired in innovative ways with new technology to create new markets and support vital existing
industries.

As domestic and international demand for renewable resources expands, it is also imperative the United
States establishes policy that encourages the domestic mining of critical minerals, which are used not
just in solar panels but a variety of applications in telecommunications, computer chips and other
hardware. Pennsylvania’s mining, steel, and timber industries, as well as that of other states, must not be
regulated out of existence. Regardless of the composition of our energy mix, our economy will still
need timber, aggregates, concrete, steel and cement to build infrastructure, and the human capital and
equipment stock used by these industries today can be put to use for critical minerals mining and low-
carbon manufacturing and infrastructure buildout tomorrow. Federal energy policy must also continue
to support development of an Appalachian ethane storage hub, as well as advances in modular nuclear
technology, hydrogen and other emerging energy resources.

We appreciate the recognition in the CLEAN Future Act legislation, specifically its provisions regarding
community transitions, which recognizes that significant federal intervention into the private sector
through energy and environmental policy may result in economic damage to local communities, many
of them in rural America. The energy and manufacturing base in many such communities create high
labor productivity and well-paying jobs for workers. While from a national perspective, workers in
metropolitan areas on average are more highly paid and productive than in rural areas, as researchers at
the Brookings Institution have noted, the most productive industries outside cities are those involving
natural resources. To quote their analysis, “many small metro economies are highly productive as well,
especially those that specializ