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THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION’S CLIMATE
CHANGE POLICIES AND ACTIVITIES

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 18, 2013

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

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:18 a.m., in room
2123 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ed Whitfield
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Whitfield, Scalise, Hall,
Shimkus, Pitts, Terry, Burgess, Latta, Olson, McKinley, Gardner,
Pompeo, Kinzinger, Griffith, Barton, Upton (ex officio), McNerney,
Tonko, Engel, Green, Capps, Doyle, Barrow, Matsui, Christensen,
Castor, Dingell (ex officio), and Waxman (ex officio).

Also present: Representative Schakowsky.

Staff present: Nick Abraham, Legislative Clerk; Gary Andres,
Staff Director; Charlotte Baker, Press Secretary; Shawn Bonyun,
Communications Director; Matt Bravo, Professional Staff Member;
Allison Busbee, Policy Coordinator, Energy and Power; Patrick
Currier, Counsel, Energy and Power; Tom Hassenboehler, Chief
Counsel, Energy and Power; Brandon Mooney, Professional Staff
Member; Gib Mullan, Chief Counsel, Commerce, Manufacturing,
and Trade; Mary Neumayr, Senior Energy Counsel;, Andrew
Powaleny, Deputy Press Secretary; Peter Spencer, Professional
Staff Member, Oversight; Tom Wilbur, Digital Media Advisor; Phil
Barnett, Democratic Staff Director; Alison Cassady, Democratic
Senior Professional Staff Member; Greg Dotson, Democratic Staff
Director, Energy and Environment; Bruce Ho, Democratic Counsel,
Roger Sherman, Democratic Chief Counsel; Ryan Skukowski,
Democratic Staff Assistant; and Alexandra Tietz, Democratic Sen-
ior Counsel, Energy and Environment.

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

Mr. WHITFIELD. I would like to call this hearing to order this
morning. Today, the subcommittee is having a hearing to explore
President Obama’s Climate Change Action Plan. And I certainly
want to thank Secretary of Energy, Mr. Moniz; and Gina McCar-
thy, our new Administrator at the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, for joining us this morning. And I want to be sure we start the
clock so that I don’t speak forever because that would be pretty
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boring for everybody. But I did want to thank you two for being
with us this morning.

I will tell you that I am extremely disappointed. We sent letters
to the Department of Agriculture, Department of Defense, Health
and Human Services, Department of the Interior, Department of
State, Transportation, Ex-Im Bank, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration, Office of Science and Technology Policy, and the U.S. Agen-
cy for International Development because they are very much in-
volved in this Action Plan as well, and they did not send witnesses
to testify.

Now, in June of this year, President Obama went to Georgetown
University and he gave his speech in which he announced a Cli-
mate Change Action Plan for America. And in that speech he men-
tioned that he was tired of excuses for inaction. Now, I am just
going to tell you I take exception to that because in his Action Plan
he included many of the component parts of the cap-and-trade leg-
islation that was considered by the Congress in 2009, the Waxman-
Markey bill. And that legislation passed the House but it did not
pass the U.S. Senate. So, rather than inaction on the part of Con-
gress, Congress made a decision, and that was that it did not want
to adopt that legislation.

So I understand the President’s view on climate change. And I
would like to predicate this by saying worldwide CO; emissions last
year amounted to 800 gigatons. Of that, 30 gigatons are caused by
humans. That is 3.75 percent of all worldwide emissions come from
human activity. So the question becomes if you have a broad spec-
trum of action on this plan, and we know that it is one of the Presi-
dent’s priorities and we know that in the last 4 or 5 years we spent
$70 billion on climate change, this year we expect to spend $22 bil-
lion.

So what we are focused on this morning is we want to know
more about the plan. Is it going to contribute to higher energy
costs? Is it going to raise unemployment rates? Is it going to create
obstacles to economic growth? Is it going to have an impact on our
ability to compete in the global marketplace?

And T specifically wanted to read from some headlines in news-
papers around Europe and elsewhere about this issue. And all of
these were within the last 3 months. “Support for the European
Union’s climate and energy policy eroded further Friday as the
Czech Republic became the latest member to denounce subsidies
for clean but costly renewable energy and pledged to use more fos-
sil fuels.” “Europe’s industry is being ravaged by exorbitant energy
costs.” “Europe’s quixotic dash for renewables is pushing electricity
costs to untenable levels.” “We can’t sacrifice Europe’s industry for
climate goals that are not realistic.” “The European Union’s energy
and climate policy is in disarray and losing credibility.” “Utilities
are turning to coal and cheap lignite, emitting more CO, than
ever.” “Europe faces a crisis in energy cost.”

As you know, the new government in Australia, as their first
order of business, have decided to repeal the carbon tax legislation.
They also plan to abolish the Climate Commission, the Clean En-
ergy Finance Corporation, and the Climate Change Authority.
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Now, so far in the year 2012, 375 coal units at power plants in
America are closing, 294 of them because of EPA regulations. In
the first half of 2013, 151 coal mines in America have closed.

So this is a discussion today that we recognize we have different
views on, but we are trying to make a sincere effort to understand
the ramifications, the impact of climate change. As a Congress, we
have the responsibility, with all of this money being spent, to get
a better feel of what is the government really doing? Because it is
comprehensive. It spreads throughout the entire government. And
this hearing is about how we want to know what is going on, and
we are going to back to every one of those agencies that I men-
tioned earlier, whether we sit down with them individually or as
a committee. We want to know and understand precisely what is
going on.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Whitfield follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ED WHITFIELD

In late June, President Obama released his Climate Action Plan, which broadly
outlined a variety of executive actions for Federal agencies to implement the admin-
istration’s climate policies.

On August 6, I wrote thirteen of these agencies, including the White House
science advisor’s office, requesting testimony and specific information about each
agency’s climate-related activities and the coordination of that activity across the
Federal Government.

Despite six weeks’ notice, we will not get many answers today. Eleven agencies
requested to testify—twice, I might add—did not provide a witness or submit infor-
mation about agency activity to the subcommittee. That does not send a positive
message for increased public understanding of what this administration is doing on
an economically consequential policy matter.

The point of my request was for the subcommittee to examine the scope of Federal
climate change actions that have been tolling billions of dollars a year in spending
and countless man-hours of work since the mid-1990s, reaching over $22 billion this
year alone. The State Department reports that over the period 2010-2012, the U.S.
provided over $7.5 billion in foreign assistance to address climate change.

This is an oversight hearing. Congress needs specific information from the admin-
istration to evaluate the Federal Government’s current and planned regulatory ac-
tions. Without this information, the public is left out of the debate, without knowing
the extent of agency activity, whether it effectively addresses the established risks,
or what it really will accomplish.

Whatever you think about managing future climate or global warming risks, over-
sight of theadministration’s plans to respond to those risks is critical for Congress
to make sound economic and policy decisions. Federal agencies must account trans-
parently for the effectiveness and impact of their actions—especially when a number
of these actions collide directly with Americans’ efforts to develop our diverse energy
resources, which are so vital to economic strength and competitiveness.

Today we will hear from the heads of two Federal agencies, who I have a high
respect for, Secretary of Energy Ernest Moniz and EPA Administrator Gina McCar-
thy—both of whom are aware of my serious concerns with the direction of the ad-
mir}istration’s climate change policies, especially those being implemented by the
EPA.

The President’s global warming agenda being implemented through the EPA has
been holding back the economy which continues to struggle. Since 2009, the agency
has been busy imposing costly requirements on coal-fired electricity and other fossil
fuels while targeting manufacturers with new regulatory burdens, only increasing
to the economic uncertainty. This week, EPA is expected to release their proposal
to control greenhouse gas emissions from power plants, one that is almost certain
to further the economic uncertainty facing our Nation’s utilities and have dev-
astating effects on our communities and most importantly, the consumers who pay
their electricity bills every month.

In my view, this is not a sound economic and climate policy. There is a better
path forward, one that stops treating affordable domestic energy and a strong econ-
omy as part of the problem and embraces them as a vital part of the solution.
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In a number of subcommittee hearings we have explored the ingredients for U.S.
economic resurgence. This resurgence in good part depends upon access to afford-
able and reliable electricity, energy diversity, and embracing the tremendous oppor-
tunities presented with our new-found oil and natural gas abundance.

We've begun to see early fruits of what this resurgence could be in the tremen-
dous jobs creation and economic vitality from the shale gas revolution. IHS Global
Insight recently reported that this energy revolution has already increased average
household income by an average of $1,200 in 2012, a figure that is projected to grow
to $2,700 in 7 years. Households are spending less on electricity and less on goods
and services within the broader economy, all because of less expensive energy.

Building on this momentum, we should set policies that ensure energy access and
establish prudent future planning, through electric grid reliability, expanded energy
infrastructures of pipelines, roads, ports, increased R&D for energy, agriculture, and
increased coal, LNG, and nuclear exports that carry U.S. energy access the world
over.

Last week, a delegation from Bangladesh visited me to explain their need for U.S.
expertise and help particularly in gaining access to coal-fired electricity. With only
about 47 percent of their population having access to electricity, Bangladesh is one
of the most energy poor nations on the planet, and one particularly susceptible to
extreme weather events, but the World Bank, reflecting the administration’s climate
policy, had recently turned down funding for Bangladeshi coal development. So
today, I hope we can examine how agency priorities meet our positive vision and
agenda for economic growth.

I recently read an article that stated that the arctic ice had nearly a million more
square miles of ocean covered with ice than at this time last year. But, this hearing
is not about the failure of predictions that summer arctic would be ice-free by this
year, the 15-year pause in global temperature rise, or the rush to call every horrible
weather disaster an omen of climate doom. Clear away the gloom and doom tactics
and there are serious issues to address, such as what is needed to build our econ-
omy or to bring meaningful energy access to Bangladesh, but you have to be serious
about it. I look forward to hearing from our two agencies today on exactly what the
administration’s climate plan entails for a vision of economic resurgence and energy
access to all.

Mr. WHITFIELD. So, once again, Mr. Secretary and Madam Ad-
ministrator, thank you for being with us.

At this time, I would like to recognize the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Mr. Waxman, for his opening statement.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Today’s hearing is the first time in a long time that this com-
mittee is holding a hearing on climate change. I welcome this hear-
ing, and I want to commend Chairman Upton and Chairman
Whitfield for holding it. Climate change is the biggest energy chal-
lenge we face and a clear and present danger to the United States
and to the world.

I also commend the administration for sending Energy Secretary
Ernie Moniz and EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy to testify. It
is unusual to have two Cabinet Secretaries testifying at a sub-
committee hearing. Your presence makes it clear how seriously the
administration is taking this hearing.

As Secretary Moniz explains in his statement, the scientific evi-
dence is overwhelming. That is why the President released a com-
prehensive Climate Action Plan in June. His plan is reasonable, it
is affordable, and it will protect our atmosphere for our children
and future generations. It will make our country the global leader
in the clean energy economy of the future.
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In past hearings and markups and in debates on the floor, Re-
publicans on this committee and in the House have opposed many
elements included in the President’s plan. Last Congress, the
House voted 53 times to block action on climate change.

This Congress, the House has already voted to slash funds for re-
search into clean energy and energy efficiency. House appropriators
voted to eliminate funding for international negotiations on the cli-
mate treaty. And our committee even refused to listen to the sci-
entists. Over the last 2 years, subcommittee Ranking Member
Rush and I have written 27 letters requesting hearings on climate
change. And until today, no hearing was ever scheduled. I hope
today will mark the start of a change in approach.

That is why my question for House Republicans is simple. What
is your plan? If you don’t like the President’s plan, what is your
proposal? The President has said he is willing to listen to other
ideas for protecting our planet and fulfilling our moral obligation
to future generations. What are yours?

Yesterday, I held a forum with the members of the Safe Climate
Caucus to hear from Americans who are already experiencing the
impacts of climate change. From California to New York, from Iowa
to Texas, we heard stories of wildfires, droughts, floods, sea level
rise, and record temperatures. Their accounts were moving and
powerful. These extreme weather events are happening now and
they are costing lives, destroying livelihoods, eliminating jobs, cre-
ating billion-dollar disaster relief legislation.

We need to start addressing this enormous threat now. The
longer we wait, the more damage we will cause, the more deeply
we will need to cut carbon pollution, the bigger the bill will be for
taxpayers, and the further we will fall behind China and Germany
in the race to develop the new energy technologies of the future.

The President was right. We don’t have time for another meeting
of the Flat Earth Society. Saying no to every solution is not a plan.
Doing nothing is not a plan. If all the Republicans on this com-
mittee do today is criticize, they are either denying the science or
ignoring it. No one can accept what the scientists are telling us and
fail to support a plan of action.

That is why I hope we can move past denial and start a construc-
tive dialogue. Secretary Moniz and Administrator McCarthy have
both told me they want to work with the stakeholders in imple-
menting the President’s plan. They would welcome working with
Congress, especially with this committee, which has vast jurisdic-
tion over our Nation’s energy policies.

We should listen closely to their testimony today. Where we dis-
agree, let’s offer alternative solutions. The climate clock is ticking
and too much is at stake for more politics as usual.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this chance for an opening state-
ment.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Waxman.

At this time, I would like to recognize the chairman of the full
committee, Mr. Upton, for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. UprON. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Today’s hearing is about oversight of the President’s climate
change policies and activities, and it is disappointing that 11 agen-
cies, which had ample notice to identify witnesses, including sci-
entists, and work with staff to accommodate them on different pan-
els, chose instead to decline our request. Climate policy is a central
feature of this administration’s energy policy, and given the tens of
billions of dollars currently being spent on climate activities, there
is no good reason for so many agencies to decide that they cannot
testify before this committee.

When the administration first attempted to impose its climate
policies on the American public through the cap-and-trade legisla-
tion, we needed a reality check, and at that time, it was noted that
without meaningful international participation, jobs and emissions
would simply shift overseas and there would be no meaningful im-
pact on global carbon emissions, or the temperature changes that
may result from those emissions. Other nations would continue to
seek to grow their own economies and would naturally take advan-
tage of U.S. economic and manufacturing weakness. And we heard
that first hand in this committee.

Last week, the Labor Department reported that there are still
11.3 million people unemployed, including 4.3 million long-term un-
employed, and 7.9 million “involuntary” part-time workers, whose
hours have been cut back or are unable to find full-time jobs. It
makes no sense to impose an ineffectual and economically harmful
energy policy, one I would remind folks that was rejected through
the front door here in the Congress by Senate Democrats.

Unfortunately, the administration is now working to circumvent
Congress through the backdoor, seeking to regulate what it was
unable to legislate no matter perhaps what the cost to jobs and the
economy really is. Thoughtful oversight is necessary so that the
public can understand more clearly what is happening and what
the impacts of the administration’s climate policies may be. And I
believe that it is a disservice to the public to suggest a policy ap-
proach will meaningfully address climate risks when in fact it will
not, despite tens of billions of dollars spent and countless jobs lost.

So today, with the help of the private innovation and America’s
newfound energy abundance, the U.S. indeed is the envy of the
world as it relates to energy access and the safe and responsible
development of energy resources. We stand at the very threshold
of profound economic opportunity for the Nation and its future gen-
erations.

So we should pursue constructing a new architecture of abun-
dance as a central feature for future economic strength and to pro-
vide the economic foundation to address climate risks. There
should be no question that the economic wherewithal fostered by
America’s energy resurgence will provide a wide avenue for innova-
tion that will answer energy and environmental challenges of the
future.

Yes, it is good to have Secretary Moniz and Administrator
McCarthy before us this morning. You two stand at the center of
energy policy in this Nation and your agencies will play either posi-
tive or negative roles to ensure a strong, vibrant, and innovative
energy sector in the future.
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My interest is to understand how you intend to address the new
realities of American energy abundance, and what your respective
agencies’ roles should be in promoting access to abundant, afford-
able energy resources that are so necessary to meeting future chal-
lenges in making our Nation more competitive. I look forward to
having that discussion.

And I yield back my time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Upton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. FRED UPTON

Today’s hearing is about oversight of the President’s climate change policies and
activities. It is disappointing that 11 agencies, which had ample notice to identify
witnesses, including scientists, and work with staff to accommodate them on dif-
ferent panels, chose instead to decline our request. Climate policy is a central fea-
ture of this administration’s energy policy, and given the billions of dollars currently
being spent on climate activities, there is no good reason for so many agencies to
decide they cannot testify before this committee.

When the administration first attempted to impose its climate policies on the
American public via cap-andtrade legislation in 2009, we needed a reality check.

At that time, it was noted that without meaningful international participation,
jobs and emissions would simply shift overseas—and there would be no meaningful
impact on global carbon emissions, or the temperature changes that may result from
those emissions. Other nations would continue to seek to grow their own economies
and would naturally take advantage of U.S. economic and manufacturing weakness.

Last week the Labor Department reported that there are still 11.3 million people
unemployed, including 4.3 million long-term unemployed, and 7.9 million “involun-
tary” part-time workers, whose hours have been cut back or are unable to find full-
time jobs.

It makes no sense to impose an ineffectual and economically harmful energy pol-
icy—one I would remind folks that was rejected through the front door here in Con-
gress by Senate Democrats. Unfortunately, the administration is now working to cir-
cumvent Congress through the back door—seeking to regulate what it was unable
to legislate no matter what the cost to jobs and the economy. Thoughtful oversight
is necessary so the public can understand more clearly what is happening, and what
the impacts of the administration’s climate policies may be. And I believe it is a dis-
service to the public to suggest a policy approach will meaningfully address climate
risks when in effect it will not, despite tens of billions of dollars spent and countless
jobs lost.

Today, with the help of private innovation and America’s newfound energy abun-
dance, the U.S. is the envy of the world as it relates to energy access and the safe
and responsible development of energy resources. We stand at the threshold of pro-
found economic opportunity for the Nation and its future generations.

We should pursue constructing a new architecture of abundance as a central fea-
ture for future economic strength and to provide the economic foundation to address
climate risks. There should be no question that the economic wherewithal fostered
by America’s energy resurgence will provide a wide avenue for innovation that will
answer energy and environmental challenges of the future.

It is good to have Secretary Moniz and Administrator McCarthy before us this
morning. You two stand at the center of energy policy in this Nation and your agen-
cies will play either positive or negative roles to ensure a strong, vibrant, and inno-
vative energy sector in the future.

My interest is to understand how you intend to address the new realities of Amer-
ican energy abundance, and what your respective agencies’ roles should be in pro-
moting access to abundant, affordable energy resources that are so necessary to
meeting future challenges. I look forward to having that discussion.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman yields back.
At this time I recognize the gentleman from New York, Mr.
Tonko, for a 5-minute opening statement.
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OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL TONKO, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. ToNKO. Thank you, Mr. Chair. And thank you, Chair
Whitfield, for holding this very important hearing.

The International Panel on Climate Change will soon issue its
latest report summarizing the findings of recent climate science.
That report is likely to reiterate the message they sent us 5 years
ago. Greenhouse gases continue to rise in the atmosphere, the
planet is warming, sea level is rising, and a significant degree of
this change is attributable to human activities. We are seeing the
impacts already. Higher sea levels create more perilous conditions
when hurricanes approach the coast. Higher temperatures enhance
drought conditions, creating significant losses for farmers and
?anchers and set the stage for more intense, widespread forest
ires.

Our infrastructure, our communities, and our economy are all
vulnerable to these changes. Add to these facts that our infrastruc-
ture is aging and we are neglecting to maintain the very systems
that we rely on to support a modern, thriving society. We can con-
tinue along our current path leaving State and local governments
to fend for themselves, patching things together as they wear out,
are damaged, or are destroyed. Or we can use the tremendous in-
tellectual and entrepreneurial resources that we have to address
the challenge of climate change.

Our current path of inaction leaves tremendous opportunities for
job creation, for social progress, and for economic growth untapped.
It wastes resources, especially human resources. President Obama
realizes this and has offered a modest, balanced plan to reduce
greenhouse gases and to rebuild and redesign the modern and re-
silient infrastructure that we require for the future.

The administration’s plan seeks to realize the potential of new,
cleaner energy technologies. At the same time, the plan recognizes
the important role that fossil fuels play in our economy. We con-
tinue to use these fuels, as will other nations, but that does not
mean we need to use them inefficiently or without regard to the in-
creasing risk that they pose for the future of our planet.

Our citizens could be employed building our 21st century trans-
portation, energy, and water infrastructure. Our manufacturers
could be supplying the parts and equipment for a modern electric
grid, a high-speed rail, wind farms, combined heat and power sys-
tems, energy-efficient vehicles, fuel cells, and advanced batteries.
Other nations are moving forward incentivizing and assisting their
industries and positioning themselves and their citizens for the fu-
ture. They are thinking long-term while we subject to our Nation
to unnecessary austerity and an endless series of stop-gap funding
bills. This is not the bold and inspired thinking that created this
Nation and made it the great nation that it is.

No one set out to change the chemistry of our atmosphere and
a set our planet on a new climate trajectory, but it has happened
and we must act, act now to slow this process and adapt to the new
conditions. The President’s plan is a fine start. I am very pleased
that we have Secretary Moniz and Administrator McCarthy here
with us today. These two officials and their agencies are tasked
with a great deal of responsibility for making this plan a success.
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Thank you both for being here this morning. I hope this is not our
last hearing on this topic and that we will have additional opportu-
nities to hear from other Federal agencies. There is a lot of work
to do and we have wasted too much time already.

Thank you again, Chair Whitfield, for holding this very impor-
tant hearing, and with that, I yield back.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman yields back. At this time, we will
begin with Secretary Moniz, 5 minutes for his opening statement.
And once again, Mr. Secretary, thanks for joining us this morning.
Be sure and turn your microphone on.

STATEMENTS OF ERNEST J. MONIZ, SECRETARY, DEPART-
MENT OF ENERGY; AND REGINA MCCARTHY, ADMINIS-
TRATOR, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

STATEMENT OF ERNEST J. MONIZ

Mr. MoNiz. Thank you. Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, and
Ranking Member Waxman, members of the committee. Thank you
for the opportunity to speak about the President’s Climate Action
Plan and in particular the DOE’s role in its implementation.

I will start with saying, again, the evidence is overwhelming; the
science is clear. The threat from climate change is real and urgent.
And the basic science behind climate change is simple: carbon diox-
ide makes the earth warmer and we are emitting more and more
of it into the atmosphere at a rate that has long been understood
to have a material cumulative impact on a scale measured in dec-
ades, not centuries.

This increase in atmospheric greenhouse gas above all from the
combustion of fossil fuels is affecting the climate. Carbon dioxide
is particularly important both because of the magnitude of the
emissions and because it is long lived in the atmosphere. Again, all
of this was known a long time ago. What was not anticipated was
the pace at which energy needs would grow to serve 7 billion peo-
ple on the planet with rapid industrialization. Every ton we emit
now irreversibly commits our children and grandchildren to the
risk of climate disruption.

Now, while we cannot attribute any particular storm, for exam-
ple, to climate change, cumulatively, we can say that rising sea lev-
els, increasingly severe droughts, heat waves, wildfires, and major
storms are amplified by a warming climate. This is already costing
our economy billions of dollars a year, and common sense and pru-
dence demanded that we take action. So that is the driving force
behind the President’s Climate Action Plan, and its three pillars
are to cut carbon pollution domestically, to prepare for the wors-
ening impacts of climate change, and to lead international efforts
to combat climate change and prepare for its impacts.

My main focus today will be on what the U.S. can do domesti-
cally to reduce carbon pollution, and in particular, on DOE’s role
in the Climate Action Plan. Of course, many other agencies have
critical roles as well. First, we must use our energy more intel-
ligently. I am committed to energy efficiency both to achieve reduc-
tions in carbon emissions and to reduce energy bills for families
and businesses. The Department of Energy also plays a central role
in developing the low carbon technologies of the future. Coal and
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natural gas will remain significant sources of energy in the years
to come, and that is why DOE has issued a draft solicitation for
$1 billion in loan guarantees for advanced fossil energy tech-
nologies that reduce carbon emissions. In addition, DOE has al-
ready committed $6 billion on clean coal technologies all with the
goalldof enabling the use of fossil fuels and a carbon-constrained
world.

Some of the most impressive energy developments in recent
years have been in renewable energy technology. DOE recently re-
leased a paper called “Revolution Now” that outlines some of these
critical clean energy developments for wind, solar, LEDs, and EV
batteries. The key message is the pattern of dramatic cost reduc-
tions, strong government RD&D and supportive policy, and rapidly
increasing deployment, much like the story of unconventional nat-
ural gas production that unfolded over the last 30 years.

A clear indicator of the Nation’s energy system transformation is
the business model evolution taking place in the utilities sector in
response to energy efficiency and renewable energy market trends.
Changes in energy technologies take time, sustained investment,
and stable policies. Even in this age of budget austerity we need
to ensure that we continue to invest in clean energy.

As part of the President’s Climate Action Plan, the Department
of energy will also assist in the development of the Quadrennial
Energy Review.

Now, while we must take action to reduce the carbon pollution
that causes global warming, impacts from climate change are al-
ready here and more are on the way. Let me highlight just one
project that demonstrates how we are approaching this in terms of
infrastructure resilience. In the aftermath of Sandy, the vulner-
ability of our electricity and fuels infrastructure to severe storms
and flooding was evident. Recently, I was in New Jersey to sign an
MOU with Governor Christie and the New Jersey Transit Corpora-
tion to design a micro-grid that will provide reliable distributed
power for a critical transportation corridor. This is an example of
the sort of smart infrastructure we will need throughout the coun-
try, and this can provide a first-of-its-kind example for the Nation.
It also exemplifies our commitment to work more closely with State
and local governments.

The third part of the President’s plan is leading international ef-
forts to address climate change. A global effort will be required to
future climate damages. Here at DOE we are focused on helping
countries around the world expand the use of clean energy, im-
prove energy efficiency, and strengthen global preparedness and re-
silience to climate change. While the State Department has the
lead on international negotiations such as phasing down HFCs, do-
mestic clean energy success will allow America to lead by example
and at the same time to open up business opportunities for U.S.
companies as a huge global market for clean energy opens up over
the next decade.

In conclusion, history has repeatedly shown that we can grow the
economy while making tremendous strides in reducing pollution.
We will need our smartest scientists, our brightest engineers, and
visionary policymakers to get this done. The President has put
forth a smart and prudent plan to slow global warming, to prepare
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for worsening climate impacts, and to ensure a safer, healthier fu-
ture for our children and grandchildren. And I might add my
grandchildren are 8 and 10 years old, so I am excited to be part
of the President’s plan to reduce the risks of climate change.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Moniz follows:]
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Statement of Dr. Ernest J. Moniz
Secretary of Energy
Before the
Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
U.S. House of Representatives
September 18, 2013

Chairmen Upton and Whitfield, Ranking Members Waxman and Rush, and Members
of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to speak about the President’s

Climate Action Plan and the Department of Energy’s role in its implementation.

The evidence is overwhelming, the science is clear, and the threat from climate
change is real and urgent. This is my judgment and it is the almost universal
judgment of the scientific community. The basic science behind climate change is
simple: greenhouse gases make the earth warmer, and we are emitting more and

more of them into the atmosphere,

The threat of a warming planet to our communities, our infrastructure and our way
of life is also clear. Rising sea levels and increasingly severe droughts, heat waves,
wildfires, and major storms are already costing our economy billions of dollars a
year and these impacts are only going to grow more severe. Common sense

demands that we take action.

This is the driving force behind the President’s Climate Action Plan. Its three pillars

are to cut carbon pollution domestically, to prepare for the worsening impacts of
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climate change and to lead international efforts to combat climate change and
prepare for its impacts. This will be done by leveraging the combined efforts of all
relevant federal agencies from the Department of Energy and the Environmental
Protection Agency, represented here, to the Departments of Defense, Homeland
Security, State, Agriculture, Transportation, Interior, Commerce, Health and Human

Services, and Treasury to mention just a few.

In addition, we will work internationally with other governments, and domestically
with states, localities and, importantly, the private sector, to address the challenge
of climate change, while creating new jobs, promoting new industries, saving lives

and protecting the environment.

The Scientific Basis

I want to begin today by discussing the drivers of climate change. We have known
for over one hundred years that certain trace gases in the atmosphere—most
importantly water vapor, carbon dioxide, and methane— trap heat and warm the
surface of the Earth. In fact, without greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, the
Earth’s surface temperature would be around zero degrees Fahrenheit, roughly
sixty degrees Fahrenheit colder than it is today. That is well below the temperature
needed for life as we know it to have evolved on the planet. It does not take much of
a shift in this overall greenhouse e%fect to cause significant changes in the Earth'’s
temperature. The increase in the quantities of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere

as a result of human activity, above all the combustion of fossil fuels, has reached the
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point that it is profoundly affecting the climate, How much more severe those
impacts become going forward depends primarily on how rapidly and effectively

the United States and other nations move to curtail greenhouse gas emissions.

While many greenhouse gases are produced by human action, carbon dioxide is
particularly important because it is both long-lived - it can persist in the
atmosphere for up to hundreds of years — and it is produced in large quantities by
the combustion of fossil fuels. Right now, globally, we are putting around 35 billion
metric tonnes of CO: into the atmosphere each year from fossil fuel combustion and
land use change, with the majority coming from fossil fuels. Given the carbon cycle,
the net effect is that the atmosphere retains about half of those emissions, with the
rest absorbed by the oceans, forests and vegetation (although those natural sinks
may become less efficient as COz atmospheric concentrations rise). The arithmetic
is that, without prudent action in the near term, we will approach a doubling of
preindustrial carbon dioxide concentrations sometime around midcentury, a level
that has been recognized by the scientific community as having major consequences,
This means that if we don’t start reducing emissions now, there is a very high

likelihood that our children and grandchildren will face major climate disruptions.

Climate Impacts
We have an increasingly clear idea of what the consequences of such disruptions
will look like. In the short term, while we cannot attribute any particular storm to

climate change, we have all seen and experienced the devastation due to recent
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extreme weather, such as the severe infrastructure and human impacts that Sandy
inflicted on the Northeast. From that storm alone, economic damage has been
estimated to be $65 billion. As sea levels rise, we can expect coastal flooding and the
impacts of severe storms to worsen. We have also experienced protracted heat
waves and droughts, which strain the power system and put some of our most
vulnerable citizens at risk. Combined drought and higher temperatures have
exacerbated the risk of forest fires and projections show wildfires will burn larger

areas in the future and the season will last longer.

Climate change will have profound impacts on our energy system, which were
recently detailed in a DOE report entitled “U.S. Energy Sector Vulnerabilities to
Climate Change and Extreme Weather.” Among the serious vulnerabilities of the

energy system to climate change and extreme weather are:

» Rising sea levels and storm surges in the Gulf of Mexico, which produces 50%
of U.S. crude oil and natural gas and contains nearly half of the total U.S,
refining capacity, could cost the oil and gas production and refining
industries $8 billion per year by 2030. In addition, unconventional oil and gas
production is vulnerable to decreasing water availability.

» Power plants are at increased risk of having to undergo partial or full
shutdowns due to lack of cooling water and higher temperatures. Last
summer, several power plants in the Northeast and Midwest either shut

down or sought special permission from federal and state regulatory
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agencies to continue operating due to historically high cooling water
temperatures.

¢ Electric transmission lines become less efficient as temperatures increase,
and they begin to sag, increasing the risk of transmission interruptions. They
are also vulnerable to wildfires, as we are seeing this summer in California.

¢ Higher temperatures lead to more air conditioning on the hottest days of the
year, increasing the stress on the electric grid, requiring the construction of
new peaking capacity and potentially increasing electricity bills for

consumers.

The wide range of climate related impacts that we are seeing now is not a surprise
to the climate science community. Although the specific climate impacts are difficult
to predict at small geographic scales, the general trends and patterns were

predicted by the science community decades ago.

There are common sense actions that we can take now to reduce our carbon
emissions. These actions give us time to adapt, develop low-carbon technologies of
the future and leave a better world for our children and grandchildren. That is the

goal of the President’s Climate Action Plan.
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The President’s Climate Action Plan
The President’s plan has three parts. The first is to cut carbon pollution in America.
Carbon dioxide is the dominant cause of climate change and, as already discussed,

we must begin to reduce emissions now to mitigate its harmful effects.

The vulnerabilities of our energy infrastructure are only the beginning of the risks
associated with climate change. As a policy issue, prudence suggests that we should
take out an insurance policy, just like any family does on their home or automobile.
In this plan, the President has put forward common sense steps that save money
(e.g., through energy efficiency), reduce air poliution (e.g, through renewable,
nuclear and low-carbon fossil energy deployment), and increase our national

security (e.g., through reducing oil dependence).

We have made progress on reducing emissions over the past several years. In 2012,
U.S. carbon emissions fell to their lowest level in nearly two decades and we must
continue to build on our successes. We have seen unprecedented growth in clean
energy and efficiency technology, and market driven substitution of natural gas for
coal electricity generation has contributed to this reduction in CO2 emissions, as

have our energy efficiency programs.

However, even if we significantly reduce our emissions of carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases, we will still experience the effects of our previous emissions.

These impacts are “baked into the system.” That is why the second part of the



18
President’s plan is to prepare the United States for the worsening consequences of
climate change. We are already experiencing climate changes, and we must identify
our vulnerabilities and protect and improve our infrastructure so that we are ready

for increasingly intense storms, droughts, and heat waves.

Finally, the United States cannot meet the challenge of climate change alone. We
must lead international efforts to combat climate change and prepare for its
impacts. That is the third part of the President’s Plan. Climate change is a global

problem, and America’s leadership can galvanize international action.

The Department of Energy’s role

The energy system produces over 85% of domestic greenhouse gas emissions. This
includes the generation of electricity, the refining of fuels, and the energy used in
residential, commercial, industrial and transportation end uses. In 2012, about 42%
of our CO; emissions came from petroleum, 32% came from coal and 26% came
from natural gas. This underscores the central role that the Department of Energy

must play in reducing emissions as part of the President’s Climate Action Plan.

In addition to the work performed by many other federal agencies, states and
localities have often been leaders in renewable energy, energy efficiency and
reducing carbon emissions. We will continue to learn from state and local
experiences, and in turn, share our best information with state and local officials.

We plan to work with them in implementing all aspects of the President’s Plan from
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identifying vulnerabilities to climate change to finding new ways of reducing carbon

pollution.

Domestic Mitigation

My main focus today will be on what we in the U.S. can do domestically to reduce
carbon pollution - and how we at DOE are helping. The first thing is to use our
energy more intelligently. Right now, we waste enormous amounts of energy. That
wasted energy is also wasted money. That is why I am committed to energy
efficiency as a means to not only achieve near-term reductions in carbon emissions,

but also to significantly reduce energy bills for American families and businesses.

As part of the President’s Climate Action Plan, the Department of Energy is working
to release a number of energy efficiency rules. We have now finalized a rule
covering the standby power of microwave ovens, and we have issued proposals for
three more rules covering metal halide lamp fixtures, commercial refrigerators and
commercial walk-in coolers and freezers. We are also committed to issuing a
proposed rule for electric motors by November with the goal of finalizing all these

rules by May of next year.

The rules for commercial refrigerators and commercial walk-in coolers and freezers
alone are expected to cut energy bills by up to $28 billion for consumers and cut
emissions by over 350 million metric tons of COz over 30 years. The

Administration’s goal is for efficiency standards for appliances and federal buildings
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put in place in its first and second terms to reduce carbon pollution by at least 3
billion metric tons cumulatively by 2030 -- while continuing to cut families’ energy
bills. The latest efficiency rules also incorporate the most recent values for the
economic benefits of reducing carbon pollution that rely on the most up-to-date

peer-reviewed research.

As we work to increase the efficiency of our appliances and electronics, we are also
working with industry and consumer organizations to find the fastest and most
efficient way to get the job done. The Department encourages the development of
market-based solutions that are a result of a consensus from all relevant parties, and

has recently finalized several rules through consensus agreements.

Beyond energy efficiency, the Department of Energy also plays a central role in
developing the technologies that will be part of a low-carbon future. We invest in
advanced fossil energy, nuclear energy, renewable energy, advanced fuels, electric
vehicles and other low-carbon technologies. This is part of the President’s all-of-the-
above approach to energy policy. Coal and natural gas generate almost 70% of the
electricity in the United States, and they are projected to remain significant sources
of domestic energy in the years to come. The public and private sectors must work

together to ensure that all energy sources will be part of a low-carbon future.

That is why, as part of the President’s Climate Action Plan, DOE has issued a draft

solicitation for eight billion dollars in loan guarantees for advanced fossil energy
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technologies. When issued, the solicitation will seek applications for projects and
facilities that cover a range of technologies. These technologies could include any
fossil technology that is new or significantly improved, as compared to commercial
technologies in service in the U.S. Applicants must show that their proposed project
avoids, reduces, or sequesters air pollutants or greenhouse gas emissions. We are
currently engaging with the public and with industry, and we expect to issue a final

solicitation this fall.

Since the beginning of the Administration, DOE has invested?! around six billion
dollars to advance clean coal technologies - particularly in carbon capture,
utilization, and storage - that substantially reduce carbon emissions. Coal plays a
key role in our energy mix, and the Administration is committed to advancing clean
coal technologies to position the U.S. as a global leader in this technology and to help
enable continued use of this important domestic energy resource in the low-carbon

economy of the future.

This funding supports projects across the country that will inject millions of tons of
€Oz annually into geologic reservoirs over extended periods. We are also putting
€Oz to work in ways that can help offset the cost of capture - like enhanced oil

recovery.

1 DOE has obligated nearly $6 billion to advance CCS technologies. Consistent with sound project
management practice, funding is outlayed as projects achieve milestones. Not all funds have been
outlayed as many projects remain active.

10
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Combined, these two programs represent $14 billion in loan guarantees and RD&D
investments, all with the goal of enabling the use of coal and other fossil fuels in a
carbon-constrained world. These programs are part of a real all-of-the-above clean
energy strategy for a low carbon future where efficiency, coal, natural gas, nuclear
and renewable sources all have an important role to play, and can successfully
compete in a low carbon marketplace. The mix of solutions will vary by region. And
since the President took office, we have seen domestic energy production surge. Oil
imports are at a twenty year low and domestic oil and gas production are at the
highest level in nearly two decades. And yet carbon dioxide emissions have gone

down. We can grow our economy and reduce carbon pollution at the same time.

Some of the most impressive developments have been in clean and renewable
energy technology. Department of Energy investments made over the past decades
are now opening up entire new industries while bolstering existing ones, with
dramatic reductions in price and skyrocketing deployment in important clean
energy technologies over the last few years. Since the beginning of 2008, wind
power capacity has more than tripled and solar power deployment has increased by
a factor of ten. Today, photovoltaic modules cost one one-hundredth of what they
did 35 years ago - and we are working to make them even cheaper, Since 2009, the
number of super-efficient LED lights in the United States has grown 50-fold. And

since 2008, the price of electric vehicle batteries has dropped by an estimated 50%.

11
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We are also seeing important progress on nuclear energy. Here in the U.S,, there are
currently five nuclear reactors under construction. And the Department of Energy
has provided a conditional loan guarantee to the Plant Vogtle project in Georgia,
where the first reactors to be licensed in the United States with new passively safe
features are being constructed. These activities are being closely watched by other
utilities that are contemplating similar nuclear projects. And if the financial returns
on operations are sufficient to justify the large upfront capital investment we will
likely see other companies investing in nuclear energy in the near future. The
Administration is also investing in research and development of small modular
reactors that offer even more safety features, greater siting flexibility, and

potentially lower costs than large reactors.

As part of the President’s Climate Action Plan, I also want to mention that the
Department of Energy will assist in the development and serve as the Executive
Secretariat of the Quadrennial Energy Review, or QER. The goal of the QER will be
to translate policy goals into a set of analytically based, clearly articulated actions
over a four year planning horizon. It will engage the multiple executive branch
agencies that have energy related economic, environmental, security, trade,
innovation, and other equities. The process will be led by the Executive Office of the
President and will seek input from many quarters. This first-ever review will focus
on infrastructure challenges, and will identify the threats, risks, and opportunities

for U.S. energy and climate security. It is due to be completed at the end of 2014.

12
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Adaptation
As | said earlier, we must take action to reduce the carbon pollution that causes
global warming. However, the science is telling us some climate change impacts are
already here and more are on the way. A number of specific actions in the

President’s Plan will involve DOE in some way, including:

Developing actionable climate science, through a climate data initiative and

continuing to assess climate-change impacts in the United States

¢ Providing an information toolkit for climate preparedness and resilience

o Supporting a state, local, and tribal task force on climate preparedness and
supporting communities as they prepare for climate impacts

¢ Supporting climate-resilient investment and boosting the resilience of

buildings and infrastructure, particularly as we rebuild and learn from Sandy

In this context, let me say more about the recovery from Hurricane Sandy as it
illustrates the role that DOE can play in promoting climate preparedness and
resilience. With Sandy, the vulnerability of much of our infrastructure to severe
storms and flooding was evident. Not only were there direct impacts such as the
flooding of tunnels and the destruction of power transformers, the prolonged loss of
electric power had impacts on critical infrastructures like water, fuel distribution
and transportation systems. The President’s Sandy Task force is helping citizens
recover from Sandy’s destruction, while also building resilience into the

infrastructure rebuilding plan.

13
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Recently, I was in Secaucus, New Jersey, to sign a memorandum of understanding
with Governor Christie and the New Jersey Transit Corporation. The MOU kicks off
the design phase of “N] TransitGrid,” a new project that will provide highly reliable
power for a critical transportation corridor when the traditional grid is
compromised. DOE’s Sandia National Laboratory will provide initial design work,
building on their extensive experience with microgrids for military installations.
This “microgrid” will employ distributed generation technologies such as fuel cells,
combined heat and power, and solar with storage so that the power system will be
less fragile when infrastructure is taken offline. This is an important example of the
sort of resilience we will need throughout the country, and this project can provide
a first-of-a-kind example for the Nation, while creating jobs and a more competitive

economy.

International

The third part of the President’s Plan is leading international efforts to address
climate change. Although we are still one of the largest emitters on a per person
basis, U.S. emissions represent only about a fifth of the global total. As such, a globa

effort will be required if we are to avoid increasing climate damages in the future.

To this end, the Administration’s policies include bilateral and multilateral
engagement with other countries to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The

international community has come together before to address pressing

14
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environmental problems. In the 1980s, scientists observed that the ozone layer was
thinning over Antarctica, and, in 1987, world leaders, including President Ronald
Reagan, signed the Montreal Protocol to address ozone depletion by phasing CFCs
known to harm it. Beyond addressing the depletion of the ozone layer, the Montreal
Protocol has been an effective tool in the effort to combat climate change. CFCs are a
potent greenhouse gas, and phasing them out helped the world avoid a significant
increase in global temperatures. However, certain substitutes for CFCs, particularly
those known as hydrofluorocarbons (or HFCs), are also powerful greenhouse gases.
As part of the President’s Plan, the Administration is working to amend the
Montreal Protocol to phase down HECs, and we are beginning to make progress
with other countries. In early September 2013, President Obama and Chinese
President Xi reaffirmed commitments for the US and China, and the G-20 also
expressed support for using the institutions and expertise of the Montreal Protocol

to phase down the production and consumption of HFCs.

Here at DOE, we are focused on helping countries around the world expand clean
energy use and energy efficiency and strengthen global preparedness and resilience

to climate change. Initiatives in which DOE has a role include:

e The Major Economies Forum on Climate and Energy is a State Department
led effort. DOE has been active in leading one of its spin-offs, the Clean
Energy Ministerial, under which we have been promoting energy efficiency,

renewable energy, and electric vehicle technology.

15
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Facilitated by the Clean Energy Ministerial’s Super-Efficient EQuipment and
Appliance Deployment initiative, India became the first country in the world
to adopt a comprehensive set of quality and performance standards for
solid-state lighting (LEDs). The standards could save as much as 277 billion
kilowatt hours of electricity and avoid 254 million metric tons of CO2
emissions cumulatively between 2015 -2030.
Working with our international partners to phase out inefficient subsidies
for fossil fuels
Steering global sector public financing towards cleaner energy by limiting
U.S. government support for public financing of new coal plants overseas to
those facilities that capture and store carbon or those in the world’s poorest
countries where no alternative exists
Working with the Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum, spanning 23
other nations on six continents, to support research and development of
cost-effective technologies for the separation and capture of COZ, as well as
its transport and long-term safe storage.
Sharing lessons and best practices for assessing climate change impacts and
implementing effective climate preparedness and resilience strategies in the
energy sector, and
Engaging in an array of bilateral initiatives to increase efficiency and the
deployment of clean energy technology with key countries around the world

including China, India, Brazil, and Saudi Arabia to name just a few.

16
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While the State Department has the lead on the international negotiations, it is very
clear that our domestic effort will play a critical international role as well: one of
leading by example. The world looks to the U.S, to demonstrate both the new Jow
carbon technologies and the policies that drive those technologies into the market.
Success in our domestic agenda will be an essential ingredient in a successful global
effort to address this challenge, and will at the same time open up business

opportunities for U.S. companies.

Conclusion

With new technologies, the recent growth in unconventional gas and oil production,
the continued decrease in the costs of renewable energy and our reserves of
traditional forms of energy, like coal, the United States may be entering into a period
of unprecedented energy abundance. We believe in an all-of-the-above approach to
ensure that this energy is used wisely and cleanly in a low carbon economy, and we
are putting resources behind it; advanced fossil energy, nuclear power, renewable

energy, energy efficiency and advanced transportation.

History has shown repeatedly that we can grow the economy while making
tremendous strides in reducing pollution, including acid rain, ozone, lead and other
hazardous emissions. I have no doubt that transforming our energy economy will
be a challenge. And new technology will be key. We will need our smartest
scientists, our brightest engineers, and visionary policy makers to get this done. The

President has put forth a smart and prudent plan to slow the effects of climate

17
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change, to prepare for worsening climate impacts and ensure a safer, healthier

future for our children, and I am excited to be a part of it.

I look forward to your questions.

18



30

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
And Madam Administrator McCarthy, you are recognized for 5
minutes for your opening statement.

STATEMENT OF REGINA MCCARTHY

Ms. McCARTHY. Thank you, Chairman Whitfield, Congressman
Waxman, members of the committee.

In June, the President reaffirmed his commitment to reducing
carbon pollution when he directed many Federal agencies, includ-
ing the EPA, to take meaningful steps to mitigate the current and
future damage caused by carbon dioxide emissions and to prepare
for climate changes that have been set in motion.

Climate change is one of the greatest challenges of our time.
Over 97 percent of climate scientists are convinced that human-
caused climate change is occurring. If our changing climate goes
unchecked, it will have devastating impacts on the United States
and on our planet. Responding to climate change is an urgent pub-
lic health, safety, national security, and environmental imperative
that presents an economic challenge as well as an economic oppor-
tunity. Both the economy and the environment must provide for
current and future generations. We can and must embrace cutting
carbon pollution as a spark for innovation, for job growth, clean en-
ergy, and economic growth. The Nation’s success over the past 40
years makes clear that environmental protection and economic
growth do go hand-in-hand.

The President’s Climate Action Plan directs Federal agencies to
address climate change using our existing authorities. The plan has
three key pillars: cutting carbon pollution in America, preparing for
impacts of a changing climate, and leading international efforts to
combat climate change.

EPA plays a critical role in the plan’s first pillar, which is cutting
carbon pollution. Over the past 4 years, EPA has begun to address
this task. In 2010 EPA and the National Highway Transportation
and Safety Administration along with the auto industry and other
stakeholders, worked together to set greenhouse gas and fuel econ-
omy standards for model years 2012 to 2025 light-duty vehicles.
Over the life of those vehicles, the standards will save an estimated
$1.7 trillion for consumers. It will cut America’s oil consumption by
12 billion barrels and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 6 billion
metric tons.

EPA and NHTSA’s standards for model year 2014 through 2018
heavy-duty trucks and buses present a similar success story. Under
the President’s plan, we will be developing a second phase of
heavy-duty vehicle standards for post-2018 model years.

Building on that success, the President asked EPA to work with
States, utilities, and other key stakeholders to develop plans to re-
duce carbon pollution from both future as well as existing power
plants.

EPA will soon propose carbon pollution standards for future
power plants, reflecting new information and the extensive public
comment that we received on our 2012 proposal. For existing
plants, we are already engaged in outreach to States and a broad
group of stakeholders with expertise who can help inform the de-
velopment of proposed standards, which we expect to issue in June
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of 2014. Using these standards, States will have the primary role
in developing and implementing plans to address carbon pollution
from existing plans, allowing us to capitalize on State leadership
and innovation while accounting for regional diversity and pro-
viding ample flexibility.

The plan also calls for the development of a comprehensive strat-
egy to address methane emissions. EPA will work with other agen-
cies to reduce these emissions through incentive-based programs.

The President’s plan also calls for a broad array of actions to
strengthen America’s resilience to climate impacts. EPA will incor-
porate research on impacts into implementation of our existing pro-
grams and we will develop information and tools to help decision-
makers, including States, localities, and tribes, to better under-
stand and address the current effects and the future effects that we
know are coming in a changing climate. EPA is working closely
with our Federal agency counterparts on building national resil-
ience, including developing the National Drought Resilience Part-
nership, ensuring the security of our freshwater supplies and pro-
tecting our water utilities.

The President’s plan recognizes that we must couple action at
home with leadership abroad. Working closely with the State De-
partment, EPA will continue to engage our international partners
in efforts to reduce carbon pollution through activities, including
public-private partnership efforts to address methane emissions
and other short-lived climate pollutants.

In conclusion, the President’s plan provides a roadmap for Fed-
eral action to meet the challenges of a changing climate, to promote
clean energy solutions that capitalize on American innovation and
that drive economic growth.

Thank you again and I look forward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. McCarthy follows:]
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Opening Statement of Regina McCarthy
Administrator
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Hearing on the Obama Administration’s Climate Change Policies and
Activities
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
Committee on Energy and Commerce
U.S. House of Representatives
September 18, 2013
Chairman Whitfield, Ranking Member Rush, members of the

Committee: Thank you for the opportunity to testify today.

In June, the President reaffirmed his commitment to reducing
carbon pollution when he directed many federal agencies, including the
Environmental Protection Agency, to take meaningful steps to mitigate
the current and future damage caused by carbon dioxide emissions and
to prepare for the anticipated climate changes that have already been

set in motion.

Climate change is one of the greatest challenges of our time.
Based on the evidence, more than 97% of climate scientists are
convinced that human caused climate change is occurring. If our
changing climate goes unchecked, it will have devastating impacts on

the United States and the planet. Reducing carbon pollution is critically
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important to the protection of Americans’ health and the environment
upon which our economy depends.

Responding to climate change is an urgent public health, safety,
national security, and environmental imperative that presents an
economic challenge and an economic opportunity. As the President
has stated, both the economy and the environment must provide for
current and future generations and we can and must embrace cutting
carbon pollution as a spark for business innovation, job creation, clean
energy and broad economic growth. The United States’ success over
the past 40 years makes clear that environmental protection and
economic growth go hand in hand.

The President’s Climate Action Plan directs federal agencies to
address climate change using existing executive authorities. The Plan
has three key pillars: cutting carbon pollution in America; preparing the
country for the impacts of climate change; and leading international

efforts to combat global climate change.

Cutting Carbon Pollution

EPA plays a critical role in implementing the Plan’s first pillar,
cutting carbon pollution. Over the past four years, EPA has begun to
address this task under the Clean Air Act.

Our first steps addressed motor vehicles, which emit nearly a
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third of U.S. carbon pollution. EPA and the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration, along with the auto industry and other
stakeholders, worked together to set greenhouse gas and fuel economy
standards for Mode! Year 2012 to 2025 light-duty vehicles. Over the life
of these vehicles, the standards will save an estimated $1.7 trillion for
consumers and businesses and cut America’s oil consumption by 12
billion barrels, while reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 6 billion
metric tons.

EPA’s and NHTSA's standards for model year 2014 through 2018
heavy-duty trucks and buses present a similar success story. Under the
President’s Plan, we will be developing a second phase of heavy-duty
vehicle standards for post 2018 model years.

Building on this success, the President asked EPA to work with
states, utilities and other key stakeholders to develop plans to reduce
carbon pollution from future and existing power plants, which are
responsible for about 40 percent of America’s carbon pollution.

EPA will soon issue new proposed carbon pollution standards for
future power plants, reflecting new information and the extensive
public comments on our 2012 proposal. For existing plants, we are
engaged in outreach to a broad group of stakeholders with expertise
who can inform the development of proposed standards, regulations,

or guidelines, which we expect to issue in June of 2014. These
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guidelines will provide guidance to States, which have the primary role
in developing and implementing plans to address carbon pollution from
existing plants. This framework will allow us to capitalize on state
leadership and innovation while also accounting for regional diversity
and providing the necessary flexibility.

The Plan also calls for the development of a comprehensive,
interagency strategy to address emissions of methane — a powerful
greenhouse gas that also contributes to ozone pollution, but which has
substantial economic value. EPA will work with other agencies to
assess emissions data, address data gaps, and identify opportunities to
reduce methane emissions through incentive-based programs and

existing authorities.

Preparing for Impacts of Climate Change

Even as we work to avoid dangerous climate change, we must
strengthen America’s resilience to climate impacts we’re already
experiencing and those that can no longer be avoided. The President’s
Plan calls for a broad array of actions on this front. EPA will incorporate
research on climate impacts into the implementation of our existing
programs, and develop information and tools to help decision-makers -
including State, local and tribal governments — to better understand

and address these impacts. Further, EPA is working closely with our
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federal agency counterparts on several other aspects of building our
national resilience, including developing the National Drought
Resilience Partnership, ensuring the security of our freshwater supplies,
protecting our water utilities, and protecting and restoring our forests

in the fact of a changing climate.

international Efforts

Our changing climate is also a global challenge, and the
President’s Plan recognizes that the United States must couple action at
home with leadership abroad. Working closely with the State
Department, EPA will continue to engage our international partners in
reducing carbon pollution through an array of activities. These include
public-private partnership efforts to address emissions of methane and
other short-lived climate poliutants under the Climate and Clean Air
Coalition and the Global Methane Initiative, as well as bilateral

cooperation with major economies.

Conclusion

The President’s Plan provides a roadmap for federal action to
meet the pressing challenge of a changing climate— promoting clean

energy solutions that capitalize on American innovation and drive
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economic growth. EPA looks forward to working with other federal
agencies and all stakeholders on these critical efforts.
Thank you again for the opportunity to testify, and | look forward

to answering your questions.
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Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you, Madam McCarthy.

And before I begin my questions, I would like to ask unanimous
consent to introduce a few relevant documents into the record. I
would like to enter, one, the President’s Climate Action Plan; two,
the invitation letter sent to the Federal agencies requesting wit-
nesses today, the majority committee staff hearing memorandum.

In addition, I would like to enter the special supplement to the
bulletin of the American Meteorological Society released this month
and entitled “Explaining Extreme Events of 2012 from a Climate
Perspective;” excerpts from the Energy Information Administra-
tion’s annual Energy Outlook 2013, including a chart reflecting
world energy-related carbon dioxide emissions 1990 to 2040 and a
table reflecting world carbon dioxide emissions by region and coun-
try for 1990 through 2040; and finally, an article entitled “Making
Energy Access Meaningful” published this summer in the National
Academy of Sciences’ publication “Issues in Science and Tech-
nology.” Without objection, the documents will be entered into the
record.

[The information follows:]
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PRESIDENT OBAMA’S CLIMATE ACTION PLAN

THE CASE FOR ACTION

While no single step can reverse the effects of climate change, we have a moral obligation to
future generations to leave them a planet that is not poltuted and damaged. Through steady,
responsible action to cut carbon pollution, we can protect our children’s heaith and begin to slow
the effects of climate change so that we leave behind a cleaner, more stable environment.

In 2009, President Obama made a pledge that by 2020, America would reduce its greenhouse gas
emissions in the range of 17 percent below 2005 levels if all other major economies agreed to
limit their emissions as well, Today, the President remains firmly committed to that goal and to
building on the progress of his first term to help put us and the world on a sustainable long-term
trajectory. Thanks in part to the Administration’s success in doubling America’s use of wind,
solar, and geothermal energy and in establishing the toughest fuel economy standards in our
history, we are creating new jobs, building new industries, and reducing dangerous carbon
pollution which contributes to climate change. In fact, last year, carbon emissions from the
energy sector fell to the lowest level in two decades. At the same time, while there is more work
to do, we are more energy secure than at any time in recent history. In 2012, America’s net oil
imports fell to the lowest level in 20 years and we have become the world’s leading producer of
natural gas — the cleanest-burning fossil fuel.

While this progress is encouraging, climate change is no longer a distant threat — we are already
feeling its impacts across the country and the world. Last year was the warmest year ever in the
contiguous United States and about one-third of all Americans experienced 10 days or more of
100-degree heat. The 12 hottest years on record have all come in the last 15 years. Asthma rates
have doubled in the past 30 years and our children will suffer more asthma attacks as air
pollution gets worse. And increasing floods, heat waves, and droughts have put farmers out of
business, which is already raising food prices dramatically.

These changes come with far-reaching consequences and real economic costs. Last year alone,
there were 11 different weather and climate disaster events with estimated losses exceeding $1
billion each across the United States. Taken together, these 11 events resulted in over $110
billion in estimated damages, which would make it the second-costliest year on record.

4
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In short, America stands at a critical juncture. Today, President Obama is putting forward a
broad-based plan to cut the carbon pollution that causes climate change and affects public health.
Cutting carbon pollution will help spark business innovation to modernize our power plants,
resulting in cleaner forms of American-made energy that will create good jobs and cut our
dependence on foreign oil. Combined with the Administration’s other actions to increase the
efficiency of our cars and household appliances, the President’s plan will reduce the amount of
energy consumed by American families, cutting down on their gas and utility bills. The plan,
which consists of a wide variety of executive actions, has three key pillars:

1) Cut Carbon Pollution in America: In 2012, U.S. carbon emissions fell to the lowest level
in two decades even as the economy continued to grow. To build on this progress, the Obama
Administration is putting in place tough new rules to cut carbon pollution — just like we have
for other toxins like mercury and arsenic — so we protect the health of our children and move
our economy toward American-made clean energy sources that will create good jobs and
lower home energy bills.

2) Prepare the United States for the Impacts of Climate Change: Even as we take ncw steps
to reduce carbon poliution, we must also prepare for the impacts of a changing climate that
are already being felt across the country. Moving forward, the Obama Administration will
help state and local governments strengthen our roads, bridges, and shorelines so we can
better protect people’s homes, businesses and way of life from severe weather.

3) Lead International Efforts to Combat Global Climate Change and Prepare for its
Impacts: Just as no country is immune from the impacts of climate change, no country can
meet this challenge alone. That is why it is imperative for the United States to couple action
at home with leadership internationally. America must help forge a truly global solution to
this global challenge by galvanizing international action to significantly reduce emissions
(particularly among the major emitting countries), prepare for climate impacts, and drive
progress through the international negotiations.

Climate change represents one of our greatest challenges of our time, but it is a challenge
uniquely suited to America’s strengths. Our scientists will design new fuels, and our farmers will
grow them. Our engineers to devise new sources of energy, our workers will build them, and our
businesses will sell them. All of us will need to do our part. If we embrace this challenge, we will
not just crcate new jobs and new industries and keep America on the cutting edge; we will save
lives, protect and preserve our treasured natural resources, cities, and coastlines for future
generations.

What follows is a blueprint for steady, responsible national and international action to slow the
effects of climate change so we leave a cleaner, more stable environment for future generations.
it highlights progress already set in motion by the Obama Administration to advance these goals
and sets forth new steps to achieve them,
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CUT CARBON POLLUTION IN AMERICA

In 2009, President Obama made a commitment to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions in the
range of 17 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. The President remains firmly committed to
achieving that goal. While there is more work to do, the Obama Administration has already made
significant progress by doubling generation of electricity from wind, solar, and geothermal, and
by establishing historic new fuel economy standards. Building on these achievements, this
document outlines additional steps the Administration will take — in partnership with states, local
communities, and the private sector — to continue on a path to meeting the President’s 2020

goal.

I Deploying Clean Energy

: Power plants are the largest concentrated source
of emissions in the United States, together accounting for roughly one-third of all domestic
greenhouse gas emissions. We have already set limits for arsenic, mercury, and lead, but there is
no federal rule to prevent power plants from releasing as much carbon pollution as they want.
Many states, local governments, and companies have taken steps to move to cleaner electricity
sources. More than 35 states have renewable energy targets in place, and more than 25 have set
energy efficiency targets.

Despite this progress at the state level, there are no federal standards in place to reduce carbon
pollution from power plants. In April 2012, as part of a continued effort to modernize our electric
power sector, the Obama Administration proposed a carbon pollution standard for new power
plants. The Environmental Protection Agency’s proposal reflects and reinforces the ongoing
trend towards cleaner technologies, with natural gas increasing its share of electricity generation
in recent years, principally through market forces and renewables deployment growing rapidly to
account for roughly half of new generation capacity installed in 2012.

With abundant clean energy solutions available, and building on the leadership of states and
local governments, we can make continued progress in reducing power plant pollution to
improve public health and the environment while supplying the reliable, affordable power
needed for economic growth. By doing so, we will continue to drive American leadership in
clean energy technologies, such as efficient natural gas, nuclear, renewables, and clean coal
technology.

To accomplish these goals, President Obama is issuing a Presidential Memorandum directing the
Environmental Protection Agency to work expeditiously to complete carbon pollution standards
for both new and existing power plants. This work will build on the suecessful first-term effort to
develop greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards for cars and trucks. In developing the
standards, the President has asked the Environmental Protection Agency to build on state
leadership, provide flexibility, and take advantage of a wide range of energy sources and
technologies including many actions in this plan.

American rship in Renew, cnergy: During the President’s first term, the
United States more than doubled generation of electricity from wind, solar, and geothermal
sources. To ensure America’s continued leadership position in clean energy, President Obama
has set a goal to double renewable electricity generation once again by 2020. In order to meet
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this ambitious target, the Administration is announcing a number of new efforts in the following
key areas:

= Accelerating Clean Energy Permitting: In 2012 the President set a goal to issue permits
for 10 gigawatts of renewables on public lands by the end of the year. The Department of
the Interior achieved this goal ahead of schedule and the President has directed it to
permit an additional 10 gigawatts by 2020. Since 2009, the Department of Interior has
approved 25 utility-scale solar facilities, nine wind farms, and 11 geothermal plants,
which will provide enough electricity to power 4.4 million homes and support an
estimated 17,000 jobs. The Administration is also taking steps to encourage the
development of hydroelectric power at existing dams. To develop and demonstrate
improved permitting procedures for such projects, the Administration will designate the
Red Rock Hydroelectric Plant on the Des Moines River in lowa to participate in its
Infrastructure Permitting Dashboard for high-priority projects. Also, the Department of
Defense — the single largest consumer of energy in the United States — is committed to
deploying 3 gigawatts of renewable energy on military installations, including solar,
wind, biomass, and geothermal, by 2025. In addition, federal agencies are setting a new
goal of reaching 100 megawatts of installed renewable capacity across the federally
subsidized housing stock by 2020. This effort will include conducting a survey of current
projects in order to track progress and facilitate the sharing of best practices.

+ Expanding and Modernizing the Electric Grid: Upgrading the country’s electric grid
is critical to our efforts to make electricity more reliable, save consumers money on their
energy bills, and promote clean energy sources. To advance these important goals,
President Obama signed a Presidential Memorandum this month that directs federal
agencies to streamline the siting, permitting and review process for transmission projects
across federal, state, and tribal governments.

Investment in Clean Ener, ion; The Fiscal Year 2014

Budget continues the President’s commitment to keeping the United States at the forefront of
clean energy research, development, and deployment by increasing funding for clean energy
technology across all agencies by 30 percent, to approximately $7.9 billion. This includes
investment in a range of energy technologies, from advanced biofuels and emerging nuclear
technologies — including small modular reactors — to clean coal. To continue America’s
leadership in clean energy innovation, the Administration will also take the following steps:

Spurring Investment in Advanced Fossil Energy Projects: In the coming weeks, the
Department of Energy will issue a Federal Register Notice announcing a draft of a
solicitation that would make up to $8 billion in (self-pay) loan guarantee authority available
for a wide array of advanced fossil energy projects under its Section 1703 loan guarantee
program. This solicitation is designed to support investments in innovative technologies that
can cost-effectively meet financial and policy goals, including the avoidance, reduction, or
sequestration of anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases. The proposed solicitation will
cover a broad range of advanced fossil energy projects. Reflecting the Department’s
commitment to continuous improvement in program management, it will take comment on
the draft solicitation, with a plan to issue a final solicitation by the fall of 2013.

Instituting a Federal Quadrennial Energy Review: Innovation and new sources of
domestic energy supply are transforming the nation’s energy marketplace, creating economic
7
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opportunities at the same time they raise environmental challenges. To ensure that federal
energy policy meets our economic, environmental, and security goals in this changing
landscape, the Administration will conduct a Quadrennial Energy Review which will be led
by the White House Domestic Policy Council and Office of Science and Technology Policy,
supported by a Secrctariat established at the Department of Energy, and involving the robust
engagement of federal agencies and outside stakeholders. This first-ever review will focus on
infrastructure challenges, and will identify the threats, risks, and opportunities for U.S.
energy and climate security, enabling the federal government to translate policy goals into a
set of analytically based, clearly articulated, sequenced and integrated actions, and proposed
investments over a four-year planning horizon.

1L Building a 21"-Century Transportation Sector

Increasing Fuel Economy Standards: Heavy-duty vehicles are currently the second largest

source of greenhouse gas emissions within the transportation sector. In 2011, the Obama
Administration finalized the first-ever fuel economy standards for Model Year 2014-2018 for
heavy-duty trucks, buses, and vans. These standards will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by
approximately 270 million metric tons and save 530 million barrels of oil. During the President’s
second term, the Administration will once again partner with industry leaders and other key
stakeholders to develop post-2018 fuel economy standards for heavy-duty vehicles to further
reduce fuel consumption through the application of advanced cost-effective technologies and
continue efforts to improve the efficiency of moving goods across the United States.

The Obama Administration has already established the toughest fucl economy standards for
passenger vehicles in U.S. history. These standards require an average performance equivalent of
54.5 miles per galton by 2025, which will save the average driver more than $8,000 in fuel costs
over the lifetime of the vehicle and eliminate six billion metric tons of carbon pollution — more
than the United States emits in an entire year.

Developing and Deploving Advanced Transportation Technologies: Biofuels have an

important role to play in increasing our energy security, fostering rural economic development,
and reducing greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector. That is why the
Administration supports the Renewable Fuels Standard, and is investing in research and
development to help bring next-generation biofuels on line. For example, the United States Navy
and Departments of Energy and Agrieulture are working with the private sector to accelerate the
development of cost-competitive advanced biofuels for use by the military and commercial
sectors. More broadly, the Administration will continue to leverage partnerships between the
private and public sectors to deploy cleaner fuels, including advanced batteries and fuel cell
technologies, in every transportation mode. The Department of Energy’s eGallon informs drivers
about electric car operating costs in their state — the national average is only $1.14 per gallon of
gasoline equivalent, showing the promise for consumer pocketbooks of electric-powered
vehicles. In addition, in the coming months, the Department of Transportation will work with
other agencies to further explore strategies for integrating alternative fuel vessels into the U.S,
flag fleet. Further, the Administration will continue to work with states, cities and towns through
the Department of Transportation, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the
Environmental Protection Agency to improve transportation options, and lower transportation
costs while protecting the environment in communities nationwide.
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Cutting Energy Waste in Homes, Businesses, and Factories

Reducing Energy Bills for American Families and Businesses: Energy efficiency is one of the

clearest and most cost-effective opportunities to save families money, make our businesses more
competitive, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In the President’s first term, the Department
of Energy and the Department of Housing and Urban Development completed efficiency
upgrades in more than one million homes, saving many families more than $400 on their heating
and cooling bills in the first year alone. The Administration will take a range of new steps geared
towards achieving President Obama’s goal of doubling energy productivity by 2030 relative to
2010 levels:

Establishing a New Goal for Energy Efficiency Standards: In President Obama’s first
term, the Department of Energy established new minimum efficiency standards for
dishwashers, refrigerators, and many other products. Through 2030, these standards will
cut consumers’ electricity bills by hundreds of billions of dollars and save enough
electricity to power more than 85 million homes for two years. To build on this success,
the Administration is setting a new goal: Efficiency standards for appliances and federal
buildings set in the first and second terms combined will reduce carbon pollution by at
least 3 billion metric tons cumulatively by 2030 — equivalent to nearly one-half of the
carbon pollution from the entire U.S. energy sector for one year — while continuing to cut
families’ energy bills.

Reducing Barriers to Investment in Energy Efficiency: Encrgy efficiency upgrades
bring significant cost savings, but upfront costs act as a barrier to more widespread
investment, In response, the Administration is committing to a number of new executive
actions. As soon as this fall, the Department of Agriculture’s Rural Utilities Service will
finalize a proposed update to its Energy Efficiency and Conservation Loan Program to
provide up to $250 million for rural utilities to finance efficiency investments by
businesses and homeowners across rural America. The Department is also streamlining
its Rural Energy for America program to provide grants and loan guarantees directly to
agricultural producers and rural small businesses for energy efficiency and renewable
energy systems.

In addition, the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s efforts include a $23
million Multifamily Energy Innovation Fund designed to enable affordable housing
providers, technology firms, academic institutions, and philanthropic organizations to test
new approaches to deliver cost-effective residential energy. In order to advance ongoing
efforts and bring stakeholders together, the Federal Housing Administration will convene
representatives of the lending community and other key stakeholders for a mortgage
roundtable in July to identify options for factoring energy efficiency into the mortgage
underwriting and appraisal process upon sale or refinancing of new or existing homes.

- Expanding the President’s Better Buildings Challenge: The Better Buildings

Challenge, focused on helping American commercial and industrial buildings become at
least 20 percent more energy efficient by 2020, is already showing results. More than 120
diverse organizations, representing over 2 billion square fect are on track to meet the
2020 goal: cutting energy use by an average 2.5 percent annually, equivalent to about $58
million in energy savings per year. To continue this success, the Administration will
expand the program to muitifamily housing — partnering both with private and affordable

9
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building owners and public housing agencies to cut energy waste. In addition, the
Administration is launching the Better Buildings Accelerators, a new track that will
support and encourage adoption of State and local policies to cut energy waste, building
on the momentum of ongoing efforts at that level.

IV.  Reducing Other Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Curbing Emissions of Hydrofluorocarbons: Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), which are primarily

used for refrigeration and air conditioning, are potent greenhouse gases. In the United States,
emissions of HFCs are expected to ncarly triple by 2030, and double from current levels of 1.5
percent of greenhouse gas emissions to 3 percent by 2020.

To reduce emissions of HFCs, the United States can and will lead both through international
diplomacy as well as domestic actions. In fact, the Administration has alrcady acted by including
a flexible and powerful incentive in the fuel economy and carbon pollution standards for cars and
trucks to encourage automakers to reduce HFC leakage and transition away from the most potent
HFCs in vehicle air conditioning systems. Moving forward, the Environmental Protection
Agency will use its authority through the Significant New Alternatives Policy Program to
encourage private sector investment in low-emissions technology by identifying and approving
climate-friendly chemicals while prohibiting certain uses of the most harmful chemical
alternatives. In addition, the President has directed his Administration to purchase cleaner
alternatives to HFCs whenever feasible and transition over time to equipment that uses safer and
more sustainable alternatives.

Reducing Methane Emissions; Curbing emissions of methane is critical to our overall effort to

address global climate change. Methane currently accounts for roughly 9 percent of domestic
greenhouse gas emissions and has a global warming potential that is more than 20 times greater
than carbon dioxide. Notably, since 1990, methane emissions in the United States have decreased
by 8 percent. This has occurred in part through partnerships with industry, both at home and
abroad, in which we have demonstrated that we have the technology to deliver emissions
reductions that benefit both our economy and the environment. To achieve additional progress,
the Administration will:

« Developing an Interagency Mcthane Strategy: The Environmenta] Protection Agency
and the Departments of Agriculture, Energy, Interior, Labor, and Transportation will
develop a comprehensive, interagency methane strategy. The group will focus on
assessing current emissions data, addressing data gaps, identifying technologies and best
practices for reducing emissions, and identifying existing authorities and incentive-based
opportunities to reduce methane emissions.

« Pursuing a Collaborative Approach to Reducing Emissions: Across the economy,
there are multiple sectors in which methane emissions can be reduced, from coal mines
and landfills to agriculture and oil and gas development. For example, in the agricultural
sector, over the last three years, the Environmental Protection Agency and the
Department of Agriculture have worked with the dairy industry to increase the adoption
of methane digesters through loans, incentives, and other assistance. In addition, when it
comes to the oil and gas sector, investments to build and upgrade gas pipelines will not
only put more Americans to work, but also reduce emissions and enhance economic
productivity. For example, as part of the Administration’s effort to improve federal

10
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permitting for infrastructure projects, the interagency Bakken Federal Executive Group is
working with industry, as well as state and tribal agencies, to advance the production of
oil and gas in the Bakken while helping to reduce venting and flaring. Moving forward,
as part of the effort to develop an interagency methane strategy, the Obama
Administration will work collaboratively with state governments, as well as the private
sector, to reduce emissions across multiple sectors, improve air quality, and achieve
public health and economic benefits.

Preserving the Role of Forests jn Mitigating Climate Change: America’s forests play a

critical role in addressing carbon pollution, removing nearly 12 percent of total U.S. greenhouse
gas emissions each year, In the face of a changing climate and increased risk of wildfire,
drought, and pests, the capacity of our forests to absorb carbon is diminishing. Pressures to
develop forest lands for urban or agricultural uses also contribute to the decline of forest carbon
sequestration. Conservation and sustainable management can help to ensure our forests continue
to remove carbon from the atmosphere while also improving soil and water quality, reducing
wildfire risk, and otherwise managing forests to be more resilient in the fact of climate change.
The Administration is working to identify new approaches to protect and restore our forests, as
well as other critical landscapes including grasslands and wetlands, in the face of a changing
climate.

V. Leading at the Federal Level

Leading in Clean Energy; President Obama believes that the federal government must be a
leader in clean energy and energy efficiency. Under the Obama Administration, federal agencies
have reduced greenhouse gas emissions by more than 15 percent — the equivalent of permanently
taking 1.5 million cars off the road. To build on this record, the Administration is establishing a
new goal: The federal government will consume 20 percent of its electricity from renewable
sources by 2020 ~ more than double the current goal of 7.5 percent. In addition, the federal
government will continue to pursue greater energy efficiency that reduces greenhouse gas
emissions and saves taxpayer dollars.

Federal Government Leadership in Energy Efficiency: On December 2, 2011, President

Obama signed a memorandum entitled “Implementation of Energy Savings Projects and
Performance-Based Contracting for Energy Savings,” challenging federal agencies, in support of
the Better Buildings Challenge, to enter into $2 billion worth of performance-based contracts
within two years. Performance contracts drive economic development, utilize private sector
innovation, and increase efficiency at minimum costs to the taxpayer, while also providing long-
term savings in energy costs. Federal agencies have committed to a pipeline of nearly $2.3
billion from over 300 reported projects. In coming months, the Administration will take a
number of actions to strengthen efforts to promote energy cfficiency, including through
performance contracting. For example, in order to increase access to capital markets for
investments in energy efficiency, the Administration will initiate a partnership with the private
sector to work towards a standardized contract to finance federal investments in energy
efficiency. Going forward, agencies will also work together to synchronize building codes —
leveraging those policies to improve the efficiency of federally owned and supported building
stock. Finally, the Administration will leverage the “Green Button” standard — which aggregates
energy data in a secure, easy to use format — within federal facilities to increase their ability to
manage energy consumption, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and meet sustainability goals.
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PREPARE THE UNITED STATES FOR THE IMPACTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE

As we act to curb the greenhouse gas pollution that is driving climate change, we must also
prepare for the impacts that are too late to avoid. Across America, states, cities, and communities
are taking steps to protect themselves by updating building codes, adjusting the way they manage
natural resources, investing in more resilient infrastructure, and planning for rapid recovery from
damages that nonetheless occur. The federal government has an important role to play in
supporting community-based preparedness and resilience efforts, establishing policies that
promote preparedness, protecting critical infrastructure and public resources, supporting science
and research germane to preparedness and resilience, and ensuring that federal operations and
facilities continue to protect and serve citizens in a changing climate.

The Obama Administration has been working to strengthen America’s climate resilience since its
earliest days. Shortly after coming into office, President Obama established an Interagency
Climate Change Adaptation Task Force and, in October 2009, the President signed an Executive
Order directing it to recommend ways federal policies and programs can better prepare the
Nation for change. In May 2010, the Task Force hosted the first National Climate Adaptation
Summit, convening local and regional stakeholders and decision-makers to identify challenges
and opportunities for collaborative action.

In February 2013, federal agencies released Climate Change Adaptation Plans for the first time,
outlining strategies to protect their operations, missions, and programs from the effects of
climate change. The Department of Transportation, for example, is developing guidance for
incorporating climate change and extreme weather event considerations into coastal highway
projects, and the Department of Homeland Security is evaluating the challenges of changing
conditions in the Arctic and along our Nation’s borders. Agencies have also partnered with
communities through targeted grant and technical-assistance programs—for example, the
Environmental Protection Agency is working with low-lying communities in North Carolina to
assess the vulnerability of infrastructure investments to sea level rise and identify solutions to
reduce risks. And the Administration has continued, through the U.S. Global Change Research
Program, to support science and monitoring to expand our understanding of climate change and
its impacts.

Going forward, the Administration will expand these efforts into three major, interrelated
initiatives to better prepare America for the impacts of climate change:

I Building Stronger and Safer Communities and Infrastructure

By necessity, many states, cities, and communities are already planning and preparing for the
impacts of climate change. Hospitals must build capacity to serve patients during more frequent
heat waves, and urban planners must plan for the severe storms that infrastructure will need to
withstand. Promoting on-the-ground planning and resilient infrastructure will be at the core of
our work to strengthen America’s communities. Specific actions will include:

in i limg ili : The President will direct
federal agencies to identify and remove barriers to making climate-resilient investments; identify
and remove counterproductive policies that increase vulnerabilities; and encourage and support
smatter, more resilient investments, including through agency grants, technical assistance, and
other programs, in sectors from transportation and water management to conservation and
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disaster relief. Agencies will also be directed to ensure that climate risk-management
considerations are fully integrated into fedcral infrastructure and natural resource management
planning. To begin meeting this challenge, the Environmental Protection Agency is committing
to integrate considerations of climate change impacts and adaptive measures into major
programs, including its Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Funds and grants for
brownfields cleanup, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development is already
requiring grant recipients in the Hurricane Sandy-affected region to take sea-level rise into
account.

Establishing ate. Local. and Tribal Leaders Task Force on Clima reparedness: To
help agencies meet the above directive and to enhance local efforts to protect communities, the
President will establish a short-term task force of state, local, and tribal officials to advise on key
actions the federal government can take to better support local preparedness and resilience-
building efforts. The task force will provide recommendations on removing barriers to resilient
investments, modernizing grant and loan programs to better support local efforts, and developing

information and tools to better serve communities.

Supporting Communities as they Prepare for Climate Impacts: Federal agencies will

continue to provide targeted support and assistance to help communities prepare for climate-
change impacts. For example, throughout 2013, the Department of Transportation’s Federal
Highway Administration is working with 19 state and regional partners and other federal
agencies to test approaches for assessing local transportation infrastructure vuinerability to
climate change and extreme weather and for improving resilience. The Administration will
continue to assist tribal communities on preparedness through the Bureau of Indian Affairs,
including through pilot projects and by supporting participation in federal initiatives that assess
climate change vulnerabilities and develop regional solutions. Through annual federal agency
“Environmental Justice Progress Reports,” the Administration will continue to identity
innovative ways to help our most vulnerabie communitics prepare for and recover from the
impacts of climate change. The importance of critical infrastructure independence was brought
home in the Sandy response. The Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Department
of Energy are working with the private sector to address simultaneous restoration of electricity
and fuels supply.

Boosting the Resilience of Buildings and Infrastructure: The National Institute of Standards

and Technology will convene a panel on disaster-resilience standards to develop a
comprehensive, community-based resilience framework and provide guidelines for consistently
safe buildings and infrastructure — products that can inform the development of private-sector
standards and codes. In addition, building on federal agencies™ “Climate Change Adaptation
Plans,” the Administration will continue efforts to increase the resilience of federal facilities and
infrastructure. The Department of Defense, for example, is assessing the relative vulnerability of
its coastal facilities to climate change. In addition, the President’s FY 2014 Budget proposes
$200 million through the Transportation Leadership Awards program for Climate Ready
Infrastructure in communities that build enhanced preparedness into their planning efforts, and
that have proposed or are ready to break ground on infrastructure projects, including transit and
rail, to improve resilience.

ildi i i : In August 2013, President Obama’s
Hurricance Sandy Rebuilding Task Force will deliver to the President a rebuilding strategy to be
implemented in Sandy-affected regions and establishing precedents that can be followed
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elsewhere. The Task Force and federal agencies are also piloting new ways to support resilience
in the Sandy-affected region; the Task Force, for example, is hosting a regional “Rebuilding by
Design™ competition to generate innovative solutions to enhance resilience. In the transportation
sector, the Department of Transportation’s Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is dedicating
$5.7 billion to four of the area’s most impacted transit agencies, of which $1.3 billion will be
allocated to locally prioritized projects to make transit systems more resilient to future disasters.
FTA will also develop a competitive process for additional funding to identify and support
larger, stand-alone resilience projects in the impacted region. To build coastal resilience, the
Department of the Interior will launch a $100 million competitive grant program to foster
partnerships and promote resilient natural systems while enhancing green spaces and wildlife
habitat near urban populations. An additional $250 miilion will be allocated to support projects
for coastal restoration and resilience across the region. Finally, with partners, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers is conducting a $20 million study to identify strategies to reduce the
vulnerability of Sandy-affected coastal communities to future large-scale flood and storm events,
and the National Qceanic and Atmospheric Administration will strengthen long-term coastal
observations and provide technical assistance to coastal communities.

II. Protecting our Economy and Natural Resources

Climate change is affecting nearly every aspect of our society, from agriculture and tourism to
the health and safety of our citizens and natural resources. To help protect critical sectors, while
also targeting hazards that cut across sectors and regions, the Administration will mount a set of
sector- and hazard-specific efforts to protect our country’s vital assets, to include:

Identifving Vulnerabilities of Kev Sectors to Climate Change: The Department of Energy

will soon release an assessment of climate-change impacts on the energy sector, including
power-plant disruptions due to drought and the disruption of fuel supplies during severe storms,
as well as potential opportunities to make our energy infrastructure more resilient to these risks.
In 2013, the Department of Agriculture and Department of the Interior released several studies
outlining the challenges a ehanging climate poses for America’s agricultural enterprise, forests,
water supply, wildlife, and public lands. This year and next, federal agencies will report on the
impacts of climate change on other key sectors and strategies to address them, with priority
efforts focusing on health, transportation, food supplies, oceans, and coastal communities.

Prometing Resilience in the Health Sector: The Department of Health and Human Services

will faunch an effort to create sustainable and resilient hospitals in the face of climate change.
Through a public-private partnership with the healthcare industry, it will identify best practices
and provide guidance on affordable measures to ensure that our medical system is resilient to
climate impacts. It will also collaborate with partner agencies to share best practices among
federal health facilities. And, building on lessons from pilot projects underway in 16 states, it
will help train public-health professionals and community leaders to prepare their communities
for the health consequences of climate change, including through effective communication of
health risks and resilience measures.

Promoting Insurance Leadership for Climate Safety: Recognizing the critical role that the

private sector plays in insuring assets and enabling rapid recovery after disasters, the
Administration will convene representatives from the insurance industry and other stakeholders
to explore best practices for private and public insurers to manage their own processes and
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investments to account for climate change risks and incentivize policy holders to take steps to
reduce their exposure to these risks.

Conserving Land and Water Resources: America’s ecosystems are critical to our nation’s

economy and the lives and health of our citizens. These natural resources can also help
ameliorate the impacts of climate change, if they are properly protected. The Administration has
invested significantly in conserving relevant ecosystems, including working with Guif State
partners after the Deepwater Horizon spill to enhance barrier islands and marshes that protect
communities from severe storms. The Administration is also implementing climate-adaptation
strategies that promote resilience in fish and wildlife populations, forests and other plant
communities, freshwater resources, and the ocean. Building on these efforts, the President is also
directing federal agencics to identify and evaluatc additional approaches to improve our natural
defenses against extreme weather, protect biodiversity and conserve natural resources in the face
of a changing climatc, and manage our public lands and natural systems to store more carbon.

Maintaining Agricultural Sustainability: Building on the existing network of federal climate-

science research and action centers, the Department of Agriculture is creating seven new
Regional Climate Hubs to deliver tailored, scicnce-based knowledge to farmers, ranchers, and
forest landowners. These hubs will work with universities and other partners, including the
Department of the Interior and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, to support
climate resilience. Its Natural Resources Conservation Service and the Department of the
Interior’s Bureau of Reclamation are also providing grants and technical support to agricultural
water users for more water-efficient practices in the face of drought and long-term climate
change.

Managing Drought: Leveraging the work of the National Disaster Recovery Framework for
drought, the Administration will launch a cross-agency National Drought Resilience Partnership
as a “front door” for communities seeking help to prepare for future droughts and reduce drought
impacts. By linking information (monitoring, forecasts, outlooks, and early warnings) with
drought preparedness and longer-term resitience strategies in critical sectors, this effort will help
communities manage drought-related risks.

Reducing Wildfire Risks: With tribes, states, and local governments as partners, the

Administration has worked to make landscapes more resistant to wildfires, which are
exacerbated by heat and drought conditions resulting from climate change. Federal agencies will
expand and prioritize forest and rangeland restoration efforts in order to make natural areas and
communities less vulnerable to catastrophic fire. The Department of the Intcrior and Department
of Agriculture, for example, are launching a Western Watershed Enhancement Partnership —a
pilot effort in five western states to reduce wildfire risk by removing extra brush and other
flammable vegetation around critical areas such as water reservoirs,

in, ; To ensure that projects funded with taxpayer dollars last as long
as intended, federal agencies will update their flood-risk reduction standards for federaily funded
projects to reflect a consistent approach that accounts for sea-level rise and other factors
affecting flood risks. This effort will incorporate the most recent science on expected rates of
sea-level rise (which vary by region) and build on work done by the Hurricane Sandy Rebuilding
Task Force, which announced in April 2013 that all federally funded Sandy-related rebuilding
projects must meet a consistent flood risk reduction standard that takes into account increased
risk from extreme weather events, sea-level rise, and other impacts of climate change.
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HI.  Using Sound Science to Manage Climate Impacts

Scientific data and insights are essential to help government officials, communities, and
businesses better understand and manage the risks associated with climate change. The
Administration will continue to lead in advancing the science of climate measurement and
adaptation and the development of tools for climate-relevant decision-making by focusing on
increasing the availability, accessibility, and utility of relevant scientific tools and information.
Specific actions will include:

Developing Actionable Climate Science; The President’s Fiscal Year 2014 Budget provides
more than $2.7 billion, largely through the 13-agency U.S. Global Change Research Program, to
increase understanding of climate-change impacts, establish a public-private partnership to
explore risk and catastrophe modeling, and develop the information and tools needed by
decision-makers to respond to both long-term climate change impacts and near-term effects of
extreme weather,

i i - in i : In the spring of 2014, the Obama
Administration will release the third U.S. National Climate Assessment, highlighting new
advances in our understanding of climate-change impacts across al regions of the United States
and on critical sectors of the economy, including transportation, energy, agriculture, and
ecosystems and biodiversity. For the first time, the National Climate Assessment will focus not
only on dissemination of scientific information but also on translating scientific insights into
practical, useable knowledge that can help decision-makers anticipate and preparc for specific
climate-change impacts.

Launching a Climate Data Initiative; Consistent with the President’s May 2013 Executive

Order on Open Data — and recognizing that freely available open government data can fuel
entrepreneurship, innovation, scientific discovery, and public benefits — the Administration is
launching a Climate Data Initiative to leverage extensive federal climatc-rclevant data to
stimulate innovation and private-sector cntreprencurship in support of national climate-change
preparedness.

Providing a Toolkit for Climate Resilience: Federal agencies will create a virtual climate-

resilience toolkit that centralizes access to data-driven resilience tools, services, and best
practices, including those developed through the Climate Data Initiative. The toolkit will provide
easy access to existing resources as well as new tools, including: interactive sea-level rise maps
and a sea-level-rise calculator to aid post-Sandy rebuilding in New York and New Jersey, new
NOAA storm surge models and interactive maps from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration that provide risk information by combining tidal data, projectcd sea levels and
storm wave heights, a web-based tool that will allow developers to integrate NASA climate
imagery into websites and mobile apps, access to the U.S. Geological Survey’s “visualization
tool” to assess the amount of carbon absorbed by landscapes, and a Stormwater Calculator and
Climatc Assessment Tool developed to help local governments assess stormwater-control
measures undcr different precipitation and temperature scenarios.
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LEAD INTERNATIONAL EFFORTS TO ADDRESS GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE

The Obama Administration is working to build on the actions that it is taking domestically to
achieve significant global greenhouse gas emission reductions and enhance climate preparedness
through major international initiatives focused on spurring concrete action, including bilateral
initiatives with China, India, and other major emitting countries. These initiatives not only serve
to support the efforts of the United States and others to achieve our goals for 2020, but also will
help us move beyond those and bend the post-2020 global emissions trajectory further. As a key
part of this effort, we are also working intensively to forge global responses to climate change
through a number of important international negotiations, including the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change.

L Working with Other Countries to Take Action to Address Climate Change
Enbancing Multilateral Engagement with Major Economies: In 2009, President Obama

launched the Major Economies Forum on Energy and Climate, a high-level forum that brings
together 17 countries that account for approximately 75 percent of global greenhouse gas
emissions, in order to support the international climate negotiations and spur cooperative action
to combat climate change. The Forum has been successful on both fronts — having contributcd
significantly to progress in the broader negotiations while also launching the Clean Energy
Ministerial to catalyze the development and deployment of clean energy and cfficiency solutions.
We are proposing that the Forum build on these efforts by launching a major initiative this year
focused on further accelerating efficiency gains in the buildings sector, which accounts for
approximately one-third of global carbon pollutions from the energy sector.

Expanding Bilateral Cooperation with jor Emerging Economies:

From the outset, the Obama Administration has sought to intensify bilateral climate cooperation
with key major emerging economies, through initiatives like the U.S.-China Clean Energy
Research Center, the U.S.-India Partnership to Advance Clean Energy, and the Strategic Energy
Dialogue with Brazil,

We will be building on these successes and finding new areas for cooperation in the second term,
and we are already making progress: Just this month, President Obama and President Xi Jinping
of China reached an historic agreement at their first summit to work to use the expertise and
institutions of the Montreal Protocol to phase down the consumption and production of HFCs, a
highly potent greenhouse gas. The impact of phasing out HFCs by 2050 would be equivalent to
the elimination of two years® worth of greenhouse gas emissions from all sources.

ri-Li i 1 : Pollutants such as methane, black carbon, and
many HFCs are relatively short-lived in the atmosphere, but have more potent greenhouse effects
than carbon dioxide. In February 2012, the United States launched the Climate and Clean Air
Coalition to Reduce Short-Lived Climate Pollution, which has grown to include more than 30
country partners and other key partners such as the World Bank and the U.N. Environment
Programme. Major efforts include reducing methane and black carbon from waste and landfills,
We are also leading through the Global Methane Initiative, which works with 42 partner
countries and an extensive network of over 1,100 private sector participants to reduce methane
emissions.
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Reducing Emissions from Deforestation and Forest Degradation; Greenhouse gas emissions

from deforestation, agriculture, and other land use constitute approximately one-third of global
emissions. In some developing countries, as much as 80 percent of these emissions come from
the land sector. To meet this challenge, the Obama Administration is working with partner
countries to put in place the systems and institutions necessary to significantly reduce global
land-use-related emissions, creating new models for rural development that generate climate
benefits, while conserving biodivcrsity, protecting watersheds, and improving livelihoods.

In 2012 alone, the U.S. Agency for International Development’s bilateral and regional forestry
programs contributed to reducing more than 140 million tons of carbon dioxide emissions,
including through support for multilateral initiatives such as the Forest Investment Program and
the Forest Carbon Partnership Facility. In Indoncsia, the Millennium Challenge Corporation is
funding a five-year “Green Prosperity” program that supports environmentally sustainable, low
carbon economic development in selcct districts.

The Obama Administration is also working to address agriculture-driven deforestation through
initiatives such as the Tropical Forest Alliance 2020, which brings together governments, the
private sector, and civil society to reduce tropical deforestation related to key agricultural
commodities, which we will build upon.

; Roughly 84 percent of current carbon
dioxide emissions are energy-related and about 65 percent of all greenhouse gas emissions can
be attributed to energy supply and energy use. The Obama Administration has promoted the
expansion of renewable, clean, and cfficient energy sources and technologies worldwide
through:

= Financing and regulatory support for renewable and clcan energy projects

« Actions to promote fuel switching from oil and coal to natural gas or renewables
= Support for the safc and secure use of nuclear power

« Cooperation on clean coal technologies

= Programs to improve and disseminate energy efficient technologies

In the past three years we have reached agreements with more than 20 countries around the
world, including Mexico, South Africa, and Indonesia, to support low emission development
strategics that help countrics to identify the best ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions while
growing their economies. Among the many initiatives that we have launched are:

« The U.S. Africa Clean Energy Finance Initiative, which aligns grant-based assistance
with project planning expertise from the U.S. Trade and Development Agency and
financing and risk mitigation tools from the U.S. Overseas Private Investment
Corporation to unlock up to $1 billion in clean energy financing,

* The U.S.-Asia Pacific Comprehensive Energy Partnership, which has identified $6 billion
in U.S. export credit and government financing to promote clean encrgy development in
the Asia-Pacific region.

Looking ahead, we will target these and other resources towards greater penetration of
renewables in the global energy mix on both a small and large scale, including through our
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participation in the Sustainable Energy for All Initiative and accelerating the commercialization
of renewable mini-grids. These efforts include:

» Natural Gas. Burning natural gas is about one-half as carbon-intensive as coal, which
can make it a critical “bridge fuel” for many countries as the world transitions to even
cleaner sources of energy. Toward that end, the Obama Administration is partnering with
states and private companies to exchange lessons learned with our international partners
on responsible development of natural gas resources. We have launched the
Unconventional Gas Technical Engagement Program to share best practices on issues
such as water management, methane emissions, air quality, permitting, contracting, and
pricing to help increase global gas supplies and facilitate development of the associated
infrastructure that brings them to market. Going forward, we will promote fuel-switching
from coal to gas for electricity production and encourage the development of a global
market for gas. Since heavy-duty vehicles are expected to account for 40 percent of
increased oil use through 2030, we will encourage the adoption of heavy duty natural gas
vehicles as well.

= Nuclear Power. The United States will continue to promote the safe and secure use of
nuclear power worldwide through a variety of bilateral and multilateral engagements. For
example, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission advises international partners on
safety and regulatory best practices, and the Department of Energy works with
international partners on research and development, nuclear waste and storage, training,
regulations, quality control, and comprehensive fuel leasing options. Going forward, we
will expand these efforts to promote nuclear energy generation consistent with
maximizing safety and nonproliferation goals.

« Clean Coal. The United States works with China, India, and other countries that
currently rely heavily on eoal for power generation to advance the development and
deployment of clean coal technologies. In addition, the U.S. leads the Carbon
Sequestration Leadership Forum, which engages 23 other countries and economies on
carbon capture and sequestration technologies. Going forward, we will continue to use
these bilateral and multilateral efforts to promote clean coal technologies.

» Energy Efficiency. The Obama Administration has aggressively promoted energy
¢fficiency through the Cican Energy Ministerial and key bilateral programs. The cost-
effective opportunities are enormous: The Ministerial’ s Super-Efficient Equipment and
Appliance Deployment Initiative and its Global Superior Energy Performance
Partnership are helping to accelerate the global adoption of standards and practices that
would cut energy waste equivalent to more than 650 mid-size power plants by 2030. We
will work to expand these efforts focusing on several critical areas, including: improving
building efficiency, reducing energy consumption at water and wastewater treatment
facilities, and expanding global appliance standards.

Negotiating Global Free Trade in Environmental Goods and Services: The U.S, will work

with trading partners to launch negotiations at the World Trade Organization towards global free
trade in environmental goods, including clean energy technologies such as solar, wind, hydro and
geothermal. The U.S. will build on the consensus it recently forged among the 21 Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) economies in this area. In 2011, APEC economies agreed to
reduce tariffs to 5 percent or less by 2015 on a negotiated list of 54 environmental goods. The
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APEC list will serve as a foundation for a global agreement in the WTO, with participating
countries expanding the scope by adding products of interest. Over the next year, we will work
towards securing participation of countries which account for 90 percent of global trade in
environmental goods, representing roughly $481 billion in annual environmental goods trade.
We will also work in the Trade in Services Agreement negotiations towards achieving free trade
in environmental services.

Jie e " els: The
Intematlonal Encrgy Agency estlmates that the phase out of fossnl fuel substdles —which amount
to more than $500 billion annually — would lead to a 10 percent reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions below business as usual by 2050. At thc 2009 G-20 meeting in Pittsburgh, the United
States successfully advocated for a commitment to phase out these subsidies, and we have since
won similar commitments in other fora such as APEC. President Obama is calling for the
elimination of U.S. fossil fuel tax subsidies in his Fiscal Year (FY) 2014 budget, and we will
continue to collaborate with partners around the world toward this goal.

: al S¢ 1 ards g ergy; Under this
Admlmstratlon the United Slatcs has successful y moblhzed billions of dotlars for clean energy
investments in developing countries, helping to accelerate their transition to a green, low-carbon
economy. Building on these successes, the President calls for an end to U.S. government support
for public financing of new coal plants overseas, except for (a) the most efficient coal technology
available in the world’s poorest countries in cases where no other economically feasible
alternative exists, or (b) facilities deploying carbon capture and sequestration technologies. As
part of this new commitment, we will work actively to secure the agreement of other countries
and the muitilateral development banks to adopt similar policies as soon as possible.

Strengthening Global Resilience to Climate Change; Failing to prepare adequately for the
impacts of climate change that can no longer be avoided will put millions of people at risk,
jeopardizing important development gains, and increasing the security risks that stem from
climate change. That is why the Obama Administration has made historic investments in
bolstering the capacity of countries to respond to climate-change risks. Going forward, we will
continue to:

» Strengthen government and local community planning and response capacities, such as
by increasing water storage and water use efficiency to cope with the increased
variability in water supply

= Develop innovative financial risk management tools such as index insurance to help
smaltholder farmers and pastoralists manage risk associated with changing rainfall
patterns and drought

= Distribute drought-resistant seeds and promote management practices that increase
farmers' ability to cope with climate impacts.

Mobilizing Climate Finance: International climate finance is an important tool in our efforts to

promote low-emissions, climate-resilient development. We have fulfilled our joint developed
country commitment from the Copenhagen Accord to provide approximately $30 billion of
climate assistance to developing countries over FY 2010-FY 2012. The United States contributed
approximately $7.5 billion to this effort over the three year period. Going forward, we will seek
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to build on this progress as well as focus our efforts on combining our public resources with
smart policies to mobilize much farger flows of private investment in low-emissions and climate
resilient infrastructure.

11 Leading Efforts to Address Climate Change through International Negotiations

The United States has made historic progress in the international climate negotiations during the
past four years. At the Copenhagen Conference of the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC) in 2009, President Obama and other world leaders agreed for the
first time that all major countries, whether developed or developing, would implement targets or
actions to limit greenhouse emissions, and do so under a new regime of international
transparency. And in 2011, at the year-end climate meeting in Durban, we achieved another
breakthrough: Countries agreed to negotiate a new agreement by the end of 2015 that would
have equal legal force and be applicable to all countries in the period after 2020. This was an
important step beyond the previous legal agreement, the Kyoto Protocol, whose core obligations
applied to developed countries, not to China, India, Brazil or other emerging countries.

The 2015 climate conference is slated to play a critical role in defining a post-2020 trajectory.
We will be seeking an agreement that is ambitious, inclusive and flexible. It needs to be
ambitious to meet the scale of the challenge facing us. It needs to be inclusive because there is
no way to meet that challenge unless atl countrics step up and play their part. And it needs to be
flexible because there are many differently situated parties with their own needs and imperatives,
and those differences will have to be accommodated in smart, practical ways.

At the same time as we work toward this outcome in the UNFCCC context, we are making
progress in a varicty of other important negotiations as well. At the Montreal Protocol, we are
leading efforts in support of an amendment that would phase down HFCs; at the International
Maritime Organization, we have agreed to and are now implementing the first-ever sector-wide,
internationally applicable energy efficiency standards; and at the International Civil Aviation
Organization, we have ambitious aspirational emissions and energy cfficiency targets and are
working towards agreement to develop a comprehensive global approach.
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FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN HENRY A. WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
CHAIRMAN RANKING MEMBER

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS

Congress of the United States

Bouse of Representatibes

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Ravsurn House Orsice BuiLoivg
WasningTon, DC 205156115

Majortty (202) 225.2927
Minority (202 226-3641

August 6, 2013

Major General Charles F. Bolden, Jr.
Administrator

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
NASA Headquarters, Suite SK39

‘Washington, D.C. 20546

Dear Administrator Bolden:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you ot your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S, climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, gnd to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and intemational activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, 1 request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activitics undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012,

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

Sincerely,

/5%6«*

Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A, Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN

CHAIRMAN
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Congress of the United States
Tbousge of Representatibes
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Ravauan House Orsice Bubing
WasHingTon, DC 20515-6115
Majarity (202} 225-2927
Minority 1202} 225-3641
August 6, 2013
The Honorable Anthony Foxx
Secretary
U.S. Department of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Avenue, S.E.

Washington, D.C. 20590

Dear Secretary Foxx:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013, To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 am. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal govemment’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency's written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005,
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

{8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate Cover.

Sincerely,

/54/;é~

Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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HENRY A, WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
RANKING MEMBER
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CHAIRMAN
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Congress of the United States
#Bouse of Repregentativey
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Ravsuan House Orrce Buioing
WasHingTon, DC 20515-6116
Majority {202} 2262827
Minorty {2023 225-3641
August 6, 2013
The Honorable Chuck Hagel
Secretary
U.8. Department of Defense
1400 Defense Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Secretary Hagel:

The Committec on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013, To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a heating of the Committee on: Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. ¢limate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

{3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Tdentify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) 1dentify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012,

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21,2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Commiitee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

Sincerely,

/54/6‘

Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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Congress of the United States

Houge of Repregentatives

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Ravsurn House Orrice Buoing
Wasninaton, DC 20515-6115

Majority {207} 228-2927
Minonity {202} 225-3841

August 6, 2013

Mr. Fred P. Hochberg

Chairman and President

Export-Import Bank of the United States
811 Vermont Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20571

Dear Mr. Hochberg:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is condueting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 23, 2013, To assist the Committee and
1o provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Raybum House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements, In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies,

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided

under separate cover.
Sincerely,
Ed Whitfield

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

¢cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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HENRY A, WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
RANKING MEMBER
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CHAIRMAN
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WasHingTon, DC 20515-6115

Majarity 1202} 225-2027
Minority {202} 225-3641

August 6, 2013

Dr, John P. Holdren

Director

Office of Science and Technology Policy
Eisenhower Executive Office Building
1650 Pennsylvania Avenuoe

Washington, D.C. 20504

Dear Dr. Holdren:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013, To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency's written testimony, I request that you include the following information;

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

{2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005,

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order,

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

Sincerely,

ot iy

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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Congress of the Anited States
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Majority {202 225-2927
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August 6, 2013

The Honorable Sally Jewell
Secretary

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Secretary Jewell:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan refeased on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Raybum House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Admunistration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

{1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

{2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify ail climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided

under separate cover.
Sincerely,

/:/’A/;é‘

Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommitte¢ on Energy and Power
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August 6, 2013

The Honorable John Kerry
Secretary

U.S. Department of State
2201 C Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary Kerry:

The Committee ont Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Adrministration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, [ write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Compmittee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitied “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change

Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

{3) Identify all climate chenge related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

ﬁg v
Ed Whitfield
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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August 6, 2013

The Honorable Gina McCarthy
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Administrator McCarthy:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the Pregident’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies,

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) 1dentify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012,

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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August 6, 2013

The Honorable Emest J. Moniz
Secretary

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Secretary Moniz:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 am. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you inciude the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by

your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

Sincerely,

/:/)A/é‘

Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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August 6, 2013

The Honorable Kathieen Sebelius

Secretary

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Avenue, S.W,

Washington, D.C. 20101

Dear Secretary Sebelius:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committes and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Raybum House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

(13 Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or bas participated since
January 2005,
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to

implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided

under separate cover.
Sincerely,
Ed Whitfield

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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August 6, 2013
The Honorable Rajiv Shah
Administrator
U.S. Agency for International Development
Ronald Reagan Building

1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20523

Dear Administrator Shah:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a bearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, | request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related intemational negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

Sincerely,
/c(/, L e )
Ed Whitfield

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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August 6, 2013
Dr. Kathryn Sullivan
Acting Administrator
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
1305 East West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Dr. Sullivan:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight refating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee or Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.8. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agends, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activities,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s written testimony, I request that you include the following information:

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

{2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3 Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and intiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

Sincerely,

oA

d Whitfield
Chaiman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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August 5, 2013

The Honorable Tom Vilsack
Secretary

U.S. Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Secretary Vilsack:

The Committee on Energy and Commerce is conducting oversight relating to the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including the actions identified
in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013. To assist the Committee and
to provide specific information about your agency’s climate-related activities, I write to request
that you or your designee testify on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:00 a.m. in 2123
Rayburn House Office Building, at a hearing of the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

At the hearing, we seek to hear from relevant Federal agencies about U.S. climate change
policies and the Administration’s second term climate agenda, and to obtain fuller information
regarding the Federal government’s past, current, and planned domestic and international activitics,
climate research programs, initiatives, and new regulatory requirements. In preparing your
agency’s wriiten testimony, I request that you include the following information;

(1) Describe the climate change related research and technology programs or activities engaged
in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(2) Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

(3) Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005.
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(4) Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts of
climate change or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistance distributed by
your agency, if any, since January 2005.

(5) Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

(6) Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has previously participated,
and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

(7) Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012.

(8) Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency to
implementing this executive order.

(9) Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or confractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
August 21, 2013, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927.
Additional instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided
under separate cover.

?2 v
Ed Whitfield

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Henry A, Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Energy and Commerce
The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member, Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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September 4, 2013

Major General Charles F. Bolden, Ir.
Administrator

National Aeronautics and Space Administration
NASA Headquarters, Suite 5K39

Washington, D.C. 20546

Dear Administrator Bolden:

On August 6, 2013, T wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities,

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. I write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
cover.

ASEICC}'
Ed Whitfield
Chairman

Subcommittec on Energy and Power
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commetce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommiittee on Energy and Power



88

HENRY AL WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
RANKING MEMBER

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS

Congress of the TUnited States

Touse of Representatibey

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Ravsukn House Orrice Buoina
Wasmnoron, DC 20615-6115

It

September 4, 2013

The Honorable Anthony Foxx
Secretary

U.S. Depariment of Transportation
1200 New Jersey Avenue, S.E,
Washington, D.C. 20590

Dear Secretary Foxx:

On August 6, 2013, T wrote to request that your agency testify before the Comunitiee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned elimate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony {from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed o testify and has not identified a wimess. 1 write to follow up on the Subcommittes’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
cover.

Sincerely,
Ed Whitfield J
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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September 4, 2013

The Honorable Chuck Hagel
Secretary

U.S. Department of Defense
1400 Defense Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20301

Dear Secretary Hagel:

On August 6, 2013, I wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18,2013, At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. I write to follow up on the Subcommitiee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Piease confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202} 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
cover.

Sincerely,

z/’ A/éy#u

Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommitiee on Energy and Power
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ce: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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September 4, 2013

Mr. Fred P. Hochberg

Chairman and President

Export-Import Bank of the United States
811 Vermont Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20571

Dear Mr. Hochberg:

On August 6, 2013, | wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committes on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Adrministration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your ageney’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. I write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing,

Please confirm your agency's witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
COVEr.

Sincerely,
Ed Whitfield
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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September 4, 2013

Dr. John P. Holdren

Director

Office of Science and Technology Policy
Eisenhower Executive Office Building
1650 Pennsylvania Avenue

Washington, D.C, 20504

Dear Dr. Holdren:

On August 6, 2013, T wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommitiee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. I write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s reques
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
cover.

P V iled
Ed Whitficld
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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September 4, 2013

The Honorable Sally Jewell
Secretary

U.S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Secretary Jewell:

On August 6, 2013, T wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power ata hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommitice requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressionat oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. I write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the heating and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
COVEr.

Sincerely,

7 WA p

Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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September 4, 2013

The Honorabie John Kerry
Secretary

{1.S. Department of State
2201 C Street, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary Kerry:

On August 6, 2013, I wrote fo request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18,2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and ptanned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities,

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is impertant that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. I write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Please confimm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony wiil be provided under separate
cover.

Ed Whitfield
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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September 4, 2013

The Honorable Kathlcen Sebelius

Secretary

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Avenue, S.W.

Washington, D.C, 20101

Dear Secretary Sebelius:

On August 6, 2013, 1 wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce'’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. I write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s request
that your agency testily at the hearing.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no {ater than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
cover.

Sincerely,
Ed Whitfield s
Chairman

Subcommitice on Energy and Power
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The Honorable Kathleen Sebelius
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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FRED U CHIGAR PHONRY ALWAXMAN, CALIFORNIA

FAMKING MEMBER

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS

Congress of the United States

PHouse of Representatives

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Ravsurs House Ornce Bu o
Wastineron, DC 20515-6116

September 4, 2013
The Honorable Rajiv Shah
Adrministrator
11.S. Agency for International Development
Ronald Reagan Building

1300 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C, 20523

Dear Administrator Shah:

On August 6, 2013, T wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan, As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additionat actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. [ write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Please confirm your agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927, Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
COVer.

Sincerely,
Ed Whitfield f
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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ce: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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FRED U TON, M CHIGAN HENEY A, WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA

CHANMAN RANKING MEMBER
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Congress of the Tnited States

ihouse of Representatibes

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Ravsusn House Ossice Burtome
Wastingron, DC 205156115

¢ {2 2252407

it

September 4, 2013

Dr. Kathryn Sullivan

Acting Administrator

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
1303 East West Highway

Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Dr, Sullivan:

On August 6, 2013, I wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduied for September
18,2013, At that hearing, the Subcommittee seeks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what relevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. 1 write to follow up on the Subcommittee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing.

Please confirm your ageney’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Committee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing snd the submission of testimony will be provided under separaie
cover.

Su;w 7‘ ald
Ed Whitfield
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waximan, Ranking Member

Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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FRED UP O, MITHIGAN HENBY A WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
CHAIRMAN RANKING MEMBER
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Conaress of the Tnited States
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September 4, 2013

The Honorable Tom Vilsack
Secretary

U.S. Department of Agriculture
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250

Dear Secretary Vilsack:

On August 6, 2013, 1 wrote to request that your agency testify before the Committee on
Energy and Commerce’s Subcommittee on Energy and Power at a hearing scheduled for September
18, 2013. At that hearing, the Subcommittee secks information and testimony regarding the
Administration’s current and planned climate change activities, including actions identified in the
President’s Climate Action Plan. As stated in the invitation letter, the Subcommittee requests
testimony from either you or a designee regarding your agency’s specific activities.

In view of the broad range of current and planned climate-related activities across federal
agencies and programs, it is important that there be thorough Congressional oversight of these
activities so that Congress and the public can have a full understanding of what refevant agencies are
doing and what additional actions may be undertaken going forward. To date, your agency has not
agreed to testify and has not identified a witness. [ write to follow up on the Subcommitiee’s request
that your agency testify at the hearing,

Piease confirm vour agency’s witness for the September 18, 2013, hearing no later than
September 10, with Nick Abraham of the Majority Comsmittee staff at (202) 225-2927. Additional
instructions relating to the hearing and the submission of testimony will be provided under separate
COVET,

Sincerely,
Ed Whitfield ﬁ

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member
Committee on Energy and Commerce

The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
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THE COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
MEMORANDUM

September 16, 2013

TO: Members, Subcommittee on Energy and Power

FROM: Majority Committee Staff

RE: Hearing on “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change Policies and
Activities”

On Wednesday, September 18, 2013, at 10:15 a.m. in 2123 Rayburn House Office
Building, the Subcommittee on Energy and Power will hold a hearing on “The Obama
Administration’s Climate Change Policies and Activities.” The purpose of this hearing is to
conduct oversight of Federal agencies’ current and planned climate change activities, including
the actions identified in the President’s Climate Action Plan released on June 25, 2013.

I WITNESSES

Hon. Gina McCarthy Hon. Ernest Moniz
Administrator Secretary
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency U.S. Department of Energy

The following Federal agencies were invited to attend, but declined to provide a witness:

Department of Agriculture (USDA)

Department of Defense (DOD)

Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
Department of the Interior (DOI)

Department of State (DOS})

Department of Transportation (DOT)

Export-Import Bank of the United States (Ex-Im Bank)
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP)

U.S. Agency for International Development (USA1ID)

II. BACKGROUND

For decades, the U.S. government has been spending billions of dollars annually on
activities relating to climate change. In 2011, the Government Accountability Office (GAO)
issued a report tracking funding going back to 1993 and estimating that it increased from $2.3
billion in 1993 to over $8.7 billion in 2010. The Congressional Research Service (CRS) gstimated
in 2012 that climate change funding for climate science, technology, international assistance and
adaptation was approximately $70 billion for the period 2008 through 2012, The State Department
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repotts that over the period 2010-2012, the U.S. government provided $7.5 billion in foreign
assistance to address climate change. In August 2013, the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) released a report estimating that climate change expenditures in 2012 were approximately
$20 billion, and projecting 2013 expenditures would exceed $22 billion.

Climate change activities across the U.S. government involve an expansive and growing
set of domestic and international activities, ranging from research and technology development
programs, to regulatory initiatives, to international partnerships and agreements, to adaptation
activities." A chart included in the 2011 GAO report reflecting Federal agencies coordination of
climate change related activities is attached as Appendix 1.

On October 5, 2009, the President issued Executive Order 135 14, which requires Federal
agencies to submit greenhouse gas reduction targets, increase energy efficiency, reduce fleet
petroleum consumption, conserve water, reduce waste, support sustainable communities, and
leverage Federal purchasing power to promote environmentally-responsible products and
technologies. Pursuant to this executive order, 41 Federal agencies have prepared annual
sustainability plans that are reviewed and scored by OMB.? In 2010, the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality released National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) draft guidance “on
when and how Federal agencies must consider greenhouse gas emissions and climate change in
their proposed actions.”

Since January 2009, the Administration has advanced a wide range of climate change
related regulations, including more than 80 new Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) rules,
including its “Endangerment Finding,” standards for passenger cars and trucks, standards for
medium and heavy duty trucks, preconstruction and operating permitting requirements, proposed
standards for new power plants, and rules relating to greenhouse gas monitoring and reporting, a:
well as EPA plans or commitments to issue new standards for existing power plants, new and
existing refineries, and additional standards for trucks and aircraft. Through the Department of
Energy, the Administration has developed new energy conservation standards for numerous
household and commereial goods and products, ranging from microwave ovens, to furnaces, air
conditioners, freezers, refrigerators, kitchen ranges, dishwashers, clothes washers, beverage
vending machines, water heaters, and pool heaters and other consumer, commercial and
industrial equipment. Since 2009, the Administration also has developed “Social Cost of
Carbon” (SCC) estimates for use by Federal agencies “to estimate the climate benefits of
rulemakings.”

! See, e.g.. U.S. Global Change Research Program (13 agency interagency program) and Related Federal Climate
Efforts; Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force (over 20 agency task force); Federal and EPA Adaptation
Programs. For information regarding specific agency climate related activities, see, e.g. EPA: Climate Change; DOE:
Office of Climate Change Policy and Technology, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy. Appliance and
Equipment Standardy Program; USDA: Climate Change Across USDA; DOD: DOD Strategic Sustainability Performance Plan
FY 2012: HHS: HHS Sustainability and Climate Change; DOI: Climate Change; DOS: Globat Climate Chanpe; DOT: The
Transportation and Climate Change Clearinghouse; Ex-Im Bank: General Bank Policies on Carbon; General Bank Policigs on
Energy Efficiency and End-Use Energy Efficiency Exports: Supplemental Guidelines for High Carbon Intensity Projects;
NASA: Global Climate Change;, NOAA: Climate; OSTP: Environment and Energy; USAID: Environment and Global
Climate Change.

* See Sustainability (linking to federal agency sustainability plans and OMB scorecards).

? See, e.g. EPA Fact Sheet (July 2013). The Administration convened an interagency group in 2009 that developed a
set of SCC estimates for use in regulatory analyses and issued a “Techuical Support Document” in Feb. 2010 and a

“Technical Update™ in May 2013.
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On June 25, 2013, in a speech at Georgetown University, President Obama announced a
“Climate Action Plan” to reduce emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases and
address adaption and other measures. The plan describes a variety of new or previously
announced actions and spending involving agencies across the Federal government. CRS has
prepared a report describing these current and planned activities that range from new standards
for power plants and trucks, to a 30% increase of funding across Federal agencies for research,
development and deployment of ““clean energy” technologies, to restrictions on financing of
fossil-fuel projects abroad.

On June 25, 2013, the President also issued a Presidential Memorandum directing EPA to
re-propose standards for new power plants by September 20, 2013, and finalize that rule in “a
timely fashion,” and to propose standards for existing plants by June 1, 2014, finalize those
standards by June 1, 2015, and require States to submit implementation plans not later than June
30, 2016.

On August 6 and September 4, 2013, the Subcommittee sent letters to the 13 agencies
referenced above, and requested that they testify and provide information regarding their
agency’s current and planned climate change activities.

III.  ISSUES
The following issues may be examined at the hearing:

Activities described in the President’s Climate Action Plan;

Climate change related research and technology programs and activities;

Climate change adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities;

Climate change related task forces, advisory committees, working groups or initiatives;
Climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance programs;
Climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulations or
standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions;

Climate change related international agreements, partnerships, working groups or initiatives;
Annual agency funds attributed to climate change activities;

Actions undertaken by federal agencies in response to Executive Order 13514; and
Agency employees and contractors engaged in climate change related activities.

IV.STAFF CONTACTS

For questions regarding the hearing, please contact Mary Neumayr, Peter Spencer, or
Tom Hassenboehler at (202) 225-2927.
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APPENDIX 1

Figure {4 Selected Codrdination Mechanisms for Fedaral Climate Change Activities
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[The American Meteorological Society bulletin supplement is
available at http://docs.house.gov/meetings/IF/IF03/20130918/
101308/HHRG-113-1F03-20130918-SD011.pdf.]


http://docs.house.gov/meetings/IF/IF03/20130918/101308/HHRG-113-IF03-20130918-SD011.pdf
http://docs.house.gov/meetings/IF/IF03/20130918/101308/HHRG-113-IF03-20130918-SD011.pdf
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Figure 140. World energy-related carbon dioxide
emissions, 1990-2040 (billion metric tons)
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Fable 21, World carbon dioxide emissions by region and countey in the Reference case, 1990-2040
{mittion metric tons)
Average annual
percent change

Regior/Country 1990 2010 2020 2030 2040 1990-2010  2010-2040
OECD Americas e 5832 ..05681 . 6w G880 1288 L ATe.83
United States .....B032 5608 5454 5523 5691 05 0.0
Canada S 486 o6 ... 574 809 .88 0B 08
_Mexico/Chile ) 334 503 599 748 937 2.4 2t
- OECD Europe 4195 4223 4097 4151 4257 0.0 0.0
L OFCDAsia ~ 4585 2200 2206 2340 2,358 17 0.2
Japan e 1047 1476 1220 1215 1450 06 -0.1
Seuth Korea 242 581 627 666 730 45 08
__Australis/NewZealand 206 443 a49 460 478 20 03
Total OECD) 11612 13079 13020 13,373 13,897 06 02
Non-QECD . ... .
Non-OECD Europe and Eurasia 4199 2845 2898 3240 35% 23 10
Russia 2368 1595 1749 1945 2018 20 08
Other . 1831 1050 1,349 1,304 1508 -2 2
Non-OECD Asia_ ; 3,652 11538 15812 19392 21,668 59 21
Cina 2270 7885 1is2 14028 4o 64 21
L T 560 1695 2108 2693  332% 56 23
Other. o 814 1958 2171 2671 3,431 45 19
_ Middie East. 669 1649 2126 2419 2,75% 46 17
Africa 657 1070 1224 1,474 1,815 25 18
Central and South America 663 1202 1366 1556 1793 30 13
Brazil 235 450 547 632 77 33 18
Other 428 752 819 e 1022 29 10
Total non-OECD 9,840 18104 23,426 28,092 31,558 3.1 19

World total 21,452 31,183 36,446 41,464 45,453 1.9 13
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Making
Energy Access
Meaningful

74 ISSUES IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

n a somewhat inconsequential meeting at the United
Nations (UN) in 2009, Kandeh Yumkella, the then Di-
rector-General of the UN Industrial Development Or-
ganization, and UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s
informally assigned “energy guy”, noted something
- obvious and profound, namely that, “the provision of
one light to poor people does nothing more than shine a light
on poverty”. Yet much of an emerging discussion on the crit-
ical importance of global energy access as a pathway out of
poverty continues to focus on what are, in effect, “one light”
solutions. In this essay, we seek to help clarify the challenge
of energy access, expose assumptions that are informing pol-
icy design in the development and diplomatic communities,
and offer a framework for future discussions rooted in the as-
pirations of people around the world to achieve energy access
compatible with a decent standard of living.

Our distinctly uncomfortable starting place is that the poor-
est three-quarters of the global population still only use about
ten percent of global energy — a clear indicator of deep and
persistent global inequity. Because modern energy supply is
foundational for economic development, the international de-
velopment and diplomatic eommunity has rightly placed the
provision of modern energy services at the center of inter-
national attention focused on a combined agenda of poverty
eradication and sustainable development. This priority has
been expressed primarily in the launching of the UN Sustain-
able Energy for All initiative (SE4All)." Still, areas of tension
and conflict within such an agenda demand further atteéntion,
particularly in relation to climate change, as we discuss later
in this essay,

Compounding the difficulty of decision-making in such a
complex space is that the concept of “energy access™ is often
defined in terms that are unacceptably modest. Discussions
about energy and poverty commonly assume that the roughly
two to three billion people who presently lack modern energy
services will only demand or consume them in small amounts
over the next several decades. This assumption leads to pro-
Jjections of future energy consumption that are not only poten-
tially far too low, but therefore imply, even if unintentional-
ly, that those billions will remain deeply impoverished. Such
limited ambition risks becoming self-fulfilling, because the
way we view the scale of the challenge will strongly influence
the types of policies, technologies, levels of investment and
investment vehicles that analysts and policy makers consider

i, www.sustainableenergyforall.org
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to be appropriate,

As Wolfram and colleagues observe in a recent study,
“The current forecasts for energy demand in the devel-
oping world may be understated because they do not ac-
curately capture the dramatic increase in demand asso-

ciated with poverty reduction.” The point is that energy
P! y ey

access is not an end per se; rather it is a necessity for
moving to vibrant and sustainable social and economic
growth. The lower the assumed scale of the challenge,
the more likely the focus will turn to incremental change
that amounts to “poverty management,” rather than the
transformational changes that will be necessary if we are
to help billions climb out of poverty.

Old numbers

A first step to better understanding the scale of the en-
ergy access challenge is to ask: How much energy is
actually needed to enable poverty alleviation—a level
we will term “modern energy access™? To answer this
question we focus, for simplicity, on electricity services,
rather than energy for hcat and cooling or transport. Still,
answering the question is not simple. World Bank data
shown in Figure I shows the wide range of what can be
meant by “energy access,” and how it differs, on aver-
age, both between countries at “full electrification” as
well as'in those at much lower access rates, This con-
siderable spread in average annual household consump-
tion levels at different levels of access makes comparing
some of the existing analyses tricky.

7.000

6,000
&

5000 o

4,000 - 43

3,000

2,000

1.000

Average annual consumption per HH (KW}

Access rate (%)

Figure 1: The range of average annual housechold energy
consumption (kWHh)} across countries with various degrees of
“energy access” (World Bank, 2013).

ENERGY ACCESS

Let’s turn to places which have modern energy access
by any definition of the term, with essentially 100% of
residents and the broader economy under full electrifi-
cation. The average resident of the United States con-
sumes about 13,400 kWh per year, with a large vatiation
by state - households in Maine consume about 40% of
those in Louisiana. On average, Europeans. general-
ly consume considerably less energy than Americans.
For instance, based on 2010 data the average resident
of Germany consumes about 7,200 kWh per year, with
Swedes consuming about 15,000 kWh and Greeks about
5,200 kWh, and on the fow end the Bulgarians at about
4,500 kWh, or about 60% of German and a third of US
levels. For comparison, the global average in 2010 was
Jjust under 3,000 kWh per capita per year, three quarters
of Bulgarian consumption, but of course this number is
strongly skewed by the enormous concentration of en-
ergy use in the industrialized world as well as the large
number of people with no access at all.?

These numbers for the US, Germany and Bulgaria can
be compared to the definitions of energy acccss that
typically provide the basis for policy discussions and
analyses. The Intcrnational Energy Agency is one of the
world’s most influential anatytical bodies on energy pol-
icy and its flagship product, the World Energy Outlook,
has played a leadership role for more than a decade in
providing analysis and data of the energy access issues.
It defines an “initial threshold” for energy access to be
250 kWh per vear for rural households and 500 kWh per
year for urban households, assuming 5 people per house-
hold. This equates to 50-100 kWh/year per person, or
about 0.5% of that consumed by the average American
or Swede, and 1.7% of the average Bulgarian.

These differences starkly illustrated on Figure 2, which
shows various thresholds of per capita energy access.
For a sense of scale - the use of a single 60 Watt light
bulb four hours per day equates to about 90 kWh over
the course of a year (i.e., 60W * 4hr * 365 days). The top
thee bars should global per capita energy access implied
for 2035 at 2010 levels for the US, Germany and Bul-
garia, Included also are the projections of the US Energy
Information Agency for 2035 as well as the actual 2010
per capita levels of 2010 from The World Bank. The bar
at the bottom of the graph shows the IEA definition of
“energy access,” which is obviously small in comparison
to the other five bars. The IEA does, however, assume in

2. Figures from the World Bank and EIA online databases (See
recommended reading section)

SUMMER 2013 75
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An Ambition Gap in Glohat Energy Access?
Global Per Capita Electricity Consumption (kiWhiyear)

High {2035 « US 2010}

Medium {2635 » Germany 2019)
Low (2035 - Butgaria 2010}

ElA {Z035 = projectad)

Waortd Bank {2010 < actisat)

1£4 Detinition of Energy Access (2012)

10.000 15,000
Figure: 2: Assumptions of global per capita electricity
consumption compared,

its analyses a demand of 750 kWh/year per capita by
2030 for new electricity connections.

For its part, the IEA ~ and the other organizations active
on this issue — have recognized that achieving energy
access is a process, noting, “Once initial connection to
electricity has been achieved, the level of consumption
is assumed to rise gradually over time, attaining the av-
erage regional consumption level after five years. This
definition of electricity access to include an initial period
of growing consumption is a deliberate attempt to refiect
the fact that eradication of energy poverty is a long-term
endeavour.”

The World Bank presents a useful scheme for consider-
ing various levels of energy access, illustrating different
“tiers” of access (Table 1). Still, even the highest level of
access in the scheme, Tier 5, implies some 2,121 kWh/
year per household of five people, or roughly 420 kWh/
capita/year, which, at less than 10 percent of Bulgarian
consumption, is still much lower than what typical en~
ergy services would imply in even the least energy-con-
sumptive wealthy countries,

TABLE 1§

More than a billion people lack even the minimal lev-
els of access to electricity, and policy analyses, national
plans, and projects, must start somewhere. Still, achiev-
ing minimal levels of energy access is not to be confused
with success in achieving goals of modern energy ac-
cess. The sorts of policies that would make sense to get
large numbers of people over a fow and arbitrary thresh-
old are very different from those that will underpin sus-
tained growth in economies and consumption. Consider
that we do not Jabel people who live on more than $1 per
day as having “economic access” and address policies
toward achieving a $1.25 level, thus still leaving them
desperately poor. Everyone understands that $1.25 a day
is still not nearly enough. In energy, we often lack such
conceptual clarity.

Adding to the challenge of talking clearly about “mod-
em energy access” and more realistic level of unmet en-
ergy demand in poor countries is the tendency in many
analyses to discuss the issue in terms of household en-
ergy use. Energy access has links to all sectors of the
economy. By focusing on household energy demand,
other sectors of a growing economy can end up being ig-
nored in critical power planning exercises and policies.
Business and industry growth, for example, is severely
constrained in many poor countries not only by a lack of
access, but also a tack of access to high quality services,
meaning those that are reliable enough to meet the needs
of private sector enterprises from hospitals to factories.
Access to modern energy services across an economy,
not just in the home, is necessary to sustain and support
continued economic growth - a reality that must be ac-
commodated in projections of future energy needs.

If we aim too fow, then there are risks not just in policy
failure, but in the opportunity costs of policy success. If
more ambitious goals are to be achieved, then some at-
tention must also focus on real transformational change.

Tiers of electricity service demand {(Worid Bank, 2013)

USE OF ELECTRICITY SERVICES

76 ISSUES IN SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
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This. type of change is often difficult to conceptualize,
and difficult to represent in most analytical models using
traditional baseline or incremental growth approaches.
But our analytical models should not limit our creativity
and ambition, especially in light of the reality that many
nations, such as Thailand, South Africa, Vietnam and
China, have experienced remarkable economic growth
and expansion of truly modern energy access for large
populations over relatively short periods of time.

New numbers

We now turn directly to the quantitative implications of
moving towards much higher levels of assumed future
energy demand for poor countries. As an example, con-
sider the Obama Administration’s recent announcement
of anew “Power Africa” initiative, focused on increasing
the electricity generation capacity of sub-Saharan Africa
by adding 10 Gigawatts (GW) of capacity, in order to
“double access to power.” While such an initiative is to
be applauded, placing it into context can help to calibrate
the level of ambition.

To raise the entire region of sub-Saharan Africa to the
average per capita electricity access available in South
Africa (which in 2010 was about 4,800 kWh, similar to
the level of Bulgaria) would require 1,000 Gigawatts
(GW) of installed capacity —~ about the equivalent elec-
tricity of 1,000 medium-sized power plants. This means
that sub-Saharan Africa would need to increase its in-
stalled ‘capacity by 33 times to reach the level of ener-
gy use enjoyed by South Africans — and 100 times to
reach that of Americans. A recent study by Bazilian and
others (2012) showed that even a less ambitious tenfold
increase, pethaps sufficient to provide full access but
at relatively modest levels of electricity consumption,
would require a 13% average annual growth rate in gen-
erating capacity in sub-Saharan Africa, compared to a
historical one of 1.7% over the past two decades, When
looked at from the perspective of energy access as the
concept is understood in North America and Europe, the
magnitude of the energy access challenge is starkly re-
vealed.

Still another perspective is provided by the International
Institute for Applied Systemns Analysis in its 2012 Global
Energy Assessment, Figure 3 shows for 10 countries the
historical growth in energy access. In 1920, only 35%
of Americans had energy access (here shown as “elec-
tricity access” defined as “household electrification™ at
an unspecified level of consumption). This total reached
100% by the mid-1950s or over a period of about 35
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years. In contrast, Mexico was at about 35% access in
1930, and has yet to get all the way to the 100% mark,
China went from 35% in 1970 to nearly 100% by about
2000, reflecting a very fast rate and in a very large na-
tion. India is following a much shaliower trajectory, go-
ing from about 25% in 1980 to 65% in 2010. How fast

. USA Mexirn e MaRsitiHS e Ching « Rrazh

wwe s Thaland o fadis wew UK s = Eqyat « South Africa

Percentage population with efectatity sccess

1970 1980 980 2000 2090

Figure 3: Historical rates of electrification in select countries
(GEA, 2012).

and how far can truly modem energy access occur un-
der an approach focused on rapidly expanding access to
truly modern levels? This is the sort of question where
researchers might productively place further attention.
Accelerating a transition to a radically different, and
inclusive, energy system is clearly a generational chal-
lenge, and provides a just and consequential rationale for
much greater attention to innovation in energy systems.
A first step in that transition is to properly understand
the scale of the challenge. With a sense of scale appro-
priate to energy access commensurate with the organiza-
tion of modern economies, we are then in a position to
discuss the possible costs of achieving such. ambitious
goals, recognizing that any such discussion is laden with
assumptions about economics, technologies and politics
- but also that history is replete with examples of nations
moving rapidly to achieve greatly increased levels of ac-
cess in the context of rapid economic growth.

What sorts of investments might be necessary for achiev-
ing modern energy access? Based on recent work done
by Bazilian and colleagues (see “recommended read-
ings™ at the end of this article — 2010b and forthcoming),
it would cost about ene trillion dollars to achieve the IEA
2012 World Energy outlook definition of total giobal ac-
cess — rising to 750 kWh per capita for new connections
by 2030 - and 17 times more to achieve a level of world-
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wide access equivalent to South Africa or Bulgaria. This
massive difference in estimated costs, likely insensitive
to the precise accuracy of either number, places a value
oii the: “ambition gap” that results from the difference
between a- “poverty management” approach to energy
access and one that takes seriously the development as-
pirations-of people around the world. Of course, it is not
just cost that changes in the face of such aspirations, but
also the sorts of institutions, technologies, infrastructure,
policies and-other systems required to support broad-
based energy services.

Climate interactions

Most readers will have already recognized that our dis-
cussion: has significant implications for the question of
climate change. Former NASA scientist James Hansen
expressed his view of the issue with typical candor,
when he said, “if you let these other countries come up
to the level of the developed world then the planet is
done for.”” For the most part, however, the ambition gap
has Kept this uncomfortable dilemma off the table. If one
assumes that billions will remain with levels of energy
consumption an order of magnitude less than even the
moist modest definition of modern access, then one can
understand the oft-repeated claim that universal energy
access can’ be achieved with essentially no increase in
the global emissions of carbon dioxide.

For example, Figure 4 shows the projections of the IEA
under its “Universal Access Scenario” for energy con-
sumption- and carbon dioxide emissions. The minimal

3. hitp://www.enractiv.com/science-policymaking/james-
hansen-verge-creating-clim-interview-519752
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consequences to emissions and consumption resulting
from this scenario essentially reflect a “poverty main-
tenance” level of energy service provision. Emissions
increase by such a small amount because new energy
consumption increases by a very small amount.

Conflicts between climate and energy priorities deserve
a deeper and more open airing in order to help better
frame policy options, including the difficult question of
trade-offs among competing valued outcomes, The is-
sues are playing out right now, but remain largely unac-
knowledged. For instance, under US Senate Bill $.329
(2013) the Overseas Private Investment Corporation — a
federal agency responsible for backstopping U.S. com-
panies which invest in developing countries — is essen-
tially prohibited from investing in energy projects that
involve fossil fuels, a policy that may have profound
consequences in places like sub-Saharan Africa that are
seeking to develop oil and gas resources to help alleviate
widespread energy poverty. At the same time; a ‘differ-
ent US federal agency - the U.S. Export-Import Bank -
helped fund a 4.9 GW coal plant (Kusile) in the Republic
of South Africa. The coal plant will help serve both in-
dustry and households that currently lack access. These
simultaneous interventions appear incoherent. Making
such issues more transparent, and opening them up to
debates with multiple stakeholders with multiple values
and success criteria offers the promise of enriching the
array of policy options on the table.

The United Nations has attempted to square this circle of
climate and energy through the phrase “Sustainable En-
ergy for All”. Still, since value-judgments must be made

8% Additionai energy demand in the Energy for All Case

Wortd energy demand in the central stenario

B Additional C0,emissions in the Energy for All Case (right axis)

B wortd €0, emissians in central scenario (right axis)

Figure 4: Impacts on energy demand and CO2 emissions under the IEA's universal energy access scenario (IEA, 2011).
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and priorities established, the UN initiative has explicitly
stated a “technology neutral” principle and given primacy
1o national decision-making, and implicitly has made the
goal of universal energy access a “first among equals” of
the three sustainable energy goals (the other two relating
to tenewable energy and energy efficiency). In practice
however, as we have emphasized, the trade-offs involved
in policies related to climate and energy have often re-
ceived less than a full airing in policy debate.

Conclusions

The course of development followed by virtually all na-
tions demonstrates that people around the world desire
a high-energy future. Our plea is that we begin to rec-
ognize that fact, and focus more attention and resources
on positively planning for, and indeed bringing about,
that future. Achieving universal modern energy access
will require transformations - in aspirations, but also, for
example, in technological systems, institutions, develop-
ment theory and practice, and in new ways to concep-
tualize and finance energy system design. Being clear
about what modern energy access means, and applying
that clarity to the policy discussions galvanized by the
2014-2024 UN *Decade of Sustainable Energy,” can
create a foundation for mnaking huge strides in bridging
the global equity gap not just in energy but in the new
wealth, rising standard of living, and improved quality
of fife that modern energy access can help to bring.

Ultimately, a focus on energy access at a low threshold
limits our thinking, and thus our options. Adopting a
more ambitious conception of energy access brings con-
flicting priorities, as well as the scale of the challenge,
more clearly into focus and makes hidden assumptions
more.difficult to avoid. Now more than ever the world
needs to ensure that the benefits of modern energy are
available to all and that energy is provided as cleanly
and efficiently as possible. This is a matter of equity, first
and foremost, but it is also an issue of urgent practical
importance. Economic and technological ehallenges are
hard enough; let us not add a failure of imagination to
that mix.
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Mr. WHITFIELD. And at this time I will recognize myself for 5
minutes of questions.

Recently, during the August break, I spent time at some univer-
sities in the State of Kentucky, and in talking to students, one of
their major concerns was trying to find a job upon graduation. And
I started thinking about that and I went back and I looked at the
last 62 years the unemployment rate in America, and the last 4
years, 2009 through 2012, the unemployment rate has been higher
in America than at any time in the last 62 years except for 3 of
those years.

Now, in his speech to Georgetown University, the President spe-
cifically said that as we transition, try to make this transition,
which we know cannot be done overnight, and the President fre-
quently talks about an all-of-the-above policy, but America is the
only country in the world where you cannot build a new coal-pow-
ered plant because the emission standards cannot be met because
the technology is not available. And we know that regulations on
existing plants are going to be coming out in 2014 in June.

But in that speech, the President said in talking about his Action
Plan, that we must provide special programs for people who lose
their jobs. And as I quote it, there have been significant closures
of electricity production plants using coal, and over 151 coalmines
have been closed. So I would ask either one of you what are the
special plans in the President’s Action Plan to help address these
people who are losing their jobs because of these policies?

Ms. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman, let me begin. I just want to indi-
cate that I think that I am sensitive and certainly the Environ-
mental Protection Agency has been sensitive that as we pursue our
mission to protect public health and the environment, we have to
be sensitive to the economic consequences of our actions

Mr. WHITFIELD. Then, Ms. McCarthy——

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Particularly——

Mr. WHITFIELD [continuing]. Do you know specifically what plan
is in effect? He talked about we are going to have the special plans
to address the concerns of these people who lose their jobs.

Ms. McCARTHY. I am not familiar with the details of those plans,
but I am familiar——

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK.

Ms. MCCARTHY [continuing]. From reading the Climate Ac-
tion——

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK.

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Plan that the President——

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK.

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Sees this as both a challenge as
well as an economic

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK.

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Opportunity for this

Mr. WHITFIELD. Now, in looking at the organization chart for the
Climate Action Plan, I notice that there is one chart under the Of-
fice of Energy and Climate Change Policy referred to as the Green
Cabinet. How does the Green Cabinet differentiate from the reg-
ular Presidential Cabinet?

Mr. MoNI1z. Mr. Chairman, so the Green Cabinet denotes that
there are occasional meeting of principals from the agencies who
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have special responsibility in the climate action plan so we can get
together and discuss coordination of programs, make sure there are
not duplications. So it is a subgroup of the Cabinet who again
meets periodically together with key White House presidential as-
sistants to discuss the general set of issues——

Mr. WHITFIELD. Um-hum.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. Around climate change.

Mr. WHITFIELD. And who is the person at the Department of En-
ergy responsible for the coordination of all the task forces relating
to climate change in the government?

Mr. Moni1z. Well, of course, I consider myself as having ultimate
responsibility——

Mr. WHITFIELD. Yes, but——

Mr. Mon1z. The action officer:

Mr. WHITFIELD [continuing]. You have designated a

Mr. Moni1z. The action officer, if you like, is my Chief of Staff,
Kevin Knobloch, who is keeping track of all of our responsibilities
under the CAP.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Kevin Knobloch?

Mr. MoNI1z. Yes.

Mr. WHITFIELD. And, Ms. McCarthy, who is your designated per-
son for this?

Ms. McCARTHY. Again, I have ultimate responsibility. We have
two primary components. We have a mitigation strategy, which we
are managing out of our office in Air and Radiation primarily. That
would be Janet McCabe, who is currently the acting assistant ad-
ministrator. On the adaptation side, which is looking at climate re-
silience and preparedness we had our Office of Policy that is di-
rected by associate administrator Michael Goo.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Now, I noticed the GAO or in the budget there
is $22 billion allocated for climate change Action Plan for 2013.
How much of that money will be allocated to EPA?

Ms. McCARTHY. I am sorry. Could you repeat the question, Mr.
Chairman?

Mr. WHITFIELD. There is 22 billion planned to be spent in fiscal
year 2013. How much of that money was allocated to EPA?

Ms. McCARTHY. I can’t answer that question, sir, but I am happy
to follow it up.

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK. Do you know from the Secretary of Energy’s
position, Secretary Moniz, how much of the 22 billion——

Mr. Moni1z. Well, I think the problem, first of all, is how one
counts. For example, if we count our energy efficiency programs,
which of course have the objective of saving money and also——

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK.

Mr. MoON1Z [continuing]. Would be part of the solution for climate
change, well, then, let’s add 1 billion there.

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK.

Mr. MoNi1z. So if we talk about all the programs that are helpful
for climate change——

Mr. WHITFIELD. Yes.

Mr. MoON1z [continuing]. Then we are talking about $5 billion——

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. Mostly in our R&D budget, but as I say,
most of that is for, you know, efficiency, nuclear power——
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Mr. WHITFIELD. Um-hum.

Mr. MonNi1Z [continuing]. Clean technologies, actually, we can
throw in fusion. The one exception one might say is the substantial
resources we devote to carbon capture and sequestration specifi-
cally to make coal competitive in a low-carbon world.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you. My time is expired. I recognize Mr.
Waxman for 5 minutes of questions.

Mr. WAXMAN. Secretary Moniz, in your testimony you describe
the dangers we face from climate change. Is it too late to protect
the planet from the worst effects of climate change?

Mr. Mon1z. Well, first of all, I think it is clear we cannot avoid
implications. We are seeing them today. In my view this decade is
the critical one that we need to move out smartly and smartly——

Mr. WAXMAN. How much time do we have?

Mr. Mon1z. Well—

Mr. WAXMAN. Can we afford to wait to act?

Mr. Moni1z. It will be a long-term commitment, but we have to
act in this decade because, as I said, the CO, problem is cumu-
lative and every ton we emit, you can check it off against our chil-
dren and grandchildren.

Mr. WAXMAN. My concern is that we are facing this urgent
threat, but all Congress is doing is getting in the way.

This Congress has rightly been called the do-nothing Congress.
But on climate we are doing worse than nothing. We are affirma-
tively obstructing progress.

Administrator McCarthy, you have been accused of leading a war
on coal. But in 2009 the President supported market-based legisla-
tion to make major carbon pollution reductions while investing $60
billion to develop clean coal technologies like carbon capture and
sequestration, isn’t that right?

Ms. McCARTHY. That is my understanding.

Mr. WAXMAN. The chairman said that this is the only country in
the world where new coal plants cannot be built. You haven’t re-
leas?ed any regulations to prevent coal plants from being built, have
you?

Ms. McCARTHY. We have not, no.

Mr. WAXMAN. At the time, our bill was criticized for being too
generous to the coal industry. But virtually all the Republicans on
this committee and the coal industry opposed the legislation de-
spite its massive investment in that industry. We wanted to invest
in innovative approaches so that coal could still be used, but Re-
publicans opposed us.

Last year, I tried a different approach. I wrote an op-ed calling
for an emissions fee that would put a price on carbon. I even said
that I would support using the revenues raised to reduce other
taxes. But Republicans in the House also opposed this approach.
Republicans outside the House, some of them, supported it. In fact,
House Republicans opposed every idea that has been raised for ad-
dressing climate change.

Administrator McCarthy, you promulgated regulations last Con-
gress reducing carbon pollution from cars and trucks. House Re-
publicans voted to strip you of the authority to regulate those emis-
sions, isn’t that right?

Ms. McCARTHY. That is my understanding.
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Mr. WaxXMAN. They also voted to strip EPA of authority to regu-
late carbon pollution from power plants, isn’t that right?

Ms. McCARTHY. That is right.

Mr. WAXMAN. Secretary Moniz, I have heard some Republicans
say that they like the idea of energy efficiency. But when I look at
their record, they voted to block enforcement of requirements for
energy-efficient light bulbs and they have reported a budget for
your department for next year that would cut funding for energy-
efficiency programs. The same is true for investments in research
to develop the solar, wind, and other clean energy technologies of
the future.

Secretary Moniz, within your department there is a division
called ARPA-E, which invests in advanced energy research
projects. It is widely praised by the scientific and research commu-
nities for finding breakthrough technology. Yet this year, the House
Appropriations Committee voted to slash its budget by over 80 per-
cent, isn’t that right?

Mr. MoN1z. Yes, that is correct, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. In this committee I often hear Republican mem-
bers argue against U.S. efforts to do anything about reducing emis-
sions because our Nation would be at a competitive disadvantage.
They say we need a global approach.

But then the House Appropriations Committee votes to defund
the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change, which is the
international body charged with negotiating an international cli-
mate treaty. Last Congress, House Republicans also voted to
defund not only our international efforts but defund our govern-
ment’s lead climate negotiator.

Add it all up, what do you have? House Republicans have voted
against climate change legislation, they voted against climate regu-
lation, they have voted against climate research and development,
and they voted against international climate efforts.

It is an appalling record. And it is why my question to them is,
What is your plan? It is easy to criticize other people’s solutions.
But if all you do is criticize, you are either a climate denier because
you don’t think anything needs to be done, the science doesn’t war-
rant it, it is not happening, or they are ignoring the warning of sci-
entists. Secretary Moniz told us that we have a very narrow win-
dow to act. We should be starting to act now, and that is why we
need to stop ignoring the scientists and start listening to them, Mr.
Chairman.

So tell us what your plan is, don’t just criticize, because we are
facing a serious problem not for the future but right now with ex-
treme weather events.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Michigan, Mr.
Upton, for 5 minutes.

Mr. UpTrON. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You know, I think that it is important as we conduct oversight
of agency actions on climate change and energy that we also reflect
on the statutory frameworks of the agencies implementing such
policy. And as an example, a point that I like to make is, as we
reflect back on DOE’s energy coordination role, it was developed
frankly back at the time of energy constraints, way back in the
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1970s. I think you would agree, Dr. Moniz, that we are currently
in a new era of North American energy abundance. Now, where I
believe, and I think the stats will show that as well, that we can
actually be energy independent for North America by using all of
our resources that are available. And I would like you to comment
on that as part of the record.

Mr. MoN1z. And certainly, Mr. Chairman, the President and I
both are very supportive of all-of-the-above energy strategy within
a world where we are working to reduce CO; emissions.

Mr. UpTON. And I know on page 10 of the President’s Climate
Action Plan, the natural gas bullet, it refers to natural gas as a
bridge fuel. And is it the policy of DOE to consider natural gas as
a bridge fuel?

Mr. Moniz. Well, our policy is to do what we can to support
clean, safe production of natural gas, and I might add also of so-
called unconventional oil.

Mr. UpTON. So as we look at what you may be doing as an agen-
cy to approve or consider export applications for LNG, is it bridge
fuel? Is that part of the discussion or the debate?

Mr. MoNi1z. No, sir, that has not been part of the discussion to
date. I mean our approach to the LNG exports is by law to approve
them unless we rule an application as not in the public interest.
A public interest determination has many facets. We have just
given, as you know, another two applications conditional approvals
recently. I should emphasize that the final approval will require
the environmental review through FERC and then coming back to
the Department of Energy.

Mr. UpTON. I just know as I look at the situation, particularly
as we try to become North American energy independent, the new
discoveries and fields that we have been able to find of natural gas
are an exciting, positive change. We look at the advent of the man-
ufacture of vehicles, passenger vehicles perhaps using natural gas.
We look at some of the large fleets some of our businesses, whether
they be UPS or AT&T and others being able to convert those vehi-
cles to natural gas. I have a major manufacturer in my district,
Eaton, which is looking at natural gas trucks for their fleet. We
even look at locomotives, our railroads, looking at perhaps a very
positive transition from diesel to natural gas and the work of, I
know, Caterpillar and General Electric producing those and seeing
if in fact it will have a very positive impact on our economy and
to real change.

Ms. McCarthy, does EPA consider natural gas abundance as a
bridge fuel?

Ms. McCARTHY. EPA views natural gas abundance as a positive
for air quality as an opportunity for us domestically to be safe and
secure in our energy supplies. Our responsibility is to ensure that
that is done as safely and responsibly as we can working with the
industry.

Mr. UpPTON. You know, one of the concerns that I hear, particu-
larly as I talk to the railroad folks and they are looking at this po-
tential change conversion to natural gas is that they are concerned
as they look at purchasing these, if in fact they work, that the reg-
ulations may change, thus impacting the “payback period” as it re-
lates to the—is EPA considering new regulations to do that?



127

Ms. McCARTHY. Any regulations that EPA would consider are
going to be thoughtfully proposed and commented on. Right now,
sir, I think it is safe to say that EPA is investing very heavily in
opportunities to understand the sector, to gather data, to work with
the industry in a collaborative way. We see this as a very positive
collaboration moving forward. We see this as a significant oppor-
tunity to reduce air pollutants and to move forward in a safe and
effective domestic supply. And so I am very encouraged about the
relationship we are building with the gas industry, the rules we
have already put out. I see no reason for concern that that situa-
tion is going to change and people won’t be able to rely on this as
a cleaner fuel moving forward.

Mr. UpTON. Thank you. I know my time is expired.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired. At this time, I
recognize——

Mr. MoN1z. Mr. Chairman, may I just add a footnote with your
permission?

Mr. WHITFIELD. Yes, sir.

Mr. MoN1z. I just want to say to Chairman Upton I would add
to your list marine applications, and also in fracking, replacing die-
sels with natural gas engines there as well, less oil use and better
air quality.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from California, Mr.
McNerney, for 5 minutes.

Mr. McNERNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to explore two things in my 5 minutes. First is the
confidence that you have that climate change is taking place as a
significant threat and as caused by a large degree by human activi-
ties; and secondly, if actions taken to combat climate change will
harm or benefit the economy. So, first, Secretary Moniz, would you
address the first question? How confident are you that climate
change is taking place, that it is a significant threat, and that it
is caused to a large degree by human activity?

Mr. MonN1z. Well, again, first of all, of course the scientific com-
munity overwhelmingly endorses those statements and I personally
do. As I have said in a previous hearing for this committee, I think
my confidence in those statements does not rely just on the results
of some very complicated computer models but some very simple
arithmetic in terms of what has been known for a long time about
the strength of CO,, the greenhouse effect, and that the amount
that we are emitting is of the scale that within decades we would
reach areas such as doubling preindustrial emissions, which have
always been viewed as being highly, highly risky.

Mr. McNERNEY. Thank you. Administrator McCarthy, I would
like to address my second question to you in this form: How have
higher standards such as those as fuel efficiency helped drive inno-
vation and create jobs?

Ms. McCARTHY. Well, we have been working with the auto indus-
try in particular over the past few years to understand what they
need to have certainty moving forward on air quality standards, on
fuel efficiency, on greenhouse gas standards. We have worked to-
gether. And as a result of our rules, we have been able to support
the industry in a robust sort of reemergence of that industry both
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domestically and internationally. We are proud of the work we
have done together. We are delivering fuel-efficient vehicles for
consumers in the way they want them. We are saving them money.
We are reducing greenhouse gases. And we believe we are part of
the auto industry’s efforts to gain a competitive advantage that is
to a great advantage for jobs and economy in this country.

Mr. McNERNEY. So you believe the Detroit has become more
competitive with these higher fuel standards

Ms. McCARTHY. We believe so.

Mr. MCNERNEY [continuing]. Thereby creating more jobs?

Ms. McCARTHY. We know that certainty is important moving for-
ward. We have provided this industry a path forward until 2025.
That gives them an opportunity to do research, to develop new
technologies, and to have a solid footing moving forward.

Mr. McNERNEY. Thank you.

Mr. Mon1z. If I may just add——

Mr. MCNERNEY. Sure.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. Sir, on the auto side, I think it is actu-
ally even a bigger story going back to when the auto industry in
this country looked like it was on its last legs, a whole combination
of issues from support for GM and Chrysler assuming they had
proper restructuring for the future, to loan guarantees for Ford and
Nissan; Nissan built a plant in Tennessee because of that loan
guarantee—to preparing for the future with electric vehicle mar-
kets and the great success story of Tesla, we could talk about
Fisker, which we all know is a different issue today, but overall,
this portfolio has taken us to an incredibly vibrant auto industry
that is growing faster than the Chinese auto industry.

Mr. MCNERNEY. Are there any other technologies or items that
energy efficiency or work toward renewable energy has created jobs
that you would like to point to?

Mr. Moni1z. Certainly. We could go through lots and lots of those
stories. First of all, on again the autos, Tesla is a story of 3,000
jobs in California. That is way above even their business plan.
Take the solar PV business and I will go back to our loan guar-
antee program. When there was no debt financing available, those
loans supported the first six utility-scale PV projects in this coun-
try. There have subsequently been 10 with pure private financing.
That is jobs all the way from manufacturing, to supply chain, to
the installation and operation.

Mr. McNERNEY. Well, do you see grid modernization playing a
role in helping reduce climate change and also in creating jobs?

Mr. MoNi1z. Grid modernization is a very, very high priority. It
has multiple benefits. One would be the integration of renewables
into the system. A second is that it can provide with intelligence
embedded in the grid. It can provide new consumer services and
higher efficiency, lower bills. And finally, it will be needed, as the
example I gave in New Jersey, to provide resilience against the ex-
treme weather events that we are seeing more and more of.

Mr. McNERNEY. Well, thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Barton,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I want to welcome our two witnesses and give you the red badge
of courage for showing up. We invited 13 agencies and I don’t know
if you all drew straws and got the long straws or whatever, but you
two are here and we are glad you are here. We didn’t hear from
Department of Agriculture, Defense, HHS, Interior, State Depart-
ment, Transportation, Export-Import Bank, NASA, National Oce-
anic Atmospheric Administration, Office of Science and Technology
Policy, or U.S. Agency for International Development. For some
reason they couldn’t make it, but you two are and you all have
been here before and we are glad you all are both here.

Each of you and the other 11 agencies got a letter dated August
the 6th, 2013, asking you to attend, and it asked you to answer
nine questlons Now, when Mr. Waxman was speaking in his Q&A
he said that the Obama administration has spent about $60 billion
on climate change. The number I had was 70 billion, but we will
go with Mr. Waxman’s 60 billion number. And this is really an ef-
fort to let the Obama administration put their best foot forward.
So we asked nine questions and I asked the staff if your agencies
had answered these questions. And I am told that they had not. So
I am going to read them into the record and then give each of you
briefly a chance to see if you can get us these answers.

The first question that we asked your agency was to describe the
climate change-related research and technology programs that you
are actively engaged in, including programs or activities under-
taken with other Federal agencies. We didn’t get an answer to that.

We asked you to describe the climate change adaptation, mitiga-
tion, or sustainability-related activities engaged in, including ac-
tivities undertaken with other Federal agencies. We didn’t get an
answer to that.

We asked you to identify all the climate change-related inter-
agency task forces, advisory committees, working groups, and ini-
tiatives in which your agency is currently participating and or has
participated in since January of 2005, didn’t get an answer to that.

We asked you to identify all climate change or clean energy-re-
lated funding, grants, or financial assistance programs which your
agency is currently participating or has participated in and the
amount of climate change or clean energy-related funding, grants,
and financial assistance distributed by your agencies since January
of 2005, didn’t get an answer to that.

We asked you to identify all the climate change-related regula-
tions or guidance documents, including regulations or standards to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions issued or proposed by your agency
s}ilnce January 2005 or under development, didn’t get an answer to
that.

We asked you to identify all the climate change-related inter-
national negotlatlons agreements, partnerships, working groups,
or initiatives in which you currently or have previously partici-
pated since January 2005, didn’t get an answer to that.

Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funding at-
tributed to climate change activities of the fiscal years 2005
through 2012, didn’t get an answer to that.

Describe the actions that your agency has undertaken to respond
to the Executive Order by the President, 13514, including the ap-
proximate cost, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your
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agency to implement that Executive Order, didn’t get an answer to
that, Mr. Chairman.

And last but not least, to provide a list of each sub-agency, divi-
sion, and/or program office within your agency that is currently en-
gaged in climate change-related activities and to provide an esti-
mate of the approximate number of your agency employees and/or
contractors engaged part-time or full-time in climate change-re-
lated activities. Guess what, didn’t get an answer to that.

Now, Mr. Waxman has been asking this committee and the sub-
committee to hold hearings on President Obama’s climate change
efforts all year long. We asked nine questions. We didn’t get one
straight answer. Are you trying to hide something? Are you embar-
rassed by it? Or you just don’t care to respond to the Congress?

Mr. Moni1z. Well, I will answer first at least, Mr. Barton. Thank
you.

Look, I am very happy to come and discuss any and all of those
questions. I will address a few of them now if you would like. Cer-
tainly, well, for the Department of Energy, for example, the ques-
tion on regulations, et cetera, standards, that is clear. It is effi-
ciency standards is what we do in this regard.

In terms of the programs, as I said earlier, I would say our last
budget, fiscal year 2013 enacted, the question is ambiguous, but if
we take all of the programs that help address climate change, even
if they have other objectives like efficiency, then that count would
come to about 5.4 billion. But as I say, there are multiple objec-
tives. There is fuel diversity, nuclear energy, fossil energy, et
cetera.

Mr. BARTON. Well, my time has expired.

Mr. Mon1z. OK.

Mr. WHITFIELD. And I think, Mr. Secretary, we do appreciate
your making an effort to answer, but I do hope that you all would
get with your staffs and try to respond to us because, as was indi-
cated, we asked these questions

Mr. MonN1z. We will do that, sir.

Mr. WHITFIELD [continuing]. Some time ago and we would appre-
ciate you all responding to that.

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, the point I am trying to make is we
are trying to have a good faith effort here to have a real dialogue,
but in order to have the dialogue, we have to have the facts. And
we are being stonewalled, which means the American people are
being stonewalled. These are not complicated questions and they
are not trick questions. If the Obama administration has this great
Climate Change Action Plan, every one of these questions should
be able to be answered in detail and in glowing terms. So I would
hope that you two representatives of the Obama administration,
you know, first of all, both of you are good people. You are smart,
you have got integrity, you have worked with this committee. Get
usd the straight facts and then we will have a debate with the other
side——

Mr. WAxMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTON [continuing]. Over what those facts mean.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Barton, will you yield to me just to correct a
statement——

Mr. BARTON. If I have time, I will be happy to yield.
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Mr. WAXMAN. Well, you quoted me as saying the $60 billion has
been spent, but my statement was that we proposed $60 billion to
go to be spent under our legislation. Secondly, it is unprecedented
to have to Cabinet-level officials who have the primary burden of
dealing with the climate change issue come before a subcommittee.
I hardly call that stonewalling.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Actually, CRS said 70 billion over the last 4
years but——

Mr. WaxMAN. Well, we are talking about different—he quoted me
as saying 60 billion. I wasn’t saying it was 60 instead of 70. My
statement about 60 billion was what we proposed to spend in the
cap-and-trade bill.

Mr. WHITFIELD. At this time I would like to recognize the gen-
tleman from Michigan, the distinguished gentleman, Mr. Dingell,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your courtesy.

Administrator McCarthy, welcome back to the committee and
congratulations on your new position as EPA Administrator.

Ms. McCARTHY. Thank you.

Mr. DINGELL. We wish you great good luck as you take on this
new position.

And also, Mr. Secretary, we welcome you to the committee.

Gentlemen and ladies, these questions will be yes or no and I
will request that you give us some additional information as a re-
sponse after the response has been made.

So for both of our witnesses, does EPA or the Department of En-
ergy see a future for coal as a viable energy source in light of the
impending greenhouse gas regulations? Please answer yes or no
and then submit additional information for the record.

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes, Congressman.

Mr. MonN1z. I agree. Yes. Um-hum.

Mr. DINGELL. Now, Administrator McCarthy, I understand that
there will be a different proposal for modified sources, i.e., units
that have been updated, and also for existing sources that have not
been modified. Can you tell me if EPA is reaching out to all stake-
holders concerned about both components of the greenhouse gas
rule? Please answer yes or no.

Ms. McCARTHY. To the best ability we can, yes, we are.

Mr. DINGELL. Would you please also, Madam Administrator, sub-
mit more information for the record?

Now, is EPA thinking about a unit-by-unit compliance goal for
the existing and modified source carbon standards? Please answer
yes or no.

Ms. McCArRTHY. We are thinking about that and a number of
other different flexible strategies.

Mr. DINGELL. Would you submit such additional comments for
the record as you deem appropriate?

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes, sir.

Mr. DINGELL. Now, the debate about climate change is not just
about air but it is also about water. I am sure that both you and
the Secretary understand this.

Administrator McCarthy, you do all know that the Great Lakes
contain 20 percent of the world’s freshwater. Luckily, our water
levels are up slightly this year after years of inadequate ice cover
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on the lakes and too little precipitation, rain and snow. Lower lake
levels affect not only shipping and boating and recreation but also
make it easier for algae blooms to form, endanger fish habitats,
and threaten drinking water sources, as well as industrial and cool-
ing water intakes. Madam Administrator, do you believe that the
President’s Climate Action Plan provides the direction for EPA to
deal with the unique problems of the Great Lakes? Please answer
yes or no.

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. MoN1z. Sir, may [——

Mr. DINGELL. Will EPA under your leadership continue to work
with other Federal and State agencies to address climate-related
problems on the Great Lakes? Yes or no?

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. DINGELL. In dealing with water quality, do you believe that
EPA has adequate clarification of its jurisdiction under the Clean
Water Act to ensure protection of water sources? Please answer yes
or no.

Ms. McCARTHY. Not as yet but we are certainly working on that.

Mr. DINGELL. I want you to give us some additional response on
that because that is a matter of deep concern, I think, to you, and
it is to me, too.

Now, Madam Administrator, as these problems on the Great
Lakes become more frequent, do you believe EPA will need further
clarification of its Clean Water Act jurisdiction? Please answer yes
or no.

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes, I do.

Mr. DINGELL. And I believe you are finding, Madam Adminis-
trator, that the actions taken by the Congress to foreclose you and
EPA from getting us additional work in terms of rules and regula-
tions clarifying the Supreme Court decision are extremely
unhealthy, am I correct? Yes or no?

Ms. McCARTHY. We find them very difficult.

Mr. DINGELL. Now, I am sure you have seen a recent map pub-
lished in the National Geographic showing what would happen if
all the world ice were to melt. While this is a somewhat drastic sce-
nario, it shows almost all of Florida and all of New Jersey sub-
merged. It was not the map, however, that intrigues me most. The
map showed little or no effect on the Great Lakes. Do you believe
that EPA along with other Federal agencies have the tools nec-
essary to predict what affects climate change might have on the
Great Lakes basin and the region in which they exist? Please an-
swer yes or no.

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. DINGELL. Would you submit additional information for the
record as you deem it appropriate?

Ms. McCARTHY. I will.

Mr. DINGELL. Now, I would like to have a submission from you,
Mr. Secretary, about what it is you are going to do about potential
shortages and whether we have shortages coming on electric power
because of the actions that are going to have to be taken with re-
gard to global warming and matters of that kind and how that is
going to affect our future in terms of the reliability and availability
of electric power.
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And I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

If you would submit that for the record, please.

Mr. MonN1z. And I will just note, sir, that we have a report of
vulnerabilities of the energy infrastructure that will answer many
of your questions. I might just add one factoid that there are pro-
jections that in an unconstrained world in terms of greenhouse gas
emissions, we could see about a 2-foot drop in the level of the Great
Lakes in this century, which would of course be very, very disrup-
tive.

Mr. DINGELL. Industry is going to make a large number of retire-
ments of plans because of-

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WHITFIELD. At this time I recognize the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Hall, for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

And the argument about whether or not climate change is taking
place, I know one thing by the argument that Mr. Barton had with
the gentleman from California, something that is taking place and
taxing the hard-working people of this country is taking place.

And, Mr. Chairman, thank you for your opening statement when
you set out, and it wasn’t an estimate on your part. This is from
the Congressional Research Service—they usually are pretty accu-
rate—that the climate change funding for climate science tech-
nology, international assistance, and adoption was approximately
70 billion for the period 2008 to 2012.

Now, Mr. Barton, you got better answers. I counted, I think, 12
or 15 of those people that didn’t give you any answer it all. By no
answer you got a better answer than I had received from Mrs.
McCarthy about a year ago in the Science Committee if you re-
member coming before our committee there. And I may have asked
you a question you didn’t like and your answer was I am not in
the business of creating jobs. That is out of the record itself. And
I left word there if you wanted to apologize to the many millions
of people that were unemployed and many of them hungry. And I
have never seen that apology to this day.

Actually, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous consent
to submit more of my questions in writing. I have more than the
5 minutes lets me make here.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Without objection.

Mr. HaLL. That is taking place at 20 billion per year and we can
figure that up however we want to. And I yield back the time. I
thank both the witnesses for appearing.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman yields back the balance of his
time.

At this time I would recognize the gentleman from New York,
Mr. Tonko, for 5 minutes.

Mr. Tonko. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Secretary Moniz, if we were going to reduce our carbon pollution,
we need to deploy more clean energy and boost energy efficiency.
Yesterday, the Department of Energy released its report showing
that wind and solar power, LED lighting, and electric vehicles are
growing rapidly in this country as a result of well-designed Federal
and State incentives and investments in research and development.
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That being said, the report finds that as a result of these measures,
“the historic shift to a cleaner, more domestic, and more secure en-
ergy future is not some faraway goal. We are living it, and it is
gaining force.” I would like to ask unanimous consent to enter this
report into the record, Mr. Chair.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Gaining Force

For decades, America has anticipated the transformational impact of clean energy technologies. But
even as costs fell and technology matured, a clean energy revolution always seemed just out of reach.
Critics often said a clean energy future would “always be five years away.”

This report focuses on four technology revolutions that are here today. In the last five years they have
achieved dramatic reductions in cost* and this has been accompanied by a surge in consumer, industrial
and commercial depioyment. Although these four technologies still represent a small percentage of
their total market (e.g. electricity, cars and lighting), they are growing rapidly.

The four key technoiogies this report focuses on are:

= Onshore wind power

= Polysilicon photovoitaic modules
= LED lighting

= Electric vehicles

Inrecent years, it has become increasingly clear that well-designed federal and state incentives and
investments in research and development have the potential to stimulate significant energy
transformations. For instance, from 1980-2002 the U.S, federal government’s production incentives for
shale gas and support for new drilling technologies laid the foundation for that industry’s dramatic rise.?
Today, time-limited tax credits for wind, solar and electric vehicles and targeted support for research
and development are supporting the expansion of these burgeoning markets.

This analysis explains both the magnitude of and mechanisms behind these nascent revolutions —
exploring the intersection between declining costs and surging demand. These industries are providing
real world solutions for reducing emissions of harmful carbon poliution and slowing the effects of
climate change. Each of the sectors examined has also become a major opportunity for America’s clean
energy economy.

The trends in each sector show that the historic shift to a cleaner, more domestic and more secure
energy future is not some far away goal. We are living it, and it is gaining force.

*Levelized cost is often cited as a convenient summary measure of the overall competiveness of different
generating technologies. It represents the per-kilowatt hour cost (in real dollars} of building and operating a
generating plant over an assumed financial life and duty cycle. Key inputs to calculating levelized costs include
overnight capital costs, fuel costs, fixed and variable operations and maintenance {O&M) costs, financing costs,
and an assumed utilization rate for each plant type. As with any projection, there is uncertainty about all of these
factors and their values can vary regionally and across time as technologies evoive and fuel prices change. See the
Energy Information Administration’s Annual Energy Outlaok 2013 for a deeper discussion regarding these issues:
http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/electricity_generation.cfm

% Moniz, E. et al; The Future of Natural Gas: an interdisciplinary MIT Study, MIT, June, 2011.
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Land-Based Wind Power

Deployment and Cost for U.S. Land-Based Wind
1980-2012
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Wind deployments on a steep upward climb

Today, deployed wind power in the United States has the equivalent generation capacity of about 60
large nuclear reactors.® Wind is the first non-hydro renewable energy source to begin to approach the
same scale as conventional energy forms like coal, gas and nuciear.

This success has been decades in the making — with both government and private-sector R&D dollars
propeliing its progress. From a technology standpoint three elements have been key to wind power’s
success. The first is increasing size: wind turbines have gotten progressively larger in terms of generatior
capacity over the past 30 years and this has helped to drive down costs. in fact, since 1999 the average
amount of electricity generated by a single turbine has increased by about 260%. The second is the scale
of production. As with many industries, increases in scale tend to drive down costs. Finally, wind farm

3Boﬁnger, Mark; Wiser, Ryan. MEMORANDUM - Documentotion of o Historical LCOE Curve for Wind in Good to
Excellent Wind Resource Sites; Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, June 11, 2012. Bloomberg New Energy
Finance power piant database {1980-1994) and American Wind Energy Association wind industry database {1994-
2012).

* This number refers to “nameplate capacity” which represents the peak generation capacity of a wind turbine,
solar panel, etc. In practice, electricity generation from renewable resources is variable - which means that they
do not always produce at nameplate capacity. See the Energy Information Administration’s Annual Energy Outlook
2013 for a deeper discussion regarding these issues: http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/aeo/electricity_generation.cfm

2
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operators have become much more sophisticated in understanding and adapting to dynamic wind
patterns. This has helped drive up the “capacity factor” ~ or the percentage of time that turbines are
actually producing electricity. The federal Production Tax Credit ~ which pays an additional 2.3¢ a
kilowatt hour for the electricity produced by wind turbines over the first 10 years of operation — has also
been critically important to incentivizing deployment of wind energy.

Skyrocketing demand, downward trending prices

Since the beginning of 2008, wind power capacity has more than tripled in the U.S. This has happened
despite a jump in wind turbine costs from 2001 to 2009. But that rise in turbine prices is, in some
senses; misleading. The cost to instali the same sized turbine, in an area with the same level of wind
resource has gone down. However, as more of the prime real estate for building wind farms — windy
terrain near power lines and big cities ~ is populated by wind turbines, developers have moved to areas
that are farther away from population centers and power lines, or have lower wind quality. To
compensate for lower wind speeds, many turbines are manufactured with bigger blades —to catch more
wind. These bigger biades are more expensive, and this increase in costs was accentuated by the steep
climb in commodity prices (e.g. steel and oil) from 2004-2008. But as commodity prices have receded,
the average cost of new wind power has also started to recede, and deployment of wind turbines has
skyrocketed. In 2012, the U.S. deployed almost twice as much wind as it did in 2011. In fact, wind
accounted for 43% of new electrical generation capacity in the U.S. — more than any other source.

The future of wind

Wind continues to be one of America’s best choices for low-cost, zero carbon, zero poliution renewable
energy. The combined potential of land-based and off-shore wind is about 140 quads — or about 10
times U.S. electricity consumption today. And wind is 100% renewable, so it won’t ever run out. The
industry is working to build new power transmission lines from some of the windiest parts of the
country, to the most densely populated in order to maintain aggressive growth in the sector. This also
includes building “marine” wind farms offshore — where steady ocean breezes harbor vast wind power
potentiai. With continued technology improvements and policy support, the Department of Energy
estimates that as much as 20% of projected U.S. electricity demand could be met by wind power by
2030.°

® U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy. 2012 Wind Technologies Report;
U.S, Department of Energy, 2012. U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.
209% Wind Energy by 2030: Increasing Wind Energy’s Contribution to U.S. Electricity Supply, July 2008
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Solar PV
U.S. Deployment and Cost for Solar PV Modules
2008-2012
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A generational shift

Although the energy potential of the sun is, for practical purposes, limitless, the cost of converting that
energy into usable electricity has traditionally kept solar PV out of reach for all but a few niche
applications ~ such as powering cell phone towers in remote terrain, warning beacons on offshore oil
rigs and in space. But today we are in the midst of a generational shift to solar energy. Failing costs for
solar power mean that the infinite power of the sun is increasingly within reach for the average
American homeowner or business. This shift has come about because of a dramatic retreat in the price
of soiar PV modules — a trend that has accelerated over the past S years. Today, solar PV is rapidiy
approaching cost parity with traditional electrical generation from gas, coal and oil in many parts of the
world, including parts of the U.S.

99% cheaper

in 2012, rooftop solar panels cost about 1% of what they did 35 years ago, © and since 2008, total U.S.
solar PV deployment has jumped by about 10 times —from about 735 megawatts to over 7200
megawatts.” During that same time span the cost for a PV module has declined from $3.40/watt to

& Mints, Paula. The Global Market for PV Technologies, Solar PV Market Research, 2012,
7 bid. Photovoltaic Manufacturer Shipments, Capacity & Competitive Analysis 2011/2012; Palo Alto, CA, Navigant
Consulting Photovoltaic Service Program, 2013,
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about $0.80 /watt, and this has catalyzed a rush in solar dep!oyment.B While part of this is due to
oversupply in the global PV market, a good portion is also due to advances in technology and increased
economies of scale,

Historically, a doubling in industry capacity for solar PV manufacturing has correlated with about a 20%
decline in PV prices. As more and more solar panels are built and deployed, costs have fallen. A federal
“investment tax credit” equal to 30% the cost of rooftop PV systems has helped this process along. Local
incentives for PV deployment in the U.S. — as well as the E.U., Japan, China and other countries ~ have
also helped to push solar manufacturing progressively further down the cost curve.

A bright future

The cost of installing a sofar PV system includes not only the price of the actual PV module, but
permitting and installation costs as well —what the industry calls “soft costs.” As the cost of PV modules
has come down some of the best opportunities to bring down the price of solar energy are now
reductions in these “soft costs.” For example, the soft costs for installing a rooftop solar panel in the U.5.
are about five times higher than in Germany {$3.34 per watt in the U.S. vs. $0.62 per watt in Germany).®
These “soft costs” are lower for utility scale solar and ultimately the competitiveness of residential PV
also depends on local electricity prices.

Today, Americans are increasingly turning to the power of the sun, which allows them the security of
generating their own, low-cost, electricity. Current trends indicate that solar energy has a very bright
future.

8 Beyond module costs, PV system costs generally include other hardware costs such as inverters, racking, and
wiring, as well as process and business soft costs including customer acquisition, permitting, inspection and
interconnection, financing and contracting, supply chain, and margin.

?Seel, J.; Barbose, G.; Wiser, R. {2012). Why Are Residential PV Prices in Germany Sa Much Lower Than in the
United States?; Berkeley, CA, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, September 2012,
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LED Lighting

Deployment and Cost for A-Type LED Lights
2008-2012
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Plenty of light, but not much heat

The argument for Light Emitting Diode {LED} lighting is easy to make: they provide plenty of fight, but
not much heat. An incandescent light bulb generates light exactly the same way Edison’s bulb did 100
years ago: it heats a tungsten filament until it gets blazing hot-—in excess of 400°F"® ~— and that process
produces light. However, about 90% of the energy used by an incandescent bulb is actually transformed
into heat rather than visible light — which is why you can burn your fingers when changing a light bulb. in
terms of energy use, the light we enjoy from incandescent bulbs is really a byproduct.

LED lighting flips this equation on its head. Because of this, a standard 60 watt incandescent light bulb
can be replaced by a ~9 watt LED light that is 84% more efficient.’ And although LEDs cost more up
front, they also last as much as 25 times longer (1,000 hours vs, 25,000 hours).* Because of this, a
mother who installs a quality LED fixture when her child is born will not need to change it until that child

w0 Lindgard, RD; Myer, MA; Paget, ML. Performance of Incandescent A-Type and Decorative Lamps and LED
Replacements; Pacific Northwest Laboratory, November 2008,

“ For one example, see the Cree Day Light 60-Watt Replacement, http://www.cree.com/lighting/landing-
page/~/media/Files/Cree/Lighting/Lamps/Bulb/CreeBulbDataSheet. pdf

2 Egr more information see the web site for the U.S. Department of Energy L-Prize

http://www lightingprize.org/about ssi.stm
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goes to coilege — or even graduates. Over that period, she could save over $140 for every incandescent
bulb she swaps for an LED.*

For many commercial facilities, the advantages go beyond energy saved. Changing hard to reach light
buibs is a hassle, and even dangerous. LED lighting solves this problem in a sleek, elegant, efficient
package.

More choice, lower cost

Over the past five years, price reductions in LED bulbs have transformed the economics of the industry.
Until recently, installing LED lighting didn’t seem like such a bright idea for normal home lighting. They
were not really powerful enough to replace a standard fight buib and even in 2012 would have cost
perhaps $50 a piece. At that price, LEDs were destined to remain a distinctly niche product. But today’s
LEDs are brighter, have better color quality and many cost less than $15. This is making them an
increasingly popular choice for Americans who want to reduce their lighting bilis or simply don’t want t¢
deal with changing buibs so often.

In 2009, fewer than 400,000 LED lights were deployed across the U.S. But by 2013, deployment had
grown over 50X to nearly 20 miflion — almost aii of these in applications that would have once utilized
energy-intensive incandescent bulbs.

A solid investment

For more than a decade, the Energy Department has funded research and development of LED lighting.
During the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the Department of Energy also made significant
investments in manufacturing to help bring down the price of LEDs.

Today, America is on the verge of reaping the rewards of these years of investment. The Energy
Department’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy projects that by 2030, LED lighting will
save Americans over $30 billion a year in electricity costs and cut America’s energy consumption for
lighting in half. As prices continue to decline, LED lighting products will become increasingly competitive
and attractive to Americans. This will mean big reductions in carbon poliution, lower energy bills and a
more secure energy future for America. *

**Based on a national electricity cost of 12 cents per kilowatt hour. See http://www.usa.phifips.com/c/energy-
saving-light-butbs/23285/cat/en/

“us. Department of Energy, Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy. Energy Savings Potential of Solid-State
Lighting in General illumination Applicotions. U.S. Department of Energy Solid-State Lighting Program, January
2012, Available at:
hitp://appsl.eere.energy.gov/buildings/publications/pdfs/ssl/ss12012_energysavings_factsheet.pdf
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Electric Vehicles

Deployment and Cost for Electric Vehicles and Batteries*
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Accelerating deplovment

Electric cars run on cheap, clean and increasingly green American energy. Over the past five years, the
Administration and industry have worked together to bring down the cost of EVs through funding
research and development on batteries and promoting consumer adoption of EVs through tax and other
incentives. Today, the numbers are clear: more and more drivers are abandoning the gas pump for the
affordability and convenience of in-home electric charging.

Arace to the clouds

Before 2010, U.S. EV demand was almost nothing. But in 2012, Americans bought more than $0,000
plug-in electric vehicles. in the first haif of 2013, Americans doubled the number of EVs they purchased
compared to the same period in 2012.

To maintain this momentum the most critical area for cost reductions is batteries. Energy Department
models for EV battery fabrication costs show that the cost of high volume EV batteries has fallen by
more than 50% in the past four years. While actual battery production costs are a closely held industry
secret, price reductions in commercial EVs also appear to be on a steady downward glide. These cost
reductions can be attributed to a number of factors. So-called “process improvements” — which increase
the efficiency of manufacturing by eliminating wasted materials, capital and time ~ are one key element.

8



146

So is higher production volume — which helps amortize capital costs tor expensive tacilities, assembiy
lines and robots used to build batteries. Finally, automakers are integrating new materials into EV
batteries that both reduce cost and increase energy-density — or the amount of energy that can be
stored in a battery. Today batteries are receiving an enormous amount of attention from universities,
research labs, industry and government because of their critical role in enabling EVs and other clean
energy technologies. Because of this, we expect costs will continue to decline even further.

Road to the future

In ' many senses, EVs are already competitive with traditional cars. For instance, for three years in a row
the Chevy Volt has topped JD Power’s APEAL Study on consumer satisfaction for compact sedans. And
this spring Consumer Reports said the Tesla Model S was the best car they had ever tested.™ Fueling
these cars is also cheap compared to filling up a gasoline-powered car. The Energy Department calls this
cheap electric fuel an “eGallon,” and today an eGallon ~the amount of electricity it takes to drive an EV
the same distance a standard car can travel on one galion of unieaded gasoline — costs only about $1.22.
This is in large part because electric motors are about three times as efficient as combustion engines,

But further progress on reducing the cost of EV batteries will make these benefits available to a larger
audience, Some private sector analysts have said that there is a relatively clear technology path to
$200/kwh for battery storage by 2020.% The Department is working with industry, academia and our
own fabs toward an even more aggressive goal of $125/kwh by 2022, At that point, ownership costs for
a-280-mile EV will be equal to a standard vehicle.”” All around the world, automakers are competing
feverishly to design and deploy the electric car of the future, Today America is leading that race and
every year, more and more Americans are fueling their cars on cheap, clean, secure, American energy.

* The Tesla Model S is our top-scoring car, Consumer Reports, May, 2013

i Hensley, Russell; Newmanm, John; Rogers, Matt. Battery Technology Charges Ahead; McKinsey Quarterly, luly
2012.

7 For more information see the Department of Energy’s EV Everywhere Blueprint,
http://wwwil.eere.energy.gov/vehiclesandfuels/electric_vehicles/10 year goalhtmi
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Conclusion

As these and other clean energy industries continue to expand, so will the challenges and opportunities
associated with transforming America’ energy sector. Already utilities are beginning to wonder how they
will support their current business models in the face of increased energy efficiency and cheap rooftop
solar power. As EVs move beyond the market for “first adopters” and become a mainstream, America
will have to invest in building a smarter, more robust electrical grid and an extensive network of EV

charging stations.

Those challenges are emblematic of successes in these clean energy markets. indeed, electric vehicles,
solar PV, wind power and LED fighting are all on track to transform our economy for the better. They will
clean up the air in our cities, reduce America’s vulnerability to unstable international oil markets and
help build an economy that is more competitive and more efficient.

The Energy Department’s goal is to encourage these trends by providing performance targets, support
for R&D, consumer education and targeted deployment assistance. With continued progress in critical
renewable and energy efficient technologies like these, we can look forward to a future of clean, green,
American-made energy. Already for some of these innovative technologies, that future is here today.

10
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Mr. ToNKO. Thank you. The report contained a particularly strik-
ing graph about the cost and deployment of wind energy in the
United States. Wind capacity has skyrocketed in our country, and
I believe the committee has that graph. OK. We are posting it on
the screen. Thank you.

[Graph.]

Mr. ToNKO. Secretary Moniz, what has been the key to wind
power’s success? As you see, we have the graph itself on the display
screen.

Mr. Mon1z. Well, I think the story, as I alluded to earlier, it is
actually the same story that we saw decades ago with unconven-
tional natural gas. We had investment from the Federal Govern-
ment, we had public-private partnerships, and we had time-limited,
well-crafted incentive that has these things taking off. We are see-
ing the same thing now with wind. As we can see, the deployment
is very, very striking. And of course the cost certainly in good wind
areas are quite competitive with other sources.

The report has similar graphs, same kind of message, with
photovoltaics. Solar energy, it is not fully appreciated how competi-
tive solar is already in the right conditions, which is typical for this
stage of a technology penetrating the market.

Mr. ToNKO. So is the response for solar as strong as this wind?

Mr. MoONIZz. Perhaps stronger.

Mr. ToNKO. Super. What can we do to——

Mr. MoNi1z. And also, if I may, in LEDs it is totally incredible.
It has gone from, I don’t know, 50,000 to 20 million deployed in the
country in a very short time, and the cost has gone from $50 to $15
and the lifetime savings from one LED is over $100.

Mr. ToNkO. Thank you. What can we do to ensure that today’s
R&D is utilized fully into emerging energy technologies so that we
can achieve these same levels of success?

Mr. MonN1z. Well, first of all, we need to, as I said earlier, we
need a sustained commitment to maintain the research develop-
ment demonstration and deployment push. That is absolutely re-
quired. And these will be market-competitive technologies again
sooner rather than later.

The other thing is, of course, we would like to capture the full
value of these developments and that involves other things that we
are doing such as, for example, the advanced manufacturing part-
nership to really help establish the cutting-edge manufacturing ca-
pacity and training in this country.

Mr. ToNkKO. Um-hum. Energy efficiency is a key part of the
President’s Climate Action Plan. Energy efficiency is one of the
cheapest and most cost-effective ways to reduce carbon pollution
while saving consumers money, and it is a big part of the Depart-
ment of Energy’s responsibilities under the President’s plan. Mr.
Secretary, the President’s plan calls for new energy efficiency
standards for appliances and equipment. Why are energy efficiency
standards a good way to reduce carbon pollution?

Mr. MonN1z. These standards apply to reducing all of our emis-
sions, carbon emissions, as well as conventional pollutants by re-
ducing the energy needs quite substantially. But I really want to
emphasize all of our rules have a cost-benefit test and they also
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save money for consumers. The upfront marginal increases are
overwhelmed by the energy savings at the consumer level.

Mr. ToNnkKO. Well, some believe that taking action to address cli-
mate change will kill jobs and cost consumers money. Is that an
accurate description of these energy efficiency standards?

Mr. Mon1z. No, we believe that they create jobs for one thing by
saving money in the economy that can be devoted to other pur-
poses.

Mr. ToNkO. Um-hum.

Mr. MoNI1Z. And in addition it gives us products that we can sell
globally.

Mr. ToNKO. Um-hum. I see that my time is up, Mr. Chair. I will
yield back.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr.
Shimkus, for 5 minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Again, welcome. I am glad to have both of you here today.

Secretary Moniz, any serious plan for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions substantially must have a strong nuclear component. Do
you agree with that?

Mr. MonN1z. I am sorry. Could you repeat that?

Mr. SHIMKUS. Nuclear power is critical and obviously having a
greenhouse gas plan

Mr. MoN1z. Yes, we are supporting nuclear power. Yes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Do you consider nuclear programs to be a critical
part of this administration’s plan?
hMr. MoN1z. Yes, it is all of the above, and nuclear is strongly
there.

Mr. SHIMKUS. So you probably weren’t interested in following the
last licensing case before the NRC and the only person who voted
against licensing? That was the then-Chairman Jaczko, who was
appointed by this President. So the concern is the conflicting sig-
nals we are seeing. You have got the presidential-appointed chair-
man of the NRC casting the only “no” vote for licensing a new nu-
clear power plant in this country. And so that leads to the other
questions.

Under this administration how many nuclear reactors have
closed down?

Mr. MoN1z. I believe there are five——

Mr. SHIMKUS. It is actually six. We have got one in New Jersey,
Wisconsin, California, Florida, and Vermont.

Mr. MoNI1z. And five being built.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Right, without the vote to license by the chairman
of the NRC, who was appointed by the President. So I will give you
that point, but you have to give me a point on jobs that a lot of
jobs have been lost by the shutdown of these nuclear facilities.

Under the President’s Climate Action Plan, EPA is expected to
propose a rule later this week setting greenhouse gas standards for
new power plants that will require CCS technologies for any new
coal plant built in the U.S. This is effectively, as many of us fear
and Administrator McCarthy knows where I stand on this, a ban
on new coal-fired power plants. Do you believe, as the Secretary of
Energy, that it is defensible for the EPA to impose regulations that
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essentially ban the building of new coal-fired power plants in this
country?

Mr. MonNi1z. Well, I certainly am not going to comment on the on-
going——

Mr. SHIMKUS. But from an energy position of the baseload de-
mand or the requirements of this country in low-cost power, obvi-
ously? removing coal-fired power plants from the fleet will raise
costs?

Mr. MoNi1z. Again, our job at the Department of Energy is to——

Mr. SHIMKUS. Hopefully——

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. Support the——

Mr. SHIMKUS [continuing]. Production of low-cost energy for our
consumers——

Mr. MoNI1z. Making technologies——

Mr. SHIMKUS [continuing]. And our manufacturers and the like.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. For coal in a low-carbon world. And I
might add there is lots of activity already

Mr. SHIMKUS. Well, we are going to keep following on that course
of questions. Is the DOE aware of any U.S. commercial-scale power
generation plant using coal as a fuel that captures, transports, and
permanently stores carbon dioxide?

Mr. MonNi1z. Well, as you know, there have been a number of
demonstrations. There is the commercial

Mr. SHIMKUS. That is not the question. The question is is there
one today——

Mr. Moniz. Commercial plant 75 percent complete and Mis-
sissippi——

Mr. SHIMKUS. But it is

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. And also although——

Mr. SHIMKUS [continuing]. Not generating and not storing.

Mr. MoNi1z. But if I may add, it is not a power plant, but I think
we should not ignore the fact

Mr. SHIMKUS. That is another good point.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. That 12 years we have the Great Plains
Weyburn project, 20 million tons have been used for EOR, and it
is running on a commercial basis.

Mr. SHIMKUS. All right. The point, as you know, CCS takes bil-
lions of dollars. There is no commercially available technology to do
it. It is not being conducted right now for—and I am going to turn
to the administrator, who is a friend—but for these new rules to
be promulgated, it is a signal that we are not going to build new
coal-fired power plants until there is at least a demonstrated abil-
ity to have this technology, and the concern is the costs are going
to be great.

Administrator McCarthy, has EPA ever established a new source
performance standard for an emissions source on the basis of tech-
nology that has not been commercially proven by operation at com-
mercial scale?

Ms. McCARTHY. We have in the past, for example, our use of
scrubbers was seen as an innovative but

Mr. SHIMKUS. But it was commercially available at that time?

Ms. MCCARTHY. It was

Mr. SHIMKUS. That is the whole difference between the clean air
debate and the greenhouse gas debate is in the clean air debate
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technology was available. In the greenhouse gas debate it is not
available. That is really the number one concern that we have. Do
you want to

Ms. McCARTHY. No

Mr. SHIMKUS. I mean do you agree with that or

Ms. McCARTHY. Congressman, the rule has yet to be issued, but
I will say that this is an issue that was heavily discussed. That is
the reason why we are reproposing. We will have a full debate
about this when the rule goes out, but I would indicate to you that
this rule is not about existing facilities. It is about the future
plants that are being constructed. And there are four plants that
are planning on and designing in CCS at levels that would beat
anything that we had proposed in our earlier proposal.

Mr. SHIMKUS. And I hope you are right and I hope it is success-
ful. The point is it will be costly.

I am going to end on this, Mr. Chairman.

And I think you have litigation issues that are unknown. The
State of Illinois is applying for this, as you know. Mr. Secretary,
you are doing your research there. There are other issues just than
being able to, you know, get this down in deep sequestration
aquifers.

So thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Ms. McCarthy, will you provide us a list of those
four plants you just referred to?

Ms. McCARTHY. Certainly.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Green,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And like my colleagues,
I would like to welcome Administrator McCarthy and Secretary
Moniz and thank you both for appearing today and look forward to
our discussion. And I have enjoyed it so far.

Administrator McCarthy, I have been concerned in the past that
EPA has not taken DOE’s concern about reliability seriously when
developing utility rules. Can you commit to giving deference to
DOE on grid reliability when drafting a rule for existing power
plants? Is that part of the consideration with EPA?

Ms. McCARTHY. We have worked hand-in-hand in developing this
proposal and we certainly will on the evaluation of comments in
moving any rule forward.

Mr. GREEN. OK. And I see the Secretary shaking his head, too,
so I am glad you all are working together because even though we
want as clean air as we can, we still want to be able to turn on
the lights.

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes, sir.

Mr. GREEN. And particularly in Texas have our air-conditioning
in the summer.

I generally support the research and international efforts to ad-
dress greenhouse gas emissions that the administration is under-
taking. When it comes to regulating carbon from our industrial
services, I do see that Congress should move past its gridlock and
develop a regulatory plan instead of the EPA. I think Congress
ought to do our job and particularly the Supreme Court said the
EPA already has the current authority. But until Congress starts
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to legislate again, we can’t sit here and just complain about the
EPA are doing what the Supreme Court said it has the authority.
Climate change is real and it is something that Congress should
act on.

Secretary Moniz, where are we with the CCS technology? I know
that the plant in Mississippi may be up and running in the next
year, but even that is not guaranteed. When do you reasonably ex-
pect CCS to become technologically and economically feasible?

Mr. Moniz. Well, I think we should talk about carbon capture
and sequestration. Certainly carbon capture, whether it be for com-
bustion plants or for gasification plants, is demonstrated tech-
nology. We continue to invest in new technologies that will further
reduce cost, but those are used technologies in various places, well,
certainly in the petrochemical industry, in the former case, Great
Plains plant in the second case.

And on sequestration side, storage side, as I said earlier, this one
plant, this one field in Weyburn for enhanced oil recovery has al-
ready stored 20 million tons. And largely in Texas actually we are
using 60 megatons a year for producing 300,000 barrels of oil. So
this is a growing concern so the components are all there.

Mr. GREEN. Well, and I think some of our concern is that we
don’t want the requirements to get past what either the technology
or what you can capitalize to be able to deal with. And so there
needs to be coordination there if that technology is there and there
are examples of it. But is the plant up in Mississippi? Do we have
a timeline on when they are going to actually be up and running?

Mr. Moni1z. I believe they are operating in 2014 or 2015. It is
quite close. It is a gasification plant again, and again, the CO, will
go to enhanced oil recovery in local fields.

Mr. GREEN. Well, and there has been success in, you know, the
Midland area, the Permian basin for, you know, enhanced oil recov-
ery and we even have a pipeline from Mississippi to the Gulf coast
to use so—

Mr. MoNI1z. Yes.

Mr. GREEN [continuing]. There are examples.

Mr. MoN1z. On average in Texas it has been about a half-a-ton
stored per barrel of oil produced.

Mr. GREEN. OK. I appreciate it because it is a beneficial use. We
can use it for—

Mr. MoN1z. Um-hum.

Mr. GREEN [continuing]. Enhanced recovery. You testified that in
developing the GHG regulations for existing power plants you en-
gaged in the outreach to a broad group of stakeholders with exper-
tise who can inform development of proposed standards and regula-
tion guidelines, which you expect to issue in June of 2014. You also
said that for us to be successful, the policy to be developed would
have to promote economic growth. Some people say that any policy
to address climate change is only going to do harm to our economy.
To what degree will utilities play a role in developing these regula-
tions? Is there a formal process already scheduled that they partici-
pate in?

Ms. McCArTHY. EPA has already engaged in a number of utility-
and energy-related forums talking about this issue and we will en-
gage with the utilities every step of the way. It is my concerted be-
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lief and I think you will see this as we talk to States that they are
taking numerous actions already that are reducing greenhouse
gases. There are so many States that already have renewable fuel
standards, energy efficiency standards. They are working with
their mayors to make their cities more efficient. There are ways in
which we can recognize and understand how best we can shape
these plans that States need to develop that will be beneficial to
them from an economic perspective and beneficial to the U.S. and
the world to reduce the threat of climate change.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I know I am over time, but these
power companies are actually part of that process?

Ms. McCARTHY. Very much so.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Louisiana, Mr.
Scalise, for 5 minutes.

Mr. ScALISE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you holding
this hearing and, Administrator McCarthy and Secretary Moniz, I
appreciate you all being here talking about climate change policies.

And of course a lot of this comes in the context of economic pol-
icy, how these policies have an impact on families, how they have
an impact on the economy. We hear all the time from small busi-
nesses I meet with, I know talking to my colleagues the same
thing. Some of the biggest impediments they have to creating jobs
right now are policies coming out of Washington, and frankly, Ad-
ministrator McCarthy, the policies coming out of EPA seem to be
at the top of that list, a lot of the threats are coming out of EPA.

And I know you are new to the current job you have and that
you have been at the EPA in different roles throughout the years.
And I don’t know if you all recognize those impacts. We have
talked about them before in our committee hearings, but when you
look at the climate policies that you are proposing, I want to read
a comment from you recently and get your take on it. I think the
administrator said this recently. “Essentially, the President said
that it is time to act. He said he wasn’t going to wait for Congress
but that he had administrative authorities and that it was time to
start utilizing those more effectively in a more concerted way.”

And so, Administrator McCarthy, when you talk about the Presi-
dent’s task to you to act regardless of what Congress does, it causes
a big concern not only to Members of Congress but to people across
the country who believe in a democratic process where Republicans
and Democrats work together. And Congress is the body that is
supposed to shape law and then the President through his Secre-
taries, including you, are the ones who are supposed to administer
the policies that Congress passed.

And so when you are echoing the President, who says, you know
what, I don’t care if Congress didn’t do it; it is time to act anyway,
I hope you understand the chilling effect that is sent across the
country. And I would like to get your interpretation of what you
think the President means and what you think the authority you
have to act is even if Congress chooses not to go down the path you
want to.

Ms. McCARTHY. Let me rephrase the issue in a way that hope-
fully is a bit more positive. I think the President
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Mr. SCALISE. Because it is not positive when I hear those com-
ments.

Ms. McCARTHY. I think the President has reached out and indi-
cated that congressional action would be something that he would
want to engage in and that he would welcome. I think what he has
also told us to do is look at the laws that Congress has already en-
acted through their own public democratic process and what have
they told the agencies that their responsibility is and their author-
ity is. We are not doing anything at EPA or in the climate plan
that goes outside the boundaries of what Congress has said is our
mission and our authority.

Mr. ScarLise. Well, and I would hope you would keep that in
mind as you develop policies because we are concerned about some
of the things that you are doing in terms of them going against
wishes of Congress. And the cap-and-trade bill that was defeated
when there was a super majority in the Senate, so clearly Congress
spoke that that is not something that we wanted. Just a few weeks
ago we in the House voted. The vote was 237 to 176 to reject a car-
bon tax, an actual vote——

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. SCALISE [continuing]. On the House Floor to reject a carbon
tax and it passed overwhelmingly with Democrats voting with Re-
publicans. And in fact Barbara Boxer was recently quoted saying,
“we don’t have the votes for carbon tax or carbon fee.” I would hope
you would take all of that into consideration when you are looking
at climate change policies. Not only did we say we don’t want it;
we voted to reject a carbon tax. And so you need to take that into
consideration. That is not an authority you have, and in fact, Con-
gress has now said that is something that you don’t have an au-
thority. We reject that.

I want to also bring up when you look at the impacts of these
kind of policies how they are working in other countries. And again
it has a real impact on our economy when some of these rules are
proposed, but some of these other countries across the globe have
already tried to go down this road in terms of climate change policy
that you are looking at. There was just a revolt in Australia in
their government, a complete upheaval because of their carbon tax.
In fact, there is a movement with this new government to repeal
the carbon tax.

Read from the Telegraph just a few weeks ago, “Brussels fears
European industrial massacre sparked by energy costs.” The Busi-
ness Report, “Merkel warns E.U. against tough carbon targets.” Fi-
nancial Times, “European utilities warned E.U. over energy risks.”
Special Online, “Germany’s Energy Poverty: How Electricity Be-
comes a Luxury Good.” It goes on and on. And the U.K. Express,
“3,000 pounds-a-year bills on the way as energy prices rise again.”
The Telegraph, “Romanic Germany risks economic decline as green
dreams spoils.”

I hope you understand that in the countries that have tried this
it is failing miserably. They are having revolts in those countries.
So Congress has acted. Congress has sent a message to you. I hope
you would respect those messages that have been sent not just here
in Congress but look at what has happened in where they have ac-
tually gone down this road in other countries and they are seeing
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dramatic declines in their economy, dramatic increases in energy
costs that hurt real families. These are the concerns we have. As
you are looking at climate policy in your agency, recognize the will
of the people here in this country.

I yield back.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired.

This time I recognize the gentlelady from California, Mrs. Capps,
for 5 minutes.

Mr. WaxmaN. Will Mrs. Capps yield to me for 30 seconds?

Mrs. CAPPs. Yes, I will.

Mr. WAXMAN. I just want to point out that there is no reason you
should be mindful of proposals that even passed the House if they
are not law. You have got to be mindful of what the laws are. And
what you have to do is enforce the laws. So this argument you
should pay attention to what Republicans were able to pass
through the House is not a law.

Thank you for yielding to me.

Mrs. Capps. Thank you. Thank you also from me, Administrator
McCarthy and Secretary Moniz, for appearing today and for your
testimony.

Given the immediate and long-term threats posed by climate
change, I am very encouraged that we are finally having a formal
discussion on this pressing issue. With Congress’s inaction, the
President’s Climate Action Plan is a welcome step forward and we
need to debate it because we need to cut carbon pollution. We need
to help prepare for the impacts of climate change.

Last February, I wrote a letter to the President signed by 40 of
my colleagues urging him to create a panel to help local commu-
nities to prepare for climate change impacts. One of our key rec-
ommendations in this letter was to fully evaluate the budgetary
impacts of this problem. Climate change is already costing the Fed-
eral Government tens of billions of dollars in disaster assistance,
right? By investing some of this money up front in resiliency meas-
ures we could minimize these costly impacts down the road and we
could create jobs doing that implementation. So I was pleased to
see the President included a similar task force on preparedness in
his Climate Action Plan.

Administrator McCarthy, can you discuss what the task force
will be working on and to what extent it will be examining this
budgetary impact? For example, will you be issuing findings com-
paring the long-term costs of inaction to those of building a more
resilient infrastructure?

Ms. McCARTHY. Thank you for the question. As you recognize,
the President’s Climate Action Plan focused just as heavily on the
adaptation question as it did on the mitigation issues in the inter-
national component. I think he did that recognizing the extreme
concern that communities are facing now and the public health im-
pacts associated with not recognizing that the climate is changing
and preparing for that and making our communities more resilient
in a changing climate.

He established a task force to look at these issues. We are going
to be working with every State and community. There is support
already that has been recently issued by the Department of the In-
terior to look at resiliency projects, $100 million as a result of the
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Climate Action Plan moving this forward. We all have, each agen-
cy, developed Climate Action Plans. We are participating on both
national forums as well as developing our own task forces to begin
working with communities more effectively to integrate what we
know about a changing climate into the work that we do. There is
a great deal of work on going. It has been nurtured over the past
few years, but it certainly has been given a boost in the action plan
and will move this forward.

Mrs. CapPs. Thank you.

Mr. MoN1z. May I just have a

Mrs. Capps. Well, OK, but I have a question for you, too. Let me
ask the question and then maybe you can weave that in.

DOE currently focuses heavily on more mature technologies like
solar and wind. While I support these efforts of course, I want to
make sure we are not neglecting some other promising renewable
technologies. For example, there are several companies, including
Ecomerit in my district, which are developing exciting new tech-
nologies to reliably harness energy from ocean waves, tides, and
currents. In fact, Ecomerit was recently awarded a $500,000 DOE
grant to help develop its wave energy technology. This only
scratches the surface, however, of public and private investments
that are needed.

So, Mr. Secretary, I was going to ask you, and you can respond
any way want to, what does the President’s Climate Action Plan
do to expand the development of marine and hydrokinetic energy
technologies?

Mr. MonN1z. Thank you. If I may just add——

Mrs. CAPPS. Sure.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. A note to the earlier question that in ad-
dition to that task force, there has also been a specific Sandy task
force led by HUD. The work that I described earlier on the micro-
grid comes under that umbrella and that will be translatable to
other parts of the country.

Mrs. CAPPS. Absolutely.

Mr. MonNi1z. Finally, under FEMA we also have responsibilities
for DOE for, you know, energy infrastructure, other agencies for
other parts of our national infrastructure.

On your question to me

Mrs. CAPPS. Yes.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. It is very important that we not forget
what are sometimes called the forgotten renewables, and that in-
cludes——

Mrs. CAPPS. Absolutely.

Mr. MONI1Z [continuing]. Hydrokinetic waves, tides, small hydro,
advanced geothermal, and we are looking to increase our emphasis
on those as we go forward.

Mrs. CApPPS. Thank you. If I could follow up, I would love to have
a written response on some of the ways that you want to do that
that I could take back to some promising industries in my local dis-
trict that would love some support like the one that was given to
Ecomerit in terms of clean energy technology.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentlelady’s time is expired.

At this time I would like to recognize the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, Mr. Pitts, for 5 minutes.
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Mr. PirTs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Moniz, you have recently taken over leadership at
DOE and you understand the role of DOE in establishing and co-
ordinating national energy policy. Can you tell us whether DOE is
going to have an active role going forward in ensuring that the cli-
mate policies pursued by other Federal agencies do not negatively
affect the affordability and availability of energy?

Mr. MoNi1z. Thank you for the question. The principal way in
which we will be doing that over these next, say, 3 years is the so-
called quadrennial review process. That will be convened out of the
Executive Office of the President but the Department of Energy
will be establishing the secretariat and the analytical
underpinnings. And that will involve the entire administration. So
that will be our principal role there. And I can also assure you, as
I have in previous testimony here, that we view our job in tech-
nology development as being to innovate to keep lowering the costs
of energy for our consumers and our industry.

Mr. PITTS. So you will review climate policies, regulatory initia-
tives of EPA that have the potential to negatively affect the afford-
ability and reliability of energy?

Mr. Mon1z. Well, for processes—and Ms. McCarthy can answer—
I mean of course we have review processes. What we will do in this
context is help provide the threads, some of the analytics to bring
together all the agencies to discuss energy policy broadly, environ-
ment, security, economy.

Mr. PITTS. Administrator McCarthy, I want to understand with
all the climate change-related programs that your agency pursues
such as research, technology development, grants, education, and
outreach, does your agency determine at the outset what those pro-
grams are supposed to accomplish and then go back and evaluate
whether they actually did accomplish what they set out to do?

Ms. McCARTHY. We keep quite close track. And I would just add
that many of the programs that we run are programs that Con-
gress has specifically directed us to run and at specific funding lev-
els.

Mr. PiTtTS. Now, does EPA make information about what these
programs have actually achieved available to the public?

Ms. McCARTHY. Very much so. We are quite

Mr. PirTs. Can you identify for us what or where that informa-
tion is available?

Ms. McCARTHY. I can certainly provide that to you.

Mr. PrrTs. Now, EPA has been implementing climate policies for
a number of years. Have you evaluated what that work has actu-
ally accomplished in terms of meaningfully addressing climate risk
and could you share that with the committee?

Ms. McCARTHY. We certainly take a look at work that we do to
understand what kind of greenhouse gas reductions might have
been reduced, but as we all know, reducing climate risk is a global
effort and the U.S. is participating in that effort as rigorously as
we can.

Mr. PirTs. Now, Ms. McCarthy, does EPA coordinate with other
agencies when it evaluates the impact of its regulatory action relat-
ing to the power sector?
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Ms. McCARTHY. Very much so. In every regulatory process all
agencies participate in the interagency review. Part of that is to
look at the cost-and-benefit analysis that EPA produces and to
comment on both of those. Those are

Mr. PiTTS. For example, have you consulted with the Department
of Health and Human Services about the impact of energy poverty
or higher energy prices on health or the ability to respond to ex-
treme weather events?

Ms. McCARTHY. Well, what we have done is to ensure that we
do a complete analysis to the extent that it is available to us and
appropriate on what the economic consequences are of our rule-
making, and we take great pains to make sure that we do not
threaten reliability, nor do we put out rules that will significantly
increase cost to consumers.

Mr. PITTs. One other question, Administrator McCarthy. The
President’s Climate Action Plan says on page 10 that “curbing
emissions of methane is critical to our overall effort to address cli-
mate change.” And it refers to an Interagency Methane Strategy
Group——

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. PI1TTS [continuing]. That is identifying technologies and best
practices for reducing methane emissions. I should also note that
EPA’s Web site indicates that we can cut methane significantly by
reducing reliance on landfilling and increasing use of modern
waste-to-energy facilities like the one in my district, the Lancaster
County Solid Waste Management Authorities facility. Will you rec-
ommend to the Interagency Methane Strategy Group or may I re-
quest that you recommend the importance of focusing on ways to
increase the United States’ use of waste energy for managing non-
recyclable waste?

Ms. McCarTHY. We will raise that issue but I think if you see
the tone and tenor of the President’s remarks in the Climate Action
Plan, it is an effort to understand where methane is being gen-
erated, how effectively to work with the industry on strategies that
will reduce that methane and recapture it because it becomes a sig-
nificant financial opportunity. Those are the kinds of things we cer-
tainly want to capitalize on.

Mr. PirTs. Thank you.

Mr. MonNiz. If I may add, the $1 billion loan guarantee program
{:)hlat we will be issuing would include MSW technologies as a possi-

ility.

Mr. PrrTs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time is expired.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr.
Doyle, for 5 minutes.

Mr. DoYLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Administrator McCarthy, it is a pleasure to have you here today.

Secretary Moniz, I just want to say your recent visit to Pitts-
burgh was appreciated and well-received by all of us in attendance
and we hope to have you back there soon.

Well, your visit is very timely today because many of us are ea-
gerly awaiting the first rule regulating carbon pollution from power
plants, the single-biggest emitter of carbon in the United States.
And though I think the legislation to address climate change
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through a cap-and-trade system would have been an easier, more
direct approach to limiting our Nation’s global warming impact, we
tried that here in this committee, and unfortunately, we were un-
able to get it passed.

But having said that, I want to point out that where I live in
southwestern Pennsylvania we are witnessing coal plant retire-
ments nearly every month, which is impacting the economy and
many of our constituents and potentially the reliability of the elec-
tric grid. Now, whether that is because of low natural gas prices,
environmental regulations, or old age, the fact is we are taking a
lot of old power plants off-line and making it very difficult to build
new ones.

So the central tenet of the President’s Climate Change Plan is
of course the new source performance standards for power plants.
And it has been widely reported that the standard for new coal-
fired power plants would require some type of CCS technology to
comply. Now, I am aware of and have supported the creation of
several demonstration projects for CCS across the country, but I
am not aware that there is anyone that would be considered BSER,
you know, the best system of emission reductions, as defined by the
Clean Air Act. Can you tell me how CCS is going to achieve that
requirement that BSER be adequately demonstrated considering
cost, energy requirements, and environmental impacts?

Ms. McCARTHY. Congressman, first of all, it is good to be here.
Thank you for the welcome.

The first thing I would say is that relative to the retirements
that you were discussing, we have been very strongly engaged with
our energy colleagues to ensure that as retirements are happening
that we work with our energy office and our agency and others to
make sure that those issues are managed effectively, and we do not
see that there is any gap in our communication system in ensuring
that we can achieve those regulatory standards effectively without
threatening reliability.

In terms of the rule that is coming out, I do not want to speak
exactly to what the rule is going to say. It would be inappropriate
for me to do that. But I will say that on the basis of information
that we see out in the market today and what is being constructed
and what is being contemplated that CCS technology is feasible
and it is available today.

Now, that is not to give a signal about what is going on in the
rule. That needs to be put in a broader as well as a more specific
context and we will meet our regulatory obligation to look at what
is possible and what we should be doing for new future power
plants. Frankly, the challenge is that we need to provide certainty
for how you construct a coal facility in the future that will allow
investment in that technology and allow the technologies that you
are investing in to grow and become more and more competitive
and lower those costs.

Mr. DOYLE. Let me ask you a little follow-up to that because I
am aware of the Kemper plant in Mississippi that has been cited.
Now, that plant is utilizing an innovative technique that pipes the
carbon dioxide emissions to depleted oil fields and uses the CO- to
force oil to the surface. In Pennsylvania, that is a little less real-
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istic for us unless we want to build a pipeline to Texas for our COx,
which I don’t think is quite practical.

I am just curious. How is EPA taking into account the regional
differences that there are from, you know, different places in our
country as we look at these technologies? You know, this seems to
be working but it is not something that could work in my neck of
the woods. And are you going to, you know, create guidelines that
recognize the diverse fuel mix of the country and specifically those
regions like southwestern Pennsylvania that are still heavily de-
pendent on fossil fuels?

Ms. McCARTHY. Well, I think we all recognize that the use of
CO; that is captured in enhanced oil recovery becomes very cost-
beneficial in the use of CCS. There is no question about that. And
we also see part of that being as a result there are significant pipe-
lines that are being constructed to take advantage of those cost
considerations.

Now, there is also an opportunity to sequester, which is, I think,
demonstration projects and investments that the Secretary can
speak to, but there are also products that are being produced at the
end of these design systems that actually can be sold. So there is
a variety of things that we see developing that make it very prom-
ising for coal to have a certain future as the President intends in
an all-of-the-above strategy.

Mr. DoYLE. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, I see my time
has expired.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Doyle, I may mention to you that this rule
is expected out on Friday, I believe, by the 20th, and we will be
having a hearing on the proposed rule.

Mr. DoYLE. Thank you.

Mr. WHITFIELD. On Saturday afternoon. Will everybody be here
on Saturday?

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr.
Terry, for 5 minutes.

Mr. TERRY. What an unexpected surprise to go this early. I ap-
preciate that.

So I am going to start off by asking unanimous consent to put
the letter of our Attorney General from Nebraska, his letter to
Gina McCarthy and a white paper that was done with other AGs
into the record.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Without objection.

[The information follows:]



161

STATE OF NEBRASKA

Office of the Attorney General

2115 STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
LINCOLN, NE 68509-8920
(402) 471-2682
TDD {402) 471-2682
FAX (402) 471-3297 or (402) 471-4725

JON BRUNING
ATTORNEY GENERAL September 11, 2013

The Honotable Gina McCarthy
Administrator

. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Ariel Rios Building

" 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.
Mail Code: 1101A
Washington, DC 20460

Re:. EPA Performance Standards for Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Existing Electric
Generating Units

Dear Administrator MeCarthy:

The Attotneys General of seventeen states and the senior environmental regulator of an
eighteenth have followed with interest EPA’s statements regarding its intention to promiilgate
guidelines for performance standards for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from existing electric
generating units (EGUs).

We recognize EPA’s obligation to promulgate these guidelings through an open and transparent
process, which would include input from all stakeholders., As the statutory responsibility and
authority under Section 111(d) for developing and implementing performance standards is vested
at the state level, we intend to participate fully in this process as representatives for our States.

Enclosed with this lefter is a white paper setting forth our position on both EPA and the states’
authority under Section 111(d). The white paper responds to EPA’s aggressive proposal for
GHG performance standards for new EGUs and indications of a similarly aggressive stance on
existing EGUs. Qur concerns are justified given EPA’s unwillingness to appropriately defer to
State authority under the Clean Air Act in recent years,

il Wi Soif Ink o rcyoled paper
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Ms. McCarthy
Page Two
September 11, 2013

As the white paper deseribes, Scction 111(d) is unambiguous in granting 1o states the sole
authority to determine actual substantive standards as applied to individual sources. EPA’s role
is limited to establishing procedures whereby states develop and implement performance
standards for existing EGUs. We trust EPA will to adhere to the limitations of its authority
under the Clean Air Act when adopting guidelines for the states’ development of plans for GHG
performance standards for existing EGUs.

We appreciate your consideration of our position and restate our commitment to cooperative
federalism as required under the CAA.

Singerely,

LA

Jen Bruning
Attorney Gener:
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Perspective of 18 States on Greenhouse Gas Emission Performance Standards

for Existing Sources under § 111(d) of the Clean Air Act.

Introduction

As State Attorneys General, we believe it is critical to bring public awareness to another
example of what has unfortunately become routine: the United States Environmental Protection
Agency ("EPA” or “Agency”) is poised to yet again propose new regulations that venture well
beyond the limits of the agency’s authority. The President has called upon EPA to propose
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission standards, regulations, or guidelines for existing power plants
by June L, 2014, and to finalize those rules by June 1, 2015. As this paper will show, EPA’s
authority under the Clean Air Act is limited to developing a procedure for states to establish
emissions standards for existing sources. EPA, if unchecked, will continue to implement
regulations which far exceed its statutory authority to the detriment of the States, in whom
Congress has vested authority under the Clean Air Act, and whose citizenry and industries will
uitimately pay the price of these costly and ineffective regulations.

Last year, EPA published a proposed rule regulating carbon dioxide (*CO,™) emissions
from new electric utility generating units (“EGUs™). 77 Fed. Reg. 22,392 (April 13, 2012)
(“EGU NSPS™). In light of recent comments from industry, EPA is considering the need to re-
propose this standard due to its failure to finalize the action within the CAA’s 1-year timeframe.
In addition, on April 15 and 17, 2013, some states and environmental groups filed 60- and 180-
day Notices of Intent to sue EPA under section 304(a) of the Clean Air Act (“*CAA”™) for failure

to perform the allegedly non-discretionary duty of and/or unreasonably delaying finalizing the
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EGU NSPS and proposing standards for existing EGUs.! In response to these Notices, a
coalition of Attorneys General has requested to be involved in any settlement discussions with
advocates of broad federal GHG regulations.

EPA states that oncc it has issued regulations for an air pollutant from new sources in a
particular source category under the CAA § 111(b), it has legal authority to regulate emissions
from existing sources of that air pollutant within the same source category.2 The final version of
the new source performance standards for new EGUs will likely face legal challenge. However,
the following analysis assumes the final EGU NSPS for GHG emissions is upheld and EPA
moves forward with rulemaking for existing sources.

The purpose of this paper is to identify a timely example of a serious, ongoing problem in
environmental regulation: the tendency of EPA to seek to expand the scope of its jurisdiction at
the cost of relegating the role of the States to merely implementing whatever Washington
prescribes, regardless of its wisdom, cost, or efficiency in light of local circumstances. The issue
is not new. The States and EPA have been at odds over the scope of their respective
responsibilities under the federal environmental statutes since the statutes’ inception. The recent

increase in the level of federal regulatory activity under the Clean Air Act has generated a

! A settlement agreement entered into by a number of states and environmental groups in December 2010 set forth
deadlines for EPA to issue regulations with respect to GHG emissions from existing EGUs. See, 75 Fed. Reg.
82,392 (Dec. 20, 2010). The deadlines have passed.

* The authority of EPA to promuigate GHG NSPS for existing EGUs, even if it finalizes its proposed GHG NSPS
rule for new EGUs, has been questioned. See William J. Hann, The Clean Air Act as an Obstacle to the
Environmental Protection Agency's Anticipated Attempt to Regulate Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Existing
Power Plants, THE FEDERALIST SOCIETY (Mar, 2013), available at http://www.fed-soc.org/publications/detail/the-
clean-air-act-as-an-obstacle-to-the-environmental-protection-agencys-anticipated-attempt-to-regulate-greenhouse-
gas-emissions-from-existing-power-plants. Without conceding that EPA does have authority to promulgate a GHG
NSPS for existing EGUs, we assume for purposes of discussion here that EPA does have that authority and will
exercise it.
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corresponding increase in concerns among the States regarding the preservation of their role in
environmental protection.

The way in which EPA has “pushed the envelope” in interpreting its legal authority under
the CAA to promulgate a New Source Performance Standard for new EGUs portends a similarly
aggressive and unlawful approach to the regulation of existing EGUs. EPA’s clear policy goal in
establishing its new source standards is to prevent the construction of new coal plants. EPA’s
proposed EGU NSPS would foreclose the construction of new coal-based electric generation
absent carbon capture and storage (“CCS™), yet CCS is likely to remain commercially infeasible
for a decade or more. The elimination of coal as a fuel for new electric generation would have
highly concerning implications for electricity prices and for the economy and job-creation in
general, as well as the competitiveness of American manufacturing.

In order to justify its proposed standard that would not allow new coal-based EGUs
absent CCS, EPA has taken unprecedented steps. The Agency proposed to combine coal and
combined-cycle natural-gas units into a single regulatory category, something it has never done
before for coal and gas EGUs. Indeed, it did not even go so far as recently as last year when it
proposed NSPS for traditional poliutants emitted by EGUs. EPA’s aggressive posture in its
proposed new-source NSPS, both as to foreclosing new coal plants and in pushing the scope of
its claimed legal authority, raises serious questions as to the approach EPA will eventually take
when it promulgates existing-source NSPS.

If EPA proceeds against existing coal plants with the same hostility, it is likely to be
reversed in court. As this paper shows, EPA does not have authority to promulgate prescriptive
limitations for existing coal-fueled EGUs. Under section 111(d) of the CAA, EPA must

recognize that States have broad discretion to determine the nature of NSPS requirements for
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existing EGUs. EPA may require States to adopt standards, and EPA may guide how States do
so procedurally, but the States are vested with the legal authority to decide the ultimate

standards.

The Statutory and Regulatory Framework For Developing Performance Standards For
Existing Sources

The focus of the following analysis is the limitations Congress placed on EPA’s authority
under Section 111(d) of the CAA. Scction 111(d) provides EPA with the authority to develop
standards of performance for existing sources and directs the Agency to:

prescribe regulations which shall establish a procedure similar to
that provided by section 7410 of this title under which each State
shall submit to the Administrator a plan which establishes
standards of performance for any existing source for any air

pollutant...to which a standard of performance under this section
would apply if such existing source were a new source.

Section 111(d) requires the existence of a performance standard for new sources as a
condition precedent to the development of such standards for existing sources. Thus, the legality
of the final version of EPA’s EGU NSPS rule has significant implications for EPA’s ability to
require regulation of existing EGUs.

Most importantly, section 111(d) invokes the principle of cooperative federalism — with
roles clearly delineated for both EPA and the States. The reference to § 110 refers to the general
process by which States submit their State Implementation Plans (“SIPs™) for EPA review.
Accordingly, EPA’s authority under § 111(d) is fimited to establishing, in the statute’s term, a
“procedure” by which the States submit plans for regulating existing sources. EPA cannot
promulgate rules establishing the substantive standards to be imposed on existing sources.

The cooperative federalism is illustrated by EPA’s general procedural regulations relating
to the States” adoption and submittal of plans establishing standards of performance for existing

4
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sources. Those regulations require EPA to issue a “guideline document” concurrently with, or
after, the “proposal of standards of performance for the control of a designated pollutant from
affected facilities.” 40 C.F.R. § 60.22(a). The content of the guideline document is of great
importance to the preservation of the States’ role in the development of performance standards
for existing sources.

Under EPA’s regulations, the guideline document is to “provide information for the
development of State plans” including a “description of systems of emissions reduction which, in
the judgment of the Administrator, have been adequately demonstrated.” Id at (b)}2). The
guideline document also shall contain an “emission guideline” providing “criteria for judging the
adequacy” of § 111(d) plans. 40 C.F.R. § 60.22(b)(5); see, 40 Fed. Reg. 53,341 (Nov. 17, 1975).
The emission guideline “reflects the application of the best system of emission reduction
(considering the cost of such reduction) that has been adequately demonstrated.” 40 C.F.R. §
60.22(b)(5). The emission guideline must also allow sub-categorization “when costs of control,
physical limitations, geographical location, or similar factors make [it] appropriate.” Id.

Also under EPA’s regulations, the States have nine months to submit a “plan for the
control of the designated pollutant to which the guideline document applies.” 40 C.F.R. §
60.23(a)(1). The plan “shall include emission standards™ that “shall prescribe allowable rates of
emissions except when it is clearly impracticable.” 40 C.F.R. § 60.24(a), (b)(1). The States have
significant discretion in formulating these plans. Although the “emission standards™ are to be
“no less stringent than the corresponding emission guideline(s), the States may make a case-by-
case determination that a specific facility or class of facilities should be subject to a less-stringent
standard or longer compliance schedule due to 1) cost of control; 2) physical limitation of

installing necessary control equipment; and 3) other factors making the less-stringent standard
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more reasonable. See, 40 C.F.R. § 60.24(c), (f). EPA then has four months to determine
whether the plan meets the requirements discussed above. If EPA disapproves the plan, the State
may correct the deficiencies or, under EPA’s construction, the Agency may issue its own plan
within 6 months of the original submission deadline. See, 40 C.F.R. § 60.27(c), (d).

Although these regulations have never been tested in court, EPA undoubtedly has power
to adopt procedural regulations governing State adoption of plans setting forth performance
standards. But, importantly, and consistent with the statute, the determination of the actual
substantive standards is left to the states.

Existing Source Performance Standards for CO; Emissions from EGUs

In contemplating regulation of existing EGUs, however, EPA appears poised to go
beyond the establishment of procedures and usurp the states” authority by setting minimum
substantive requirements for state performance standards. Having reviewed the statutory and
regulatory requirements for developing standards of performance for existing sources in a
general sense, we now apply that legal framework to CO; emissions from EGUs. Although EPA
has not yet issued a proposed guideline document for CO; emissions from existing EGUs, we
offer general observations about potential issues that have already presented themselves.

Fundamentally, § 111(d). as well as EPA’s own regulations, require that emission
reductions be made through adequately demonstrated systems of emission reduction technology.
Under § 111(d), EPA establishes procedures for States to submit plans containing “performance
standards.,”  “Performance standards™ is defined in § 1ll(a): “The term ‘standard of
performance’ means a standard for emissions of air pollutants which reflects the degree of
emission limitation achievable through the application of the best system of emission reduction

which (taking into account the cost of achieving such reduction and any nonair quality health and
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environmental impact and energy requirements) the Administrator determines has been
adequately demonstrated.” (Emphasis supplied). And EPA’s guideline document and the
emission guideline contained therein are to “reflect{] the application of the best system of
emission reduction (considering the cost of such reduction) that has been adequately
demonstrated.” 40 C.F.R. § 60.22(b)(5); see also, 42 U.S.C. § 7411(1) (definition of “standard
of performance™). The crux of this requirement thus is that the system be, in fact, adequately
demonstrated.

It seems incontrovertible that no post-combustion reduction system has been “adequately
demonstrated” for CO, emissions from EGUs on a broad, commercial scale. A system of carbon
capture and storage is perhaps a decade away from being technologically and economically
feasible. A permitting system for storing CO; emissions underground and a set of legal rules
governing liability for CO, storage has not been put in place in most states. Without an
adequately demonstrated post-combustion control technology, EPA must look to standards based
on cost-effective efficiency improvements at clectric generating units, because more efficient
units will produce lower CO; emissions per unit of heat input or clectricity output.

EPA and others may belicve that efficiency measures will not ensure the amount of CO;
emission reductions they desire. As a result, some groups have proposed EPA bc given
flexibility to develop emission guidelines based on trading programs with statewide emissions
caps, increased reliance on lower CO; emitting facilities, or demand-side and non-regulated
source reductions. In short, EPA may attempt to force coal-fueled EGUs to decrease operation
time or retire early, or foree utilities to rely more heavily on natural gas and other resources in an
effort to ensure greater CO; emission reductions. Such proposals, often offered as ways of

providing “flexibility,” do not conform to the limitations Congress has placed on EPA in the
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Clean Air Act, nor do they properly preserve the primary role of States in the development of
standards of performance for existing sources. Under § 111(d), it is the States, not EPA, that are
authorized to adopt performance standards; therefore it is the States, not EPA, that weigh the §
LH(a)(1) factors to determine what technology is adequately demonstrated. Simply put, EPA
lacks statutory authority (and is limited by its own regulations) to issue emission guidelines
seeking reductions of CO, emissions from coal-based EGUs in a manner based on something
other than an adequately demonstrated reduction system for such EGUs.

To the extent § i1i(d) provides authority for flexible approaches to establishing
performance standards to seek reductions in CO; emissions, that authority is vested in States, not
EPA. And of course, under § 116, States retain authority to adopt more stringent CO; controls
than EPA has the authority to mandate.

As noted, § 111(d) specifies that EPA’s regulatory authority is limited to developing a
procedure for the submission of state plans. EPA’s general regulations authorizing the issuance
of emission guidelines that establish minimum requirements, depending on how EPA
implements this guideline authority in a particular case, bear on substantive standard-setting.
But EPA does not have the authority to establish minimum substantive requirements.

EPA cannot dictate substantive outcomes. The agency can require that States actually
adopt performance standards based on application of the § 111(a)(1) factors.

States are additionally afforded the discretion to consider “among other factors, the
remaining useful life of the existing source to which such standard applies™ when developing
performance standards for existing units, Beyond this, § 111(d) does not provide authority for
EPA to reject a State plan if it does not contain a standard of performance as that term is defined,

and based on the factors set forth, in § {1 1(a)(1).
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In sum, the CAA imposes responsibility for air pollution control at the State and local
levels because of the proximity to existing sources and familiarity with local operating
conditions. State implementation plans are thus the primary architecture of emission controls.
See §§ 107(a); 110(a); 111(d). The “structure of the CAA militates against reading an extra-
statutory requirement into the Act's limitations on state discretion. Because the states enjoy
‘wide discretion” in implementing the Act. the imposition of newfound restrictions upsets the
Act's careful balance between state and federal authority. Union Elec. Co.. 427 U.S. at 250; see
also Fla. Power & Light Co.. 650 F.2d at 587 ("The great flexibility accorded the states under the
Clean Air Act is . . . illustrated by the sharply contrasting. narrow role to be played by EPA.").”
Luminant Generation Co. v. EPA, 675 F.3d 917, 929 (5th Cir. 2012). EPA’s role for existing
sources is therefore ““confine[d]...to the ministerial function of reviewing SIPs for consistency
with the Act’s requirements.” Luminant Generation Co. v. EPA, 675 F.3d 917, 921 (5th Cir.
2012).

Conclusion

The prospect for EPA adoption of GHG performance standards for new or existing coal-
based EGUs raises serious concerns. EPA’s aggressive standards for new coal-based EGUs
indicate a similarly aggressive approach to existing coal-based EGUs. While EPA is authorized
to require States to submit plans containing performance standards, EPA may not dictate what
those performance standards shall be. Nor may EPA require States to adopt GHG performance
standards that are not based on adequately demonstrated technology or that mandate, in the guise
of “flexible approaches,” the retirement or reduced operation of still-viable coal-based EGUs.

These concerns are serious. EPA regulations may harm the nascent economic recovery.

Moreover, our federalist system of government, as implicated in the CAA, requires that EPA
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recognize the rights and prerogatives of States. The extent and form of greenhouse gas
regulation is important to the States; it is critical that States be allowed to play their proper roles

in making the significant policy judgments that are required in adopting any such regulation.
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Mr. TERRY. And the date of the letter is September 11, 2013.

It is particularly, Ms. McCarthy, important to note that our At-
torney General is involved in this because, A) it is an impact to our
State, but B) we are a public power State so he is a lawyer, in es-
sence, for our public power generators. And they have a concern on
the rules that are being promulgated. I know they aren’t finalized
yet but, nonetheless, in regard to coal as a new fuel, we have old
coal-fired plants that probably aren’t going to make it. They aren’t
going to be able to adhere to the new rules, so the issue is can we
build new plants with coal since we are only a couple hundred
miles from the Powder River basin, and this is by far the promi-
nent feedstock for our generators?

So he has a question and I have the same question and that is
that does the EPA believe that it has the legal authority to elimi-
nate coal as a fuel for nuclear electrical generation?

Ms. McCARTHY. We have the authority and responsibility to es-
tablish standards in the case of new facilities and guidelines where
the individual States look at their own energy mix and come back
to EPA with plans on how to comply. So I do think we believe that
we are moving in a legally sound direction, but I would also cau-
tion you that one of the reasons we are re-proposing, Congressman,
is because there were a lot of comments on our original proposal.
There were comments on the technology, there were legal concerns,
so I would ask that we have this conversation in a more concrete
way when the new source rule comes out and to not also project
what we are doing in the new source as being either appropriate
or legally correct for existing facilities because neither is the case.

Mr. TERRY. All right. And I appreciate that answer and it would
be easier if we had the final rule.

Ms. McCARTHY. Well, we haven’t even proposed one yet, sir. We
are planning to re-propose a rule.

Mr. TERRY. OK.

Ms. McCARTHY. So we will have certainly plenty of time——

Mr. TERRY. Well, we certainly have concerns regarding our abil-
ity to use the cheapest and most readily available feed source for
electrical generation——

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Terry, I may just interject one moment. We
were truthfully so shocked by the original rule that

Mr. TERRY. Yes.

Mr. WHITFIELD [continuing]. We are anticipating what the new
rule is, so, sorry.

Mr. TERRY. Well, and to follow up on that though is with the
newly to-be-proposed rule after the comments, is there still room
for new coal electrical generation?

Ms. McCARTHY. I think that the rule will provide certainty for
the future of new coal moving forward, and I think in terms of ex-
isting facilities, we believe that coal represents now and will con-
tinue to represent a significant portion of the energy supply moving
forward for decades to come.

Mr. TeErry. All right. How about there has been several ques-
tions regarding nuclear power as well, and can we even meet what
the new greenhouse gas standards will be without nuclear power
as part of the portfolio?
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Ms. McCARTHY. The new source standard isn’t designed to influ-
ence the existing portfolio. It is designed to ensure that future
power plants that are being constructed to take advantage of tech-
nologies that will ensure that they are as clean as they can be and
have a past certain and a future that will be carbon-constrained.

Mr. TERRY. Well, it is important, I think, to have nuclear power
which has basically zero greenhouse gas emissions——

Ms. McCARTHY. I think the President

Mr. TERRY [continuing]. To be part of our portfolio and——

Ms. McCARTHY. The President certainly shares your concern that
we make room for all fuels and all power generation types.

Mr. TERRY. Yes, we are going to grade on actions, not words. So
I appreciate that.

Mr. MoNIz. And if I may add on that, sir, I would note that we
went through, in my view, a lot of years with words and not actions
and we are now seeing actions and not words, $8 billion loan guar-
antees for nuclear new programs on small modular reactors. So I
would say that we are walking the talk.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentlelady from California, Ms. Mat-
sui, for 5 minutes.

Ms. MATsul. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I thank our distinguished witnesses for joining us today.

I applaud the administration for taking on climate change, and
I strongly support the goals of the President’s Climate Action Plan
to cut carbon pollution and better prepare our country for the im-
pacts of climate change. Human-caused climate change is real, it
is happening now, and it will continue to produce devastating ef-
fects unless we take immediate action. Failure to act in an urgent
manner is shortsighted and detrimental to our environmental and
economic interests.

Some say that addressing climate change will cost too much
money but they neglect to consider the cost of inaction, as well as
the tremendous economic benefits of positioning our country as a
global leader in clean energy. Clean energy industries currently
employ hundreds of thousands of Americans and the potential
growth in this sector is enormous. My home district of Sacramento
boasts 14,000 clean energy jobs. Throughout the United States,
there are already 119,000 solar jobs and 80,000 wind jobs. Thou-
sands more are employed in energy efficiency and other areas. This
is a sector that could create millions of jobs and lead to faster eco-
nomic growth.

But we do have competition. According to the Pew Charitable
Trust, last year, China invested $65 billion in clean energy com-
pared to only $36 billion in the United States. The U.S. ranked
10th in clean energy investments per dollar of GDP behind China,
all of Europe, Canada, Australia, South Africa, and Japan.

Secretary Moniz, these other countries recognize the economic
potential of clean energy. What are they doing to capitalize on it?

Mr. MoNIz. They meaning other countries?

Ms. MATSUL Yes.

Mr. MonN1z. Clearly, I think people are seeing frankly, you know,
trillion-dollar markets developing. They are developing now for
clean energy to address climate, to address air pollution, just to ad-
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vance technology. And certainly a country like China, as you know,
is providing significant incentives for domestic manufacturing ca-
pacity.

Ms. MATsulL. Well, you know, the United States has always been
a leader in clean energy technologies but clearly we are really fac-
ing these competitive challenges from abroad. The President’s Cli-
mate Action Plan is a critical step to ensure not just that we ad-
dress the dangers of climate change but also that the United States
can compete and lead in the clean energy economy of the future.
Secretary Moniz, how will the President’s Climate Action Plan spur
clean energy innovation in the United States and create new clean
energy jobs here at home? Do you believe that the United States
can once again lead the clean energy revolution?

Mr. MoN1z. I certainly think we can and we must lead that revo-
lution. And I will mention two ways in which we are moving for-
ward. And the one is, for example, through our continuing loan pro-
gram to bring, as I said earlier, many, many technologies to the
fore. I mentioned utility-scale solar has been a huge success and
California has been a big part of that but also the loan program
for advanced fossil and for nuclear. It is across the board for these
technologies.

Another different kind of initiative I alluded to earlier are things
like the Advanced Manufacturing Initiative where we want to cap-
ture things like 3—-D printing, which can apply to new energy tech-
nologies, as well as a host of other technologies. So those are some
of the things that we are moving forward.

Ms. MaTsul. Um-hum. Well, thank you. Now, my Republican col-
leagues are quick to argue that tackling climate change will hurt
the economy, but in reality, climate change itself poses an enor-
mous economic risk, and failure to address it could be disaster for
the global economy.

In May CBO released a report concluding that delaying action to
reduce carbon pollution would increase the expected damage from
climate change by increasing the risk of very costly, potentially
even catastrophic outcomes. The Clean Air Act provides a very
good example of how we can make steady progress in cleaning up
the air while growing the economy. Since its enactment in 1970,
the Clean Air Act has reduced key air pollutants in the United
States by 2/3 while the economy has tripled in size. Administrator
McCarthy, what does the history of the Clean Air Act tell us about
our ability to cut pollution while building the economy?

Ms. McCARTHY. Thank you for asking the question.

We know that in our experience under the Clean Air Act we have
been able to significantly lower pollution while at the same time
GDP has risen and the economy has grown. We know that the eco-
nomic goals do not have to conflict with our environmental stand-
ards, and we also know, in fact, that this country is where it is be-
cause we have both cleaned our environment, kept it safe and
healthy for our families, recognized the public health value and en-
vironmental value that represents, while we develop an economy
that respects those needs as well. We are asking for that same
strategy to be employed as we tackle what I believe to be the most
significant public health challenge of our time, which is climate
change.
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Ms. MATsul. I thank you very much and I ran out of time.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentlelady’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from West Virginia, Mr.
McKinley, for 5 minutes.

Mr. McKINLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think we can agree that the CO; levels are undeniably increas-
ing and some scientists and climatologists have concluded that
their energy models reflect that CO; levels coincide with tempera-
ture increases. Now, we were supposed to have some charts up
here. These are the models that have been suggested by many of
the scientists and climatologists, but however, as you well know,
these models are key components of developing climate change pol-
icy, but unfortunately, as we are finding out, this is the projection
but here is the reality of temperature changes over the last 40
years. Actually, we can say over 40 years there has been almost no
increase in temperature, very slight. In fact, the CO; levels even
with the increased greenhouse CO; level emissions, the Arctic ice
has actually increased by 60 percent as shown by the aerial view.
Also that Antarctica is expanding. But more importantly, this re-
port coming out of the United Nations, the IPCC report coming up
is saying that most experts, most experts believe by 2083, and 70
years, the benefits of climate change will still outweigh the harm.

That leads to the question today. What should be done about it?
We hear the testimony from the Administration that all climate
change is manmade and America needs to reduce its CO, emis-
sions. Let’s put this in perspective. Hypothetically, let’s assume
that all coal-fired generation in America were curtailed, all coal-
fired generation were curtailed. According to the United Nations
and the IPCC, this would reduce the CO, levels of the globe by
merely %10 of 1 percent by ridding all coal-fired power in the
United States.

The Administration also needs to remind people, as you heard
from the chairman in his opening remarks, that manmade prob-
lems, if we could, only represent 4 percent of all the emissions of
the globe. Natural emissions represent 96 percent. So as a result,
this Administration is, by virtue of this stream of job-killing regula-
tions, is putting our Nation at risk all in the idea of clinging to the
notion that cutting 210 of 1 percent is going to save the world envi-
ronment.

Let me remind, the rest of the world is not listening. The Presi-
dent’s energy policy is not being followed. China, India, Russia, and
Europe are all expanding their use of coal. The Administration is
working now on a new global initiative, exporting uncertainty. Ac-
cording to the President, he is not going to allow low-interest loans
to be made to developing nations around the world. Struggling na-
tions to come out of poverty will continue to suffer. Lives will be
lost. Children will be sick and perish as a result of this President’s
support of this policy.

One of the biggest moral responsibilities of the United States
should be to help emerging nations come out of poverty. The most
abundant and resourceful source of power is coal. For a nation to
emerge from poverty, it must have access to energy, energy for re-
frigeration, for cooking, and commerce.
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Just to give you an example, in the sub-Saharan of Africa, the
total amount of power that they can generate in Africa is a 60 watt
light bulb per person, a 60 watt light bulb for 3 hours a day, 60
watt light bulb for 3 hours a day. Why should they be denied ac-
cess to affordable energy so they can come out of poverty? Please
take this message back to the President.

This President must not prevent people around the globe from
obtaining affordable, dependable energy. And threatening Amer-
ican jobs over %10 of 1 percent of the CO, emissions is not an ac-
ceptable energy policy. Crushing America’s economy to reduce the
CO; levels by %10 of 1 percent is an abuse of his presidential au-
thority.

Now, if I could in just the time, I am just curious from both of
you the issue now is we are 400 parts per million. Can you tell me
what level do you want it to be? Is it what many people are pro-
moting, 300 parts per million?

Mr. WHITFIELD. You all can respond but his time is expired.

Mr. Mon1z. OK. I would like to respond, Mr. McKinley. There
were a lot of issues you raised there. If I may focus down for the
sake of response, first of all, as I have said before in this com-
mittee, the issues in terms of the risks of climate change are not
based just upon models, as I said. It is some pretty simple arith-
metic. Number two, I don’t believe anyone has ever said that
quotes “all climate change is manmade.” The statement is that the
anthropogenic forcings from CO, are clearly of the scale that have
long been expected to produce the kinds of change that we are see-
ing and will see.

Third, I think we should address—there are many things but let
me focus on the hiatus, so-called, in the increase of warming tem-
peratures. First of all, let’s not forget this decade is the warmest
decac}? in recorded history. So it is not exactly like it has been cool-
ing off.

But secondly, the issues of decadal scale changes in the rate of
increase are fully expected. El Nifio, La Nifna, for example, are part
of this. Those models at that time did not include other issues such
as deep water warming, et cetera.

I will give you an example. There is an article right now in Na-
ture whereby looking at the observed surface water temperatures
in the Pacific, putting them in in the East Central Pacific, putting
them in, it comes completely with this hiatus and it is only a hia-
tus in the constant global warming. So I believe we have to say this
is a misreading of the record.

The statement stands that anthropogenic CO. emissions and
other greenhouse gas emissions are a driver at the level of multiple
degrees centigrade in this century. We are up .9 so far. And that
is very consequential. In fact, I remind you that we wouldn’t be
here if it weren’t for the greenhouse effect of water vapor, which
has provided 60 degrees Fahrenheit of surface warming. We are
just tuning that by a few degrees centigrade at great peril.

Mr. WHITFIELD. We are going 2 minutes and 35 seconds over
SO——

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent that we put in the record a study by Dr. Benjamin Santer, at-
mospheric scientist at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory,
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where he says neither volcanoes nor the sun nor internal varia-
bility nor any combination of those natural factors can plausibly ex-
plain the atmospheric temperature changes we have actually ob-
served from space since 1979.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Sm:e the late 1970s. Hite-basad i have itored
glabal <hainges i zn i P Thess
reveal i i ing and ic cooling,

punctuated by short-term vakanic signals of reverse sign. Similar
long- and short-term temperature signals occur in modei simuia»
tions driven by h d changes in

and natural variations in volcanic aerosols. Mast previous compar~
isoris of modeled and obs thanges
have uged results from mdwndua} models and mdmduai observa-
tiomat records. In contrast, we rely on a Jarge multimode! archive and
mumpie abservational datasets. We show that 2 human-caused
latitude/altitude pattern of h P thange can be
dentified with high fcal ¢ in satellite data. Resufts are
robust to current uncertainties in madels and observations. Virtually
alf previous research in this area has attempted to discriminate an
anthfopogenic signal from internal variability. Here, we present
evidence that a human-caused signai can also be identified refative
to the larger “total” natural variabifity arising from sources internal
to the climate system, solar irradiance changes, and volkanic farcing.
Consistent signal ndentlhcatzon accurs bacause both internai and
total natural vari; y {as si by t-the-art modelsy
cannot produce global-scale i g and
stratospheric coaling. Our results provida clear evidence for a discern-
ible human infiuence on the thermaf structure of the atmosphere.

thimate change detection | cimate modeling

tobal changes in the physical climate system are deiven by

both internal variability and external influences {1, 2} in-
terfial variability is generated by complex interactions of the
coupled atmosphere—ocean system, such as the well-known Bl
Nifio/Southern Oscillation. External influences include human-~
caused changes in well-mixed greenhouse gases, stratospheric
ozone, and other radiative forving agents, as well as natural flue-
tuations in sofar irrediance and soleanic agrosols. Each of these
external influences has 2 unigue “Gagerprint” in the detailed lat-

de/altitude pattern of pheric empera change {3-R).
The vse of such fingerprint information has proved partjcularly
wseful in separating humat, solar, and volcanic influences on cli+
mate, and in discriminating between externally forced signals and
internal variability (3-7).

We bave two main scientific abjectives. The fiest is to consider
whether a human-caused fingerprint can be identified against the
“total” natvral variability (Mroy) arising from the combined
effects of internal oscillatory behavior (Fyuy), solar irradiance
changes, and fluctuations in atmospheric loadings of volcanic
qerosols. To date, only one signal detection study (involving
hemispheric-seale surface temperature changes) has relied on
Vot information (9). All other pattern-based fingerprint studies
have tested against Mpve (2, 47, 18, 11} When fingerprint inves-
tigations use information from simulations with naturat external
forcing, it is typicaily for the purpose of ascertaining whether

WIWW.pN2s.0rgiegi/doi 10 T07/pnas. 13053321 10

maodel-predicted solar and volcanic signals are detectable in ob~
servational climate records, and whether the amplitude of the
model signals is consistent with observed estimates of signal
strength (7, 12, 13).

‘We are addressing a it quesu(m here. We
seek o determine whether observed L‘hanges in the large-scale
thermat structure of the atmosphere are truly unusual “Telative
to the best current estimates of the total natural variability of the
climate system, The significance testing framework applied here
is highly tonservative. Qur Myot estimates incorporate variability
information from 858 AD to 2005, and sampie substantially
Jarger naturally forced changes in volcanic aetosol loadings and
solar irradiance than have been observed over the sateliite era.

Our second objective is 1o cxamine the sensitivity of finger-
print Tesults o current uncertainties in models and observations.
‘With one exception {11), previous fingerprint studies of changes
in the vertical structure of atmospheric temperature have used
mformation from individual models. An additional concern is
that observational unceriainty is rarely censidercd in such work
(3-7). These Hmitations have raised questions regarding the re-
Hability of fingerprint-based findings of a discernible human in-
fluence on climate (14}

Medet and Observational Temperature Data
The model output anadyzed here is from phase 3 of the Coupled
Model Intercomparison Project {CMIP-5) (15). We use atmospheric
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temperature changes from simulations with estimated historical
changes in these factors: (i) combined human and natural ex-
ternal forcings (ALLY; (u) anthropogenic furcmg\ only {(ANT);
(i) combined solar and volcanic forcing only (NAT); (iv) solar
forcing only (SOL); and (v} volcanic forcing only (VOL}., We also
analyze integrations with the following: (vi) estimated changes
in solar and volcanic forcing over the past 1,000 y (P1000};
(vii) no changes in external influences (CTL); and {viif) 21st cen-
tury changes in greenhouse gases and anthropogenic acrosols (16}
specified according to Representative Concentration Pathway
8.5 (RCP8.5).

We compare simulation output with observed atmospheric
temperature changes inferred from satellite-based Microwave
Sounding Units (MSUs). Our focus is on zonaily averaged
temperature changes for three broad layers of the atmosphere:
the lower stratosphere (TLS), the mid- to upper tropospherc
{TMT), and the lower troposphere (TLT) {1). We use observa-
tional MSU information from two different groups: Remote
Sensing Systems (RSS) (17) and the University of Alabama at
Huntsville (UAH) (18). An impartant aspect of our fingerpring
study is its use of additional estimates of observational un-
certainty provided by the RSS group (17) (81 dppendix).

Two processing choices facilitate the comparison of models
and observations. First, we calculate synthetic MSU temper-
atures from CMIP-5 simulations, so that modeled and observed
layer-averaged temperatures are vertically weighted in a similar
way {10). Second, we splice together temperature information
from the ALL and RCP8.S simulations. The fatter arc initiated
from the end of the ALL simulations, which was generally in
December 2005 (S! Appendix). Splicing makes it possible to
compare modeled and observed temperature changes over the
full-observed satellite record, We refer to these spliced simu-
lations as “ALL+8.5.” (The ANT, NAT, VOL, and SOL inte-

« grations alse end in December 2005. Unlike the ALL simulation,

they cannot be spliced with RCP8.5 resuits without introducing
a discontinuity in forcing.)

Global-Mean Temperature Changes

Fig. 1-shows the multimodel average changes in global-mean

atmospheric temperature in the NAT and ALL+8.5 simulations,
I both types of numerical experiment, the stratosphere wanns

~and the troposphere cools after major volcanic eruptions (1, 4-8,

19, 20). The abrupt TLS warming signals (Fig. 14) are due to the

" absorption of incoming solar radiation and outgoing long-wave

radiation by valcanic aerosols injected into the stratosphere {21).
Stratospheric volcanic aerosols alse reduce the clear-sky solar
radiation received at Earth’s surface, leading to surface and
tropospheric cooling. Because of the Jarge thermal inertia of the
oceanic mixed layer, the recovery of tropospheric temperature
from volcanically induced cooling can take up to a decade (Fig, 1
B and €). The removal of voleanic acrosols and the recovery of
lower stratospheric temperature is more rapid {(~2 y).

The ALLA8.5 simulations exhibit sustained cooling of the
lower stratosphere and warming of the troposphere over the past
60 y (Fig. 1). The decrease in TLS is primarily a response to
human-caused stratospheric ozone depietion, with a smalier
contribution from anthropogenic changes in other greenhouse
gases (GHGs) (19, 22, 23). Tropospheric warming is mainly driven
by-anthropogenic GHG increases (1, 2, 8, 23, 24). In contrast, the
NAT runs do not produce large, multidecadal temperature changes
S1 and $2).

Alfter removing the chrnawlogleal seasonal cycle, lower strato-
spheric temperature anomalies exhihit a farge {past-1970) residual
seasofiak cycie in the ALL48.5 simulation, but not in the NAT
integration (Fig. 14). This residual seasonality arises because of
the pronounced impact of stratospheric ozone depletion on the

,.1

X seasonal cycle of TLS, p,muuiarlv at high latitudes in the Southern

isphere (25, 26) (ST Ay . Fig. $3).
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Fig. 1. Time series of simulated monthly mean near-global anomalies in th
of the fower phere (TLS), the mid- to upper troposphere
(TMT), and the lower troposphere (TLT) {4-C). Morel results are from spliced
PB.5 simulations with combined pogenic and natural ex-
ternal forcng {ALL+8.5) and from simulations with naturat external forcing
only {NAT). The bold lines denote the ALL+8.5 and NAT multimodei aver-
ages, calculated with 20 and 16 CMIP-5 models {respectively). Temperatures
are averaged over 82.5°N-82.5°5 for TLS and TMT, and over 82.5°N-70°5 for
TLT. Anomalies are defined with respect to climatological monthly means
over 1861~1870, The shaded envelopes are the multimode! averages +2 Xs{t),
where s{t) is the “betwean modal” 5D of the 20 (ALL+8.5) and 16 (NAT) en-
semble-mean anomaly time series. To aid visual discrimination of the over-
lapping ALL+8.5 and NAT envelopes, the boundaries of the ALL+8.5 envelope
are indicated by dotted orange lines.

Latitude/Altitude Patterns of Temperature Change

Fig. 2 shows the vertical structure of zonal-mean atmospheric
temperature {rends in the observations and the ALL+8.5, ANT,
NAT, VOL, and SOL simulations. Because we perform our
subsequent fingerprint analysis in “MSU space,” with only three
atmospheric layers (TLS, TMT, and TLT), we use the same
MSU space here for visual display of temperature trends, This
provides a vertically smoothed picture of temperatuare changes
over the satcllite era, while still preserving the principal farge-
scale features of externally forced signais, {The contouring al-
gorithm used to generate Fig. 2 interpolates temperature in-
formation between vertical fayess, and between 5° fatitude bands
(sce legend of Fig. 2).

The ALL+8.5 and ANT multimodel averages (Fig. 2 4 and D)
and the observations (Fig. 2 H and ) are characterized by similar
patterns of large-scale tropospheric warming and lower strato-
spherie cooling. In the ALLA48.5 simulations, the most pronounced
intermade differences in temperature trends are in the vicinity of
the Antarctic ozone hole (Fig. 2B and SI dppendix, Fig. §4), where
internal variability is large (10, and there are appreciable inter-
mode! differences in historical ozone forcing (27).

If we use the ratio R, as a measure of the size of the multimodel
average ALL+8.5 trend velative to the intermodel SDY of ALL48.5
temperature trends, this metric exceeds two over substantial
portions of the troposphere and lower stratosphere (Fig. 2C). The
Ry results demonstrate that the ALL+8.5 pattern of tropospheric
warming and stratospheric cooling is robust to current uncer-
tainties in external forcings and model temperature responses.
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Fig. 2.- Zonakmean atmospheric temperature trends in CMIP-5 models {4 and D~G) and observations (H and /). Trends were caiculated after first regridding

modeti and observetional TLS, TMT, and TLT anomaly datato 3 5°x 5°

grid, and then zonal sverages. flesults are plotted in “MSU

space,” at the approximate peaks of the TLS, TMT, and TLT global-mean MSU weighting functions {74, 595, and 740 hPs, respectively). Trends in the RSS and
UAH shservations and the ALL+8.5 simulations are for the 408 months from January 1979 to December 2012, For the shorter ANT, NAT, VOL, and SOL
simulations, trends are over January 1979 to December 2005. The ALL+B5, ANT, NAT, VOL, and SOL trends are multimods! averages, computed with 20, 8, 16,
2, and 3 models {respectively). 8 shows a simple measure of mode! uncertainty in the ALL+8.5 trends: six,h), the Intermodel SD of the 20 individuat ensemble-
mean trends. The ratio Rs in C is the ALL+8.5 multimodel average trend in A, b(x,h), divided by s(x.h) in 8.

Anthropogenic forcing makes the largest contribution to the
ALLA8.5 temperature-change pattern {Fig. 2 4 and D-G). The
NAT contribution is relatively smatl, but augments the anthro-
pogenic signal, Over 1979-2005, the NAT contribution is domi-
nated by volcanic effects, which generate a slight warming trend in
the troposphere and a small cooling trend in the stratosphere (S7
Appendix, Fig. 55). Because there is little or no trend in sofar ir-
radianec over the satellite era, the simulated solar signal is weak,

1t is difficult to make more rigorous quantitative comparisons
of the temperatnre changes in the ALL+8.5, ANT, NAT, SOL,
and VOI. simulatjons. This diffieulty arises because of {f) “be-
tween.experiment” differences in the number of modcls and real-
izations available for estimating multimode! averages (S Appendix);
and (i) “between model” differences in external forcings (27) and
climate sensitivity (28). The information provided in Fig. 2, how-
ever, represents our current best muktimodel estimate of the

Senter et al.

patterns and relative sizes of anthropogenically and naturally
forced atmospheric temperature changes over the satellite era,

Leading Signal and Noise Patterns

We usc a standard fingerprint method (29) to compare model-
predicted vertical patterns of zonal-mean atmospheric temper-
ature change with satellite observations (87 Appendix). The
searched-for fingerprint is the climate-change signal in response
to a set of external forcings. Here, the Bngerprint is defined as the
first empirical orthogonal function (EOF) of S(x,h,1), the multi-
model average of zonal-mean synthetic MSU temperature changes
in the ANT or ALL+8.5 simulations. [The double overbar in
S{x,h,£) indicates two averaping steps: an average over ANT or
ALL+8.5 realizations of an individual model (if muitiple real-
izations are available} and an average over models.}
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As in the observations (Fig. 2 # and /), both the ANT and
ALL+8.5 fingerprints show spatiatly coherent warming of the
troposphere and cooling of the Jower stratosphere (Fig. 34 and B),
The simifarity of the ANT and ALL48.3 fingerprints arises because
model trends in atmospheric temperature over the past 30-60 v
are primarily driven by anthropogenic influences, with only a smalt
coniribution from sofar and voleanic forcing (Figs. 1 and 2).

Before presenting the resuits of our fingerprint analysis, we
first-¢xamine the major modes of internal and total natural
variability (Fig. 3 C-K). These are characterized by the leading
EOFs calcufated from the CTL, NAT, and P1000 simufations (ST
Appendix): In the first EOF of the CTL simulations, temperature
changes in the tropics and extratropics are negatively correlated
{Fig; 3C). The lcading mode in the NAT and P1000 simulations
used to estimate Fror (Fig. 3 F and I) captures both the strato-
sphéric. warming and tropospheric cooling in response to large
volcanic eruptions and part of the internal variability manifest in
CTLEOQF 1 (Fig. 3C). The natural variability modes in Fig. 3 C-K

lack the pattern of global-scale tropospheric warming and
stratosphetic cooling that is evident in the observations (Fig. 2 H
and 7} and the ANT and ALL+8.5 fingerprints (Fig. 3 A and B).

Fingerprint Results

We consider next the detectability of the ANT fingerprint. If the
amplitude of the fingerprint pattern Fix,k) is increasing in
Ofx,h, 1), the time-varying observations, there will be a positive
trend in ¢{F,Q}(s), the covariance statistic that measures the
spatial similarity between Fx, £) and O{x, h, 1) (S] Appendix). [The
indices x, A, and ¢ arc (respectively} over the total number of lat-
itude bands, atmospheric layers, and time (in years).] These “sig-
nal trends,” b(L}, are a function of the analysis period L., which
spans lengths of 10-34 y (i.c., from 1979-1988 to 1979~2012).

As L increases, the spatial similarity between Oz, 4,¢) and the
ANT fingerprint decreases initially due to the siratospheric
warming and tropospheric cooling caused by the 1991 Pinatabo
eruption (Fig. 44}, This reduces the magnitude of b(L) values.

Leading Signal and Natura! Variability Modes in CMIP-5 Models

A

ANT signat EQF1 (30.14%)

CTL noise EOF1 {31.85%)

P1000Q naise EOF1 (48.8:

1.2 -0.8 0.4

P1000 noise EOF2 (15.7:

ALL+8.5 signal EOF 1 (87.11%)

CTL noise EOF3 (17.31%}

P1000 noise EQF3 (12.07%)

10 EQF loading

04 08 12

Fig. 3 Leading signat and naturat variabifity modes for the vertical structure of atmaspheric temperature change in CMiP-3 simutations. Alt signat and
natural variabitity mades were calculated after first transforming annual-mean synthetic TLS, TMT, and TLT data to 2 comman 5°x 5° latitudedlongitude grid,
and then computing zonat averages. The leading signal mades are the first E0Fs of the muttimadel atmospheric temperature changes in the ANT and ALLY8.5

iations (A and B, i Multi

le! averages were calculated over 1861-2012 for the ALL+8.5 case, and over 1861-2005 for the shorter ANT

simulations, using results from 20 ALL+8.5 models and 8 ANT models. The leading natural variability modes are EOFs 1, 2, and 3 of the 20 concatenated
preindustrial contrat runs (CTL; C-E), the 16 concatenated simulations with estimates of historical changes in solar and volcanic forcing over 1850-2005 (NAT;
F-H), and the 6 concatenated integrations with natural external forcing over 850-1700 {P1000; -K). The percentage variance explained by each mode is given

in parentheses. See 5f Agpendix for further analysis details.
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During the recovery phase after Pinatubo, signat trends increase
untii years, Subsequently, following the large tropospheric
warming caused by the 199771998 El Nifio, the amplitude of H({L)
gradually decreases. This decrease is due to changes in observed
rates of stratospheric cooling and troposphere warming {10, 30).

The crux of the fingerprint identification problem is to ass
whether these signal trends are statistically significant. We us
signal-to=noise {S/N) ratios to make this determination, To es-

“-timate the denominator of the SN ratio, we require “null” (no
signal) distributions for trends of length L. years. Conventionally,
these - distributions are obtained using internal variability in-
formation. from many L-year segments of CTL simulations.
Here, we also consider the additional variability arising from
solar-and volcanic forcing, which we estimate using both the
NAT.integtations and the longer P100O runs. This gives us three
different sets of natural variability estimates and $/N ratios {Fig.
4 B and C; green, blue, and red curvey

We obtain “no signal® distributions by comparing #{x,#) with
Nix, I, t); the temperaturc changes from the concatenated CTL,
NAT, or P1000 integrations. This yields fong time series of the
pattern- similarity statistic cf 1), from which the nuft
fributions. can be calculated for varying trend lengths. These
distributions have means close to zero and standard deviations
s{LYthat decrease by a factor of roughly 5 as L increases {rom
10 to 34 y (Fig. 4B).

The /N ratio tl\at we use for assessing the statistical signifi-
canée of signal trends is simply given by b(L)/s(L}) {Fig. 4C}. [For
L= 10, therefore, b(L) is calculated over 19791988, and s(L) is
computed from the distribution of nonoverlapping 10-y trend:
c{F ,N}{).] S/N ratios generally increase with longer analysis
periods, primarily because of the decrease in s(L} with larger
values of L.. With CTL noise, S/N ratios for signal trends com-
puted over 1979-2012 are invariably significant at the 19 level or
better, and range from 8.4 to 10.7, depending on the choice of
observational dataset.

Cnnsxder next the $/N resuits for tests against Vror The NAT

B rovide estimates of how atmos| perature
might have evolved in the absencc of human mu,rvemmn, but in
the presence of stochastic temperature changes arising from in-
ternal-variability and deterministie changes caused hy solar and
voleanic foreing. One possible significance testing strategy is o
festrict our. estimate of Fror to the period of overlap between
the NAT runs and the satcllite data sets (1979-2005). This stratcgy
has two disadvantages: (7)) we have only 16 NAT models with
samples-of naturally forced temperature change over 1979-200:
and (i} cach of these samples includes only two major volcanic
eruptions (El Chichén and Pinatubo).

Here, we estimate Vror over 18612003, and thus do not re-
quire that the simuatated and observed evolution of volcanic forc-
ing is-identical. By using this longer period, we include the effects
of four additional major eruptions in the presateltite era (Krakatau
in 1883, Suu[m,n,/l’clcc/San:a Maria in 1902, Novarupta in 1912,
and Agung in 1963) and obtain many morc samples of the tem-
perature response 1o voleanic forcing, This increase in sample size
is advantageous in assessing the liketihood of obtaining the observed
signal trends by total naturat vas ity alone.

As expected, trends computed from the NAT simulations are
generally larger than those obtained from the CTL runs (Fig. 45).
This helds for all timescales examined here. Despite the increase
in the size of the denominator, $/N ratios remain highly signifi-
cant for signal trends culculated over the full satellite record,
Tanging from 3.7 values
are spuriously inflated by a systematic underestimate of total
natural variability in the CMIP- analyzed here (10).

Although there are large uncertainties in the solar and vol-
canie forcings used in the six P1000 runs (31), these simulations
provide our best current estimates of the magnitude and patierns
of naturally forced atmospheric temperature change over the
period from 850 to 1849 (81 Appendix, Fig. $6). As in the case of
the NAT simulations, we use P1000 Yoy estimates to determine
whether an anthropogenic fingerprint can be identified relative to
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Fig. 4. Resufts from the S/N analysis of simulated and observed changes in

zonal-mean TLS, TMT, and TLT. Signal time series provide information on the
similarity between the time-invariant ANT fingerprint patter (Fig. 3A) and
the time-varying observed patterns of zonal-mean atmospheric temperature
change. Values of b(L), the L-year trends in these signal time series, are
plotted in A. Naise time series indicate the fevel of simifarity between the
ANT fingerprint and the CTL, NAT, and P1000 estimates of variabiiity. 8
showes s(L}, the SD of the distribution of nonoverlapping L-year trends in the
CTt, NAT, and P1000 noise time series. The S/N ratio between A(L} and s(L) is
given in C. The thin salid lines in C are the S/N ratios for signaf trends
obtained with the RSS 535 percentiles. The nominal 1% significance levet
assumes & Gaussian distribution of noise trends. The ANT fingerprint was
calculated using the muttimodel average zonakmean changes in atmo-
spheric temperature aver 1861-2005 {§/ Appendix). Signal and noise trends in
A and 8 have unts of ¢{F,0} /decade and c{F,N} /decade, respectively.

total natural variability levels that are substantially larger than
those actually sampled over the satellite era.

In addition to solar and volcanic furcing,, the P1000 simu-
lations include anthmpngnmc changes i in GHGs and land use
{31). To avoid app anthropog; Vror
values were calculated using :vnthell(. MSU temperatures for
850-1700 only. This period contains at Jeast two massive volcanie
eruptions-—an unknown cruption in 1259, and Kuwae in 1452,
Each event js estimated to have produced larger stratospheric
suifate acrosol loadings than those of any eruption during the
NAT simulation period (32). This explains why the P1000 levels
of total natural variability are consistently higher than those
computed with NAT simulations {Fig. 48). Even with these very
large P100O Fror values, we still obtain ubiquitous detection of
an anthropogenic fingerprint in the observations, with $/N ratios
ranging from 2.5 to 3.2 for 34-y wrends (Fig. 4C).

Sensitivity Tests
We performed a number of additional sensitivity studics to ex-.
plore the robustness of these results. The first involved use of the
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ALLA+8.5 rather than the ANT fingerprint. Because of the spatial
similarity of these fingerprints, they yield similar S/N ratios (Fig.
4 and §7 Appendix, Fig. §7). In a sccond test, we repeated the
cntire fingerprint analysis with zonal-mean changes in TLS and
TLT only. Temperatore changes have more favorable S/N
characteristics in the lower stratosphere than in the troposphere
(10}, so removal of zonal-mean TMT changes substantially
increases /N ratios (S Appendix, Fig. $8). In our third test, ALL
+8.5 and ANT fingerprints were estimated over the satellite era
only {rather than over the full period of these simulations), Use
of a shorter period for fingerprint estimation still preserves the
large-scale featurcs of tropospheric warming and stratospheric
cooling {Fig. 24 and D), so fingerprint detection is insensitive to
this ‘analysis choice.

One. area of concern is that, on average, the ALL+8.5 simu-
lations underestimate the observed lower stratospheric cooling
and overestimate tropospheric warming (compare Fig, 24 with
Fig. 2 H and [}. These differences must be due to some combi-
nation. of errors in model foreings {27, 33-35), model Tesponse
errors (36), residual observational inhomogeneitics (17), and an
unusual manifestation of natural internai variability in the obser-
vations (10, 30). Because of the bias in tropospheric warniing, most
individual models have $/N ratios that are larger than those
cbtained with observations (87 Appendix, Fig, $9).

Conclusions
Our analysis of the latest satellite datasets and model simulations
reveals that a model-predicted anthropogenic fingerprint pattern
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is consi: y i , with high statistical , in the
changing thermal structure of the atmosphere. Multidecadal
tropospheric warming and lower stratospheric cooling are the
main features of this fingerprint. Tests against NAT and P1000
“total™ natural variability (Vroy) demonstrate that.observed
temperatare changes are not simply a recovery from the El
Chichén and Pinatubo events, and/or a response to variations in
solar irradiance. The significance testing framework used here is
highly conservative~the NAT and P1000 estimates of Fror in-
clude volcanic eruptions and solar irradiance changes much larger
than those observed over the satellite era, Our results are robust
to carrent uncertainties in models and observations, and un-
derseore the dominant role human activities have played inrceent
climate change.
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Mr. WHITFIELD. And I also would like to put in the record your
photo of how ice has expanded by almost a million square miles in
the last year in the Arctic Circle.

Mr. WAXMAN. Reserving the right to object. And I would like to
be recognized on my reservation.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Absolutely, recognized.

Mr. WAaxXMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think this illustrates why
we need a committee where we bring in the scientists. I just
thought the statements that the gentleman from West Virginia
read to us were incredibly inaccurate and contrary to everything
else everybody in the scientific community has to say, including
Secretary Moniz, who is an MIT professor for 40 years, he was the
Department of Physics’ head of the Linear Accelerator Center, un-
dersecretary of DOE, a Ph.D. in theoretical physics from Stanford
University. We need scientists to come in here and talk about
science, not——

Mr. WHITFIELD. So, Mr. Waxman, are you objecting to this?

er. WaxMaN. Well, I just want to make that point but I will not
object.

Mr. WHITFIELD. OK. Well, I won’t object to yours, either.

And at this time I would like to recognize Dr. Christensen from
the Virgin Islands for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I am really
glad we are having this hearing.

And of course I support President Obama’s sensible plan to ad-
dress climate change by reducing carbon pollution and helping
communities to prepare for the impacts of climate change.

In reading your testimony and hearing your testimony I applaud
the open approach to setting the standards that has been engaging
and will engage all of the stakeholders and their concern in the
process. Despite this, we continue to hear a lot of criticism of the
President’s plan from our Republican colleagues, and like our
Ranking Member Waxman, I would simply ask, what is their plan?
The President has said he is willing to work with anyone who
wants to propose alternatives. And I am glad that if Congress won’t
act, he will. And I am also glad that both of you included in your
testimony that the economy also benefits from the prior responses,
has benefited from prior responses to climate change.

My district in the U.S. Virgin Islands and the other territories
are really on the forefront of this issue of climate change. And like
our panelists from the Safe Climate Caucus forum yesterday are al-
ready experiencing the impact of that change. In the Virgin Is-
lands, we have already endured a serious coral reef bleaching event
that significantly impacted our fisheries, and by extension, our
tourism product and our economic stability. If we were to continue
to do nothing, we could expect increased ocean acidification, sea
level rise, which will impact our coastal infrastructure, and of
course more intense storms, as much of the country is experiencing.

So it is absolutely and abundantly clear that climate change is
real and that we have to act. And it is important also, as was dis-
cussed with Congresswoman Matsui, that our country lead on this
really vital issue.

But as we respond, we also have to make sure that we transition
to cleaner energy sources in a way that is workable, especially for
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communities with the greatest economic challenges. In the Virgin
Islands and the other territories, we rely still very heavily on diesel
generation, and at 53 cents per kilowatt today, electricity prices are
the highest in our country. So we really have a strong incentive to
scale up affordable renewable energy and energy efficiency, but it
is going to take some time.

So, Administrator McCarthy, I think you have answered my first
question. I think you have made it clear that the rule you propose
on Friday will apply only to new power plants, correct?

Ms. McCARTHY. That is correct.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. And next, you would start to work on a rule
to reduce carbon pollution from existing power plants?

Ms. MCCARTHY. Yes.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. So it is going to be particularly important for
my constituents that we find cost-effective solutions that work for
our specific circumstances and I think the same is true for all of
the territories and the State of Hawaii given the high prices that
we are already paying and the challenges related to being an island
and where we are located.

So I also have read in your testimony that you plan to work with
the States and the territories to ensure that you understand our
specific circumstances as we do these things. So under the provi-
sions of the Clean Air Act, do States and territories have the flexi-
bility to achieve carbon pollution goals in ways that work for them?
Do you anticipate that that flexibility will be there?

Ms. McCARTHY. That is correct.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. OK. And, Secretary Moniz, as we look to the
future of our energy supply system, do you see promising tech-
nology-based solutions that will allow places like the Virgin Islands
and the other territories to meet our electricity needs with clean
as well as affordable power? And what do you see as the most
promising areas?

Mr. MoN1z. Um-hum. Yes, I do and I also recognize that in fact
islands often have the biggest challenge in that combination of risk
and high energy prices. That is where, first of all, I think not being
dependent upon particularly oil imports is very important, and that
is where renewables can be very important. And also I think there
is at least one advantage in an island setting and that is transpor-
tation based upon electricity and/or natural gas can be more attrac-
tive because the driving range issues are not as important. So I
think there is a real future for green islands and we would be de-
lighted to work with you on that.

M‘I?‘S. CHRISTENSEN. Where are we with ocean thermal conver-
sion?

Mr. Mon1z. With ocean conversion

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. It seems like it would be a good source.

Mr. MoNi1z. Yes, and so we continue to do research on that. That
is a case where if you saw that curve that was shown earlier with
cost dropping and deployment, we are still in the early stage of
that curve. There is still a ways to go in terms of cost reduction.
But the research is going on and there are some pilot projects in
various parts of the world.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Thank you. My time is up. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.
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Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentlelady’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Kansas, Mr.
Pompeo, for 5 minutes.

Mr. PoMPEO. Great. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. McCarthy, I want to ask a couple of questions of you. So one
of the objectives today is to identify greenhouse gas regulations
that already existed and those in the future and how they actually
impact the climate change, right? So you would agree that we want
to make sure we have a successful climate policy as a result of
those sets of rules and regulations that you promulgate, fair? Fair
baseline statement?

Ms. McCARTHY. In the context of a larger international effort,
yes.

Mr. POMPEO. You bet. And on your Web site you have 26 indica-
tors used for tracking climate change. They identify various im-
pacts of climate change so you would believe that the purpose of
these rules is to impact those 26 indicators, right? So if you put a
good greenhouse gas rule in place, you will get a good outcome on
at least some or all of those 26 indicators?

Ms. McCaArTHY. I actually think that the better way to think
about it, if I might, is that it is part of an overall strategy that is
positioning the U.S. for leadership in an international discussion
because climate change requires a global effort. So this is one piece
and it is one step, but I think it is a significant one to show the
commitment of the United States.

Mr. PoMPEO. Makes perfect sense, but you think it would be rea-
sonable to take the regulations you promulgate and link them to
those 26 indicators the you have on your Web site and say this is
how they impacted them?

Ms. McCARTHY. It is unlikely that any specific one step is going
to be seen as having a visible impact on any of those impacts, a
visible change in any of those impacts. What I am suggesting is
that climate change has to be a broader array of actions that the
U.S. and other folks in the international community take that
make a significant effort towards reducing greenhouse gases and
mitigating the impacts of climate.

Mr. PoMPEO. But these are your indicators, Ms. McCarthy, so
these are

Ms. McCARTHY. They are indicators of climate change. They are
not—

Mr. PoMPEO. Right. Precisely.

Ms. MCCARTHY [continuing]. Directly applicable to performance
impacts of any one action.

Mr. PomPEO. How about the cumulative impact of your actions?
Certainly, you are acting in a way, you say these are the indicators
of climate change. It certainly can’t be the case that your testimony
today is that your cumulative impact of your current set of regula-
tions and those you are proposing isn’t going to have any impact
at all on any of those indicators?

Ms. McCARTHY. I think that the President was very clear what
we are attempting to do is put together a comprehensive climate
plan across the administration that positions the U.S. for leader-
ship on this issue and that will prompt and leverage international
discussions and actions.
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Mr. POMPEO. So you are putting regulations in place for the pur-
pose of leadership but not to impact the indicators that you, the
EPA, says are the indicators of climate change? I am deeply puz-
zled by that.

Ms. McCarTHY. Congressman, we are working within the au-
thority that Congress gave us to do what we can, but all I am
pointing out is that much more needs to be done and it needs to
be looked at in that larger context.

Mr. POMPEO. So in 2010—it is in your opening statement—we
have gotten rid of a whole bunch of greenhouse gas, about 6 billion
metric tons. For example, one of your indicators is heat-related
deaths. How many heat-related deaths have been eliminated as a
result of the 2010 NHTSA rules?

Ms. McCARTHY. You can’t make those direct connections, Con-
gressman; neither can 1.

Mr. PomPEO. Right. So there is literally no connection to the ac-
tivities you are undertaking and to the——

Ms. McCARTHY. I did not say that.

Mr. PoMPEO. Well, you said you couldn’t make the connection, so
tell me what I am misunderstanding. Can you draw connections be-
tween the rules you are providing, the regulations you are promul-
gating and your indicators or is it just on a——

Ms. McCARTHY. I think what you are asking is can EPA in and
of itself solve the problems of climate change. No, we cannot. But
the authority you gave us

Mr. POMPEO. Right.

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Was to use the Clean Air Act to reg-
ulate pollution. Carbon pollution is one of those regulated

Mr. POMPEO. Right.

Ms. MCCARTHY [continuing]. Pollutants and we are going to
move forward with what we can do——

Mr. POMPEO. Yes.

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Is reasonable and appropriate.

Mr. PoMPEO. I am actually not asking that question that you
suppose that I am asking.

Ms. McCArRTHY. OK. I am sorry.

Mr. PomPEoO. I didn’t ask if you had the capacity to solve green-
house gas issues. What I asked was is anything you are doing
doing any good as measured by the indicators that you have pro-
vided for—so is your testimony today that you just have no capac-
ity to identify whether the actions EPA has undertaken has any
impact on those indicators? This is about science——

Ms. MCCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Cause-and-effect. Is there any causal
relationship between the regulations you have promulgated and the
26 indicators of climate change that you have on your Web site?

Ms. McCARTHY. The indicators on the Web site are broad global
indicators——

Mr. PoMPEO. They are not broad; they are very specific.

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Of impacts associated with climate
change. They are not performance requirements or impacts related
to any particular act.

Mr. PoMPEO. I actually like the indicators. They are quantifiable.

Ms. McCARTHY. They are great.
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Mr. PoMPEO. Heat-related deaths, change in ocean heat——

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Sea level rises, snow cover——

Ms. MCCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Those are great, quantifiable things
but

Ms. MCCARTHY. Yes.

Mr. POMPEO [continuing]. Now what you are telling me is

Ms. McCARTHY. They indicate the public health impacts associ-
ated with——

Mr. PoMPEO. Exactly.

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. Climate change. Yes.

Mr. PoMPEO. But what you are telling me is you can’t link up
your actions at EPA to any benefits associated with those quantifi-
able indicators that the EPA itself has proposed as indicative of cli-
mate change?

Ms. McCARTHY. I think what we are able to do is to show—and
I hope we will show this in the package that we put out for com-
ment—is what kind of reductions are going to be associated with
our rules, what we believe they will have in terms of an economic
and a public health benefit. But it again is part of a very large
strategy.

Mr. PoMPEO. Awesome. My time is up. Thank you.

Mr. Mon1z. If I may just——

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is expired. At this time I
recognize the gentlelady from—I am sorry. Did you have a com-
ment?

Mr. Moni1z. Well, I was going to comment briefly that there is
academic literature that does associate extremely hot days with
mortality, and I would be happy to provide that paper.

Mr. PoMPEO. That would be great. Thank you.

Mr. WHITFIELD. At this time I recognize the gentlelady from
Florida, Ms. Castor, for 5 minutes.

Ms. CasTOR. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you very
much for calling this hearing on the Obama Administration’s Cli-
mate Action Plan. And, Administrator McCarthy, thank you very
much for your leadership and willingness to assume the challenges
as EPA administrator and it is good to see you today. And, Sec-
retary Moniz, same goes for you. Thank you for being here.

Now, my Republican colleagues’ arguments today relating to car-
bon pollution and the changing climate are reminiscent of their ar-
guments and the arguments of special interests in the past when
it comes to updating our standards relating to pollution and health
standards and a clean environment. They predicted as they always
do we are going to have a rise in unemployment; the unemploy-
ment rate is going to skyrocket. They predict the economy will go
into a tailspin if America tackles pollution and climate problems.
It is an argument they raise every time America acts to set better
standards for air, for water, for children’s health.

All you have to do is think back to the 1970s. I am old enough
to remember what the mornings were like before the Clean Air Act
and how smoggy it was when you would come out of your house
and you could smell it and taste it. And then the country had the
wherewithal to adopt the Clean Air Act. And over decades, our air
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has improved. Same can be said in the 1990s when it comes to acid
rain. It can be said how America tackled the problem of
chlorofluorocarbons that were depleting the ozone layer. The same
can be said when it comes to cancer-causing chemicals in plastic.
Plastic industry did not collapse, did it? There is probably more
plastic around today than ever before.

So I would say to my Republican colleagues: have confidence in
America’s ability to innovate in the face of significant challenges,
challenges like climate change. And coming from a vulnerable
State like Florida, I think what we see clearly ahead of us is there
is a greater cost to an action.

Look at what citizens across my State and all across the country
will face in rising insurance premiums when it comes to extreme
event. We are debating flood insurance right now. And that is
going to be tied more and more to the changing climate and sea
level rise in the future. Think about what local governments and
communities are going to have to do to invest in infrastructure. In
the State of Florida we are investing a great deal now to protect
our clean water supply and the drinking water supply from the ris-
ing bays and oceans that are going to intrude on the drinking
water supply, the saltwater intrusion. Communities are having to
invest now to protect infrastructure, just the plain old pipes under
the ground that we need to operate as a normal community all up
and down the coast.

So I see in the face of more droughts, more floods, longer fire sea-
sons, more intense fires, faster sea level rise, it is very important
that we take action. The costs ahead of us will be inordinate if the
Congress continues to ignore it. So I am glad that the Administra-
tion is taking leadership here.

Secretary Moniz and Administrator McCarthy, in general, let’s
talk about cost and benefits. When you propose a major rule, you
are legally required to analyze the cost and the benefits of that
rule, isn’t that correct?

Ms. MCCARTHY. Yes.

Ms. CASTOR. In fact, hasn’t cost-benefit analysis been required
for agency rulemaking ever since President Reagan signed an Exec-
utive Order on cost-benefit analysis in 19817

Ms. McCARTHY. That is my understanding, yes.

Ms. CASTOR. And it is called cost-benefit analysis because you
are required to estimate both the cost and the benefits of govern-
ment action, is that correct?

Ms. McCARTHY. That is correct.

Ms. CASTOR. If you didn’t look at both the costs and the benefits,
the information wouldn’t help you assess the merits of a rule. If
you only looked at cost, no rule would ever be worth it. In fact, Mr.
Secretary, DOE recently issued a rule to require microwave ovens
to be more energy efficient. As part of that rulemaking, DOE was
required to estimate the cost and benefits of the new standards by
reducing the use of electricity. The rule will reduce air pollution,
including carbon pollution. That is one of the benefits of the rule,
isn’t that right? Did the rule include an estimate of cost of the car-
bon pollution that would be avoided by the rule?

Mr. MoN1z. Yes, it did. And indeed, the need to do that comes
from a court ruling in 2007.
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Ms. CASTOR. And how did you get to that number? Was it devel-
oped through an interagency process and was it based on peer-re-
viewed science?

Mr. MoNI1Z. Yes, the process formally started in 2009. It is based
upon three highly peer-reviewed models. There has been trans-
parency on the models back in 2009/2010, every rulemaking that
also opens up for comments going forward. The recent change in
the numbers was strictly updating the peer-reviewed models using
them with the same inputs used previously.

Ms. CASTOR. Thank you.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentlelady’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Latta, for
5 minutes.

Mr. LATTA. Well, thanks very much, Mr. Chairman, and thanks
very much for having the hearing today. And I also want to thank
the Secretary and the Administrator for being with us today. I
have appreciated the comments today.

And, Mr. Secretary, if I could start with a question to you. As
the chairman had earlier stated in his opening remarks, when the
President came into office, Congress took into consideration what
was essentially his climate plan. Congress considered whether we
would embark on a complicated and expensive regulatory program
that was intent on massively decarbonizing our energy supply and
faizing our energy costs. And we were told the U.S. must take the
ead.

Mr. Secretary, do you think it is economically wise for the U.S.
to unilaterally implement policies that will result in more expen-
sive energy costs for American households in manufacturing? And
this question is really important for a district like mine because I
have 60,000 manufacturing jobs. And I spend all my time on the
road going through large meetings, small plants across my district.
And what was happening here in Washington affects these plants
and it affects jobs back home. So, again, do you think it is economi-
cally wise for the U.S. to unilaterally implement policies that can
result in more expensive energy for these manufacturing facilities
and for American households?

Mr. MonNi1z. First of all, in no small part due to the shale gas
boom, we are actually seeing lower costs in many, many industries
and a growth in many——

Mr. LATTA. Well, if I could just interrupt for a minute because
in the State of Ohio 70 percent of our energy is coal-based.

Mr. MonN1z. Yes. Again, across the country certainly we are see-
ing more manufacturing, lower energy prices, and in fact in Ohio
there is also the issue of developing shale gas now.

Secondly, in terms of the U.S. moving forward, I would say that,
number one, American leadership is indispensable if we are going
to have international action. But secondly, there is very much, I be-
lieve, the self-serving interest of developing the new technologies
that will in fact give us a strong position in a future multitrillion-
dollar market.

Mr. LATTA. OK. Continuing on with that, if I could just continue
on with the questions to you. Again, in the Climate Action Plan
and also in your testimony, we are talking about the three pillars
that you mentioned, and the third point being that the United
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States needs to lead the international effort. And especially when
we are talking about the climate issues, what does the Administra-
tion mean by the U.S. taking that leadership role and does this
mean that we are supposed to be the first nation that decarbonizes
our energy supply on a very large scale and expects the rest of the
world to follow? Or what is that leadership?

Mr. MonI1z. I would say it means that, first of all, we do lead in
clean energy and I believe we do lead for sure in clean energy inno-
vation. We have to help deploy it. We are working, for example, the
Department of State in terms of the—if you like the policy level—
has made tremendous progress in the G—20 context and with China
in terms of HFCs. And at the Department of Energy we are work-
ing through a variety of mechanisms.

For example, we lead what is called the Clean Energy Ministe-
rial, which 1s advancing dialogues with other countries. For exam-
ple, in many countries now we have active dialogues going on
where our companies are working with companies in those coun-
tries. I will mention countries I have been in, Brazil, for example,
recently, yesterday in Vienna, Monday with Turkey, et cetera. They
are very interested in our technologies for industrial energy effi-
ciency. This is a market for our companies to go out there, both
services and technology. That is what we mean by leading.

Mr. LATTA. Also I see from your testimony page 8 you talk about
how you are finalizing the rule covering the standby power of
microwave ovens and you go on with the proposals for the lamp fix-
tures, commercial refrigerators, and commercial walk-in coolers
and freezers. And I guess the question is are there any other appli-
ance rules that you see that are being planned in the future?

Mr. Moni1z. Yes, indeed, and I would be happy to supply a list
of those. The next one we have said—the next proposed rulemaking
we hope to advance in November on electric motors.

Mr. LATTA. OK. And if you have any other appliances that you
see coming up in the future if you could supply that to the com-
mittee—

Mr. Mon1z. Certainly. I would be happy to write a list.

Mr. LATTA [continuing]. We would appreciate that.

Mr. MoN1Z. And I might add that in addition to the rulemaking
we are, when it is appropriate—for example, right now with set-top
boxes, we are pursuing voluntary discussions because, frankly,
when the industry and consumers can come together and agree on
a rule that we think is good, that will actually get the rule imple-
mented faster. So we work both on the rulemaking and on con-
vening voluntary approaches to efficiency standards.

Mr. LATTA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time is expired and
I yield back.

Mr. WHITFIELD. At this time I recognize the gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Olson, for 5 minutes.

Mr. OLsON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding today’s hear-
ing.
And like you and Chairman Emeritus Barton and many col-
leagues on my side of the aisle, I am disappointed that so many
of the Administration’s experts that are working to justify and put
out new carbon rules decided not to educate the public by testifying
here this morning. The 2 out of 13 attendance ratio does not bode
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well for the most open, transparent Administration ever. But I am
sure we will find out where these people are, these people tomor-
row that do their jobs after we leave here.

But we do have the few and the proud. Secretary Moniz, Admin-
istrator McCarthy, welcome. My question will focus on refineries,
the U.S. energy renaissance, and power grid issues in Texas. First
of all, refineries: Ms. McCarthy, much of today’s discussion has
been about the President’s carbon plan, and it has been about the
power sector, but I also worry about EPA’s next steps for the refin-
eries.

Less than 1 month ago your EPA announced that the Houston
area was on track to attain ground-level ozone standards by 2018.
Your EPA put up “these reductions are even more impressive given
Houston’s rank as one of the fastest-growing metropolitan areas in
the country.” But rather than recognizing success, EPA is already
working on more strict ozone and so-called Tier 3 rules. And we
keep hearing rumors of new rules for greenhouse gases in the re-
fining space. All this could mean billions of dollars, billions in com-
pliance costs. These costs will hit families hard and be passed on
to average drivers across the country in places like Sugar Land,
Pearland, and Katy, Texas.

So briefly—I say briefly because I am limited time here—can you
tell me when to expect these carbon rules for refineries, what win-
dow of time frame, ma’am?

Ms. McCARTHY. I don’t have a time frame for you.

Mr. OLSON. No time frame, OK. Will you commit to study the cu-
mulative cost of all these rules when we consider the impacts of
carbon regulations on refineries?

Ms. McCARTHY. Well, I will certainly commit to following what-
ever protocols we are required to do, sir.

Mr. OLSON. In the following what I call the Chairman Emeritus
Dingell rule, answering yes-or-no questions, yes or no, can you
guarantee that your rules will not raise gasoline prices? Yes or no?

Ms. McCARTHY. I don’t know what rules you are referring to and
I would never make guarantees to anything, sir.

Mr. OLsoN. OK. All right. A further line of question, this is about
the U.S. energy renaissance. As you know, Ms. McCarthy, carbon
emissions from the United States have fallen in recent years with-
out these new regulations. And there are many factors, but a sig-
nificant reason is the increased use of American natural gas.

Ms. McCARTHY. Um-hum.

Mr. OLSON. And again, the Dingell rule, yes or no, do you agree
that hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling have created an
American energy renaissance that is helping to slash carbon emis-
sions? Yes or no?

Ms. McCARTHY. Yes or no, it is a complicated question. I will
take it very short. I believe that certainly the new technology has
advanced our ability to capture natural gas domestically. That has
been a wonderful thing from both air quality as well as domesti-
cally, and I think that answers your question.

Mr. OLsoN. I will take that leaning yes. Yes or no, would carbon
emissions be higher today if fracking were banned or regulated out
of existence? Yes or no? No fracking, higher emissions?
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Ms. MCCARTHY. I can’t make that direct connection, sir. You are
asking me really complicated questions for yes or no.

Mr. OLsON. OK. I don’t think it is that complicated but the an-
swer is pretty clear you think it is yes.

And one final question, this is for you, Secretary Moniz, as well.
My home State, as you know, is in desperate need of new reliable
power. At a time when we are looking at blackouts in 2014 and
2015 without more power generation, the EPA is considering car-
bon rules that can essentially mandate partial carbon capture and
sequestration. Now, I am not opposed to CCS. As we discussed ear-
lier in my testimony, you came here a couple months ago, my dis-
trict is actually home to one of the only CCS modifications in the
country, the W.A. Parish plant outside of Needville, Texas.

Mr. MonN1z. Um-hum.

Mr. OLSON. Again, another yes-or-no question. Secretary Moniz
and Ms. McCarthy, do you believe that CCS technology is currently
economic for most coal plants, not just the Parish plant in
Needville, Texas, which is valuable because we have oil and gas
right there, right on the property. They can get the carbon there
quicker.

Mr. MoNI1z. As we said, sir, earlier, I mean the combination of
the CCS with EOR is very attractive.

If I may just have one thing, Mr. Chairman. Since this issue has
come up many times about the two of us being here, I just want
to say that, first of all, there has been no trouble occupying 3 hours
with two of us, but secondly, I know my colleagues, our colleagues
across the Administration would be delighted to have a conversa-
tion about all of these issues.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you very much. The gentleman’s time is
expired.

I will say to you that you are right, it took up a lot of time today.
We are going to get back in touch with those other agencies and
either meet with them individually or through letter exchange. So
we are going to follow up with them.

At this time, I would like to recognize the gentleman from Illi-
nois, Mr. Kinzinger, for 5 minutes.

Mr. KINZINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I thank you both
for being here and for your service to your country and for the last
few hours have given us.

Secretary Moniz, I have heard you speak in favor of the Presi-
dent’s Climate Action Plan, and to that extent I understand the
concerns surrounding the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
being expressed. That being said, statements from energy experts
have said electrical prices are projected to have increased over 40
percent since 2001, which is well above the rate of inflation, and
it will continue to rise due to the requirements of EPA clean air
and environmental standards.

In addition to this, over 60 percent of our Nation’s clean power
generation actually comes from nuclear power, which is virtually
emissions-free, and I am very concerned with the efforts of your
agency in regards to the future of the nuclear energy sector. I be-
lieve that any serious plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
must have a strong nuclear component, yet the number of nuclear
plants that have announced their retirement this year has grown
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to almost epidemic portions and more are expected in the near fu-
ture. Let me just ask you first off, and keep it, you know, as brief
as possible, what are your goals for the growth of the nuclear en-
ergy sector overall?

Mr. Moni1z. Well, first of all, I mean the closures obviously have
a bunch of factors. In one case there was an equipment issue in
California.

Mr. KINZINGER. Sure.

Mr. MONI1z. In Vermont it is principally

Mr. KINZINGER. But a lot of it is age. We haven’t built new
plants——

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. Natural gas——

Mr. KINZINGER [continuing]. In 20 years’ time.

Mr. MoN1z. They are older.

Mr. KINZINGER. Understood.

Mr. MoNi1Z. But the Department of Energy, before I was there,
have for years already been supporting things like life extension
technologies, et cetera. So that is one direction. Another is we are
still working on the provisional loan guarantee for the Vogtle
plants. It is really important to get some of these new plants built.

Mr. KINZINGER. Has the DOE actually closed any of those loan
guarantees?

Mr. MonN1z. Well—

Mr. KINZINGER. No.

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. On nuclear

Mr. KINZINGER. Why not?

Mr. MONIZ [continuing]. Just the—it is an ongoing negotiation
and a—

Mr. KINZINGER. Because it has been a while, I know, so——

Mr. Moni1z. All T can say is——

Mr. KINZINGER [continuing]. I hear the discussion about it

Mr. MoNi1z. All T can say is that I have taken a direct interest
in this.

Mr. KINZINGER. OK. Because I mean from our perspective I hear
the Administration use, and in fact I heard you a number of times
today use the loan guarantees as promise for, hey, we support it,
but these are all conditional. They are not finalized. And when you
have a number of plants closing because of the age of these plants
and we are very slow to replace that capacity—and let me ask you
this. Do you believe that the greenhouse gas targets set out by the
Administration can be met without the use of nuclear power?

Mr. MoNi1z. Clearly, the 17 percent goal for 2020 is what you are
referring to, which we are kind of almost halfway there. Clearly,
if there are a lot of nuclear power plant closures in that time, that
will certainly make it more difficult.

Mr. KINZINGER. And I know this is just we are asking you to
guesstimate, how many more nuclear plants do you think will be
put out of commission before those targets would become unattain-
able?

Mr. MonN1z. On that I do not know but I can tell you that I am
hoping to have discussions with the industry to try to understand
better where that is going. I mean nuclear power plants that exist
still do have, you know, pretty low marginal costs, which would
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make them attractive, but as we know, the lower natural gas prices
has lowered the clearing price in many parts of the country.

Mr. KINZINGER. Sure. Absolutely. And again, I want to make the
point of what we were talking about earlier, that there are no loan
guarantees in existence right now. They are conditional.

And I will just say to finish up—I won’t take all my time; hold
your applause, please—if the Administration was serious about ad-
dressing climate change, I think it would harness the clean energy
from nuclear power, as we have been talking about. At a minimum
it would follow the law. I heard a lot of discussion about following
the law today. And it would reconstitute the Yucca Mountain pro-
gram and provide a solid basis for the NRC to issue new plant li-
censes.

And so I thank you for your time today. I thank you for your tes-
timony. And, Mr. Chairman, I will yield back.

Mr. Mon1z. Well, we are following the law.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman yields back.

At this time, you all may have noticed Ms. Schakowsky is over
here, and we have sort of ignored Ms. Schakowsky. And she is a
member of the Energy and Commerce Committee, but she is not
a member of this subcommittee, so traditionally, we finish all the
subcommittee members before we go to Ms. Schakowsky. And Mr.
Griffith, Ms. Schakowsky, has said that he has noted you sitting
over there patiently, so I would like to recognize you for 5 minutes
if you would like to ask your questions now because he

Ms. ScHAKOWSKY. Well, I thank you both, especially Mr. Griffith
for that courtesy.

I believe that the threat to at least human life on our planet is
the greatest challenge that humankind has faced. And I feel so
strongly that this Congress, this Congress, is in a moment of such
great opportunity where we could take leadership on behalf of the
United States, on behalf of the countries around the world that we
could benefit economically. This is a moment of great opportunity
that I fear as a member of the Energy and Commerce Committee
that we are squandering. And I look at some of the young people
in this audience; this is their century, and I feel an obligation that
we try and do something about this.

I would like to see if either of you have a comment about this
issue of coal and this promulgated ruling that is about to come out.
Some of the charges are that it would have basically an insignifi-
cant effect on climate change, and that it actually would jeopardize
the economic opportunities of people in poor countries and further
impoverish them. That is a pretty heavy charge. I wonder if you,
Madam Administrator, could give us some answer to that

Ms. McCARTHY. I would be happy to begin.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY [continuing]. And Secretary Moniz.

Ms. McCARTHY. What I would say is that the reason why the
power plant sector is one of the first places to go to regulate carbon
pollution is because it is by far the largest industry sector in terms
of its generation of greenhouse gases. The second reason is that
there are opportunities to reduce greenhouse gases, and that will
position us in the energy future. And I think there is every reason
why we should want to tee up ideas and options for how to do that
effectively, taking advantage of modern technologies that we can
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take advantage of and escalate their introduction both in the U.S.
as well as internationally. That is what is going to make significant
differences, not just what we are doing here, but its impact in mov-
ing cleaner technologies forward.

The issue of the international discussion I think that you will see
that the language in the President’s Climate Action Plan is very
detailed on this issue. It in no way steps back from both the intent
of the United States and our obligation to work with the developing
countries to ensure that they mature and provide energy for their
citizens. And the language in here is not inconsistent with that
goal. It will not minimize our efforts towards that goal. What it
does say, however, is that we need to be careful about how we are
investing and we don’t want developing countries to make mistakes
that we might have made in not positioning themselves for the best
technologies available in a carbon-constrained world.

Mr. MoN1z. I would just add that the Climate Action Plan, as far
as the things like the Ex-Im Bank, does have an exclusion for the
least-developed countries.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. I see. Let me just say how much I appreciate
your being here and the fact of having the EPA Administrator and
the Secretary of Energy at a single hearing, I am sure we will have
and I hope you will have an opportunity to hear others, but, you
know, that is not an everyday occurrence and I want to thank you
for that.

I also want to associate myself with Mr. Waxman’s plea that has
been made more than once that we have scientists come in and
talk to us. And we can, you know, have the kind of forum where
the science could be challenged, could be questioned where if there
is differing opinions, but I am wondering in the seconds I have is
there really a significant difference of opinion about the science of
climate change?

Mr. Moni1z. Well, again, I would argue that at the level of the
broad impacts in my view there is none. I think there is again very,
very simple arguments as to why this is expected.

I also observed that the pattern of effects was predicted decades
ago. This is not somehow being made up. Clearly, there are spe-
cific—when you start drilling down to specific issues, it is very com-
plicated science. So earlier, we had a discussion about the last sev-
eral years have seen a slowdown of warming. And as I pointed out,
this is not out of the expectations on decadal scales, but that is a
case where the scientists are still having some argument over the
specific driver.

Recent papers, as one example, have links essentially the El
Nifio/La Nina issues to that, but that is an example of something
that still remains to be worked out. It does not obviate the over-
whelming conclusion and the overwhelming support for what is
going on in terms of global warming.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentlelady’s time is expired.

At this time I recognize the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Grif-
fith, for 5 minutes.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I did appreciate the comments about using as we move forward
so that we don’t impoverish the other nations and impoverish our
own Nation that we use modern technologies as we move forward.
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The problem that I think we have and I would say that the coun-
tering plan is is that we ought to make sure those technologies are
available first before we put regulations in place that then cause
us to lose an entire segment of our population’s jobs and our energy
production, et cetera. And that has been my concern all along.

And coming from a coal-producing region, I can tell you that the
policies already, not even counting the ones that are going to come
out later this week or ones that may come out in the next few
months, are devastating the economy of my district. And it is quite
moving when you see these people. These are hardworking men
and women who are out there trying to do jobs. It is not just the
coalminers. It is the jobs that are relied upon, the coalmines, and,
you know, every time I turn around there is another manufac-
turing company that was relying on the coal industry that is going
out of business or needed affordable electricity that is going out of
business. There is another coalmine about every other week and I
am losing a coalmine in my district. Those are people who are mak-
ing about $75,000 a year that aren’t making it now.

And then probably the biggest blow that any of my communities
has received, and while in fairness the two first factors they listed
were the double-edged scissors of ObamaCare, they also listed the
fact that the economy is so poor in the area, and it is a coal-pro-
ducing part of my district. And we just lost a hospital in my dis-
trict. And so now some of my constituents are going to have to
drive an hour, hour-and-a-half to get to cardiac care and hospital.
This is not a good thing.

And when we look at the cost-benefit analysis, we don’t always
look at the fact that if people don’t have the ability to afford the
electricity in their homes that they then have to cut back on things
and they have to cut back on some important things. If you can’t
heat your home effectively in the wintertime—and in the moun-
tains of Virginia, sometimes it gets pretty cold—that can affect
your health. If you are having a problem with your heart and all
of a sudden instead of being able to go to the local hospital because
of policies enacted here in Washington, you have to drive an hour,
hour-and-a-half to get to heart care, that is going to have an im-
pact on your health. There is just no way around that.

And I think that we need to look at these things, and when we
say that, oh, this is all going to be grand and all going to be great,
I think we have to get the science and the breakthroughs and the
technological breakthroughs out there first before we say we are
going to shut down a lot of coal-powered plants because the tech-
nology is not out there for everything that needs to be done in
order to make them 100 percent.

And when you look at poverty, and I noticed that the gentleman
earlier referenced a German article, “How Electricity Became a
Luxury Good,” I don’t think that the people of the United States
of America consider electricity to be a luxury good, and I don’t
think we want to be at the point where they have a minister, in
this case you, Ms. McCarthy, in equal the German environment
Minister Peter Altmaier giving out tips on how you don’t preheat
your oven to do cooking and maybe if you lower the contrast and
the brightness on your television, you can bring down your electric
bill because the Germans have put themselves in a position where
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people can’t afford it. I don’t want that for my country but it is hit-
ting my district hard right now. And so I hope that you would take
that into consideration.

And along with those things, I know that the President outlined
the goal of 17 percent reduction in 2005 greenhouse gas levels by
2020, and he mentioned that also at a climate speech in June at
Georgetown University, and I heard Mr. Secretary say earlier that
we are about halfway there. I guess my question is is that from
programs from the EPA or is that from plant shutdowns? And how
much of the programs that the EPA has enacted brought down
those greenhouse gases in the last 5 years? Can you quantify how
much the programs have brought down?

Ms. McCARTHY. Let me just put the goal in a little bit of perspec-
tive. I think that that goal clearly was stated in the Climate Action
Plan but in no way does that Climate Action Plan say that those
actions are going to add up to that 17 percent. It is a start at look-
ing at the most economically viable opportunities

Mr. GRIFFITH. And you know that the 17 percent——

Ms. McCARTHY [continuing]. To grow the economy and address
greenhouse gas——

Mr. GRIFFITH. And I apologize, my time is running out. The 17
percent, was that just a number that was picked out of the air or
was there some scientific basis for it and can you give me that
basis?

Ms. McCARTHY. I believe that it was an international goal that
was stated.

Mr. GrIFFITH. All right.

Ms. McCARTHY. There was certainly some analytics but it was
not directly associated with that plan, but it remains a goal that
we would like to achieve.

Mr. GrRIFFITH. I mean I understand we know we are going to try
to reduce greenhouse gases, but do we know specifically how much
each program will give us? And that being said, if you could get
that to me later because my time is just about out.

Ms. McCarthy, I truly believe when you are here to testify, and
I have told people in my district that I think you do care about the
plight of folks——

Ms. McCARTHY. I do.

Mr. GRIFFITH [continuing]. And so I would ask you to commit
whether it is my district or one of the other districts in central Ap-
palachia that has been hit so hard, if we set up a trip, would you
come down and see what is happening in the district of the people
and where the jobs are just disappearing and there are lots of
towns with empty storefronts and——

Ms. McCARTHY. Congressman, I will follow up——

Mr. GRIFFITH [continuing]. It looks like a ghost town?

Ms. McCARTHY. I will follow up directly with you on that.

Mr. GrIFFITH. All right. I appreciate that very much.

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

Mr. MoN1z. If T could just say that about half of the reductions
so far have been from the shale gas revolution, purely market-driv-
en, and another part of it has been, especially in the transportation
sector, the efficiency standards holding demand down.

Mr. WHITFIELD. The gentleman’s time is
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Mr. WAXMAN. Which were based on regulations, isn’t that cor-
rect?

Mr. Moni1z. Correct.

Mr. WHITFIELD. At this time I would like to recognize the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. Engel, for 5 minutes.

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say that I am applauding our committee for finally hav-
ing a hearing on climate change. I want to say that it is obvious
to me and to everyone else the science is undeniable and it is time
for us to act. And Congress has been ducking this issue even going
so far as to deny the basic science behind climate change. I have
seen the devastating affects right in my area when Hurricane
Sandy hit New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut, and my district
suffered huge devastation. Rising seas, stronger storms, and great-
er flooding will only increase if we choose to do nothing.

So if Congress unwilling to act on the issue, I am very happy the
President has decided to act. And though some may deny the exist-
ence of climate change, the science is clear. If people object to the
specifics of the President’s plan, then they should propose their
own plan for curbing carbon pollution and climate change and the
committee should actively pursue this matter.

We also know from experience that government can regulate pol-
lution without hurting the economy. In fact, many of the ideas that
will help reduce carbon pollution will also grow new industries in
renewables, carbon capture technology, and other new technologies
that will help mitigate climate change.

So, Secretary Moniz, let me ask you, you mentioned in your testi-
mony the devastation that Sandy wrought upon New York, New
Jersey, and Connecticut. One of the major issues arising from that
was the loss of power and the length of time that it took to return.
Can you speak to what the Department of Energy is doing in re-
gard to electricity reliability and how that works with the Presi-
dent’s Climate Change Plans?

Mr. MoN1z. Yes, thank you. I will mention two areas. One is in
the context of our general work on kind of the electric grid of the
21st century we are folding in very heavily resilience issues, as
well as the kind of renewables and other drivers of that technology.
And I mentioned earlier that one specific project we just had an-
nounced in New Jersey looking at a micro-grid to support a major
transportation corridor, which by the way would also be an impor-
tant evacuation route for New Yorkers.

The second thing, which is very important, and we are working
closely with industry with API, the American Petroleum Institute,
and the EEI. What we learned in Sandy a little bit the hard way
was how the electricity infrastructure and the transportation fuels
infrastructures are so interdependent. So we are working on that
and being positioned for any future event.

Mr. ENGEL. So implementation of these plans is ongoing? We can
expect that soon?

Mr. MonN1z. Yes, it is. We hope to have a product that we will
put out at the end of the month, for example.

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you. I have been a long supporter of alter-
native fuels for transportations. Besides electric vehicles that you
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mentioned, what are other alternative fuels is the Department of
Energy working on?

Mr. Moniz. Well, we certainly support—and particularly for
heavy vehicles—looking at the issue of natural gas as a transpor-
tation fuel. We of course have a very extensive program on ad-
vanced biofuels moving to cellulosic biofuels, for example. And
these are again a case where costs are coming down quite dramati-
cally, not quite there yet but coming down dramatically.

And of course electrification again costs have dropped dramati-
cally, not yet for the long-range vehicle for the mass market but
the penetration is happening much faster than it did at the com-
parable stage for hybrid vehicles, looking very, very interesting.

And then more to the future, the hydrogen economy and fuel
cells, that remains kind of a little bit earlier in the development.
But I would say alternative liquid fuels and electricity are looking
actually quite interesting.

Mr. ENGEL. Thank you. I know you both have been here a long
time so, Administrator McCarthy, I am going to submit a couple of
questions for you and spare you from having to answer it. But I
thank both of you——

Ms. McCARTHY. Thanks.

Mr. ENGEL [continuing]. For your hard work——

Mr. WAXMAN. Would the gentleman—

Mr. ENGEL [continuing]. And——

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman from New York, if-

Mr. ENGEL. Yes?

Mr. WAXMAN [continuing]. You have completed your questions, I
would like to just make a—

Mr. ENGEL. Certainly.

Mr. WAXMAN [continuing]. Yield to me the time?

Mr. ENGEL. Yes, sir.

Mr. WAXMAN. I just want to make a comment on the hearing,
which I think has been an excellent hearing.

We are at a critical crossroads in this country in our energy pol-
icy, and if we decide to do nothing, which I sense is what the Re-
publicans want is to do nothing, it is going to lead to more carbon
pollution, more droughts and floods, and other extreme weather
events, more billion-dollar disasters and relief bills to pay for them
by the taxpayers. If we take that path, history will not treat us
kindly. We will be the generation that ignored the warnings of sci-
entists and left future generations a violent and inhospitable cli-
mate.

On the other hand, there is another path. We have a shrinking
window for action but we still have a window to act. And Secretary
Moniz told us that this is the critical, crucial time this decade. If
we act now, if we invest in solar, wind, and other clean energy
sources, if we unleash American ingenuity, we can stop carbon pol-
lution and protect our atmosphere and create millions of new clean
energy jobs.

I want to thank the two witnesses who have been very, very
helpful and terrific in being here all this time. I hope we will all
put aside our partisan differences to help achieve these goals. They
are very important ones for the future of our country and the rest
of the world.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. Engel.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Waxman.

And I would also say how much we appreciate the two of you
being here today. We do think it is a major accomplishment that
our CO; emissions are lower than they have been in 20 years. And
as we move forward, I think we all want a balanced approach. We
want to protect the environment but we also want to make sure
that we have a strong, viable economy and that we don’t want to
be left in a noncompetitive position in the world marketplace.

And I hope that you all look as forward to being with us in the
future as we look forward to being with you again here. We spent
3 or 4 marvelous hours together. And that will

Ms. McCARTHY. We will be back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WHITFIELD [continuing]. Conclude today’s hearing, but I
would remind Members that they have 10 business days to submit
questions for the record, and I ask that the witnesses all agree to
respond promptly to the questions that we submit to you all.

So thank you again and we look forward to working with you as
we move forward.

Mr. MonN1z. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you.

Mr. MonN1z. We appreciate it very much.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Thank you. That concludes today’s hearing.

[Whereupon, at 1:22 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]
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FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN HENRY A, WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
CHAIRMAN RANKING MEMBER

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS

Congress of the UAnited States

ihouse of Representatives

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Raveusn House Orricr Buioma
Wasrunaton, DC 20515-6115

&

October 25, 2013

The Honorable Ernest J. Moniz
Secretary

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20585

Dear Secretary Moniz:

Thank you for appearing before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, to
testify at the hearing entitled “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change Policies and Activities.”

Pursuant to the Rules of the Committee on Energy and Commerce, the hearing record remains open for ten
business days to permit Members to submit additional questions for the record, which are attached. The format of your
responses to these questions should be as follows: (1) the name of the Member whose question you are addressing, (2) the
complete text of the question you are addressing in bold, and (3) your answer to that question in plain text.

To facilitate the printing of the hearing record, please respond to these questions by the close of business on
Friday, November 8, 2013. Your responses should be e-mailed to the Legislative Clerk in Word format at
Nick.Abraham @ mailhouse voy and mailed to Nick Abraham, Legisiative Clerk, Committee on Energy and Commerce,

2125 Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C, 20515.

Thank you again for your time and effort preparing and delivering testimony before the Subcommiittee.

Sincerely,

d Whitfield i

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

ce: The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member,
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

Attachment
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Department of Energy
Washington, DC 20585

December 18, 2013

The Honorable Ed Whitfield
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and Power
Committee on Energy and Commerce
U. S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

On September 18, 2013, Secretary Emest Moniz testified regarding “The Obama
Administration’s Climate Change Policies and Activities,”

Enclosed are the answers to 17 questions that were submitted by Representatives Barton,
Gardner, and Dingetl to complete the hearing record,

{f we can be of further assistance, please have your staff contact our
Congressional Hearing Coordinator, Lillian Owen, at (202) 386-2031.

Sincerely.

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Congressional Affairs
Congressional and Intergovernmental Affairs

Enclosures

¢c; The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member
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QUESTIONS FROM REPRESENTATIVE BARTON

According to an Aug, 29 Bloomberg press report, certain EU Members sought to
exclude from the final summary document for the upcoming IPCC assessment any
reference ta the global warming “hiatus® or “pause” that has occurred over the last
15 years, According to that article, U.S. regulators are also trying to make certain
changes to the summary document.

a.

<.

What is DOE’s role with regard to the development of the IPCC assessment?
The Department of Energy supports a significant amount of climate research that
is pertinent to the IPCC. For the IPCC Fifth Assessment Report (ARS), Working
Group 1 (WG1), DOE staff, DOE Laboratory staff and academic researchers funded
by DOE served in roles of Lead Authors, Contributing Authors, and Reviewer
Editors. In addition, experts from DOE contributed to the U.S. Government review

of the report in its draft form,

. Did DOE participate with other U.S. regulators in developing comments on the

summary document?

The Department of Energy participated in the interagency effort that developed
the U.S. Government response to the ARS WG report . DOE employees and DOE
national laboratory scientists reviewed both the Second Order Draft and Final
Government Distribution of the WG1 report that included the Summary for Policy

Makers.

What changes to the summary document did DOE and U.S. regulators propose?
The U.S. Government provided numerous comments and suggestions to the IPCC.
These comments sought to clarify and improve the accuracy of the document. All
U.S. agency comments to the IPCC were coordinated and submitted by the

Department of State



Q2.

A2

Q3.

Al

207

For the President’s Climate Action Plan, has there been an assessment done of the
costs to the government to fully implement the plan? If yes, what is the estimated
cost?

The President’s Climate Action plan consists of actions implemented by multiple
departments and agencies under existing executive authorities. Many activities will be
undertaken within existing budgetary levels, including by reprioritizing current spending.
DOE has not conducted a comprehensive assessment of the costs to the government to
fully implement the plan.

For the President’s Climate Action Plan, has there been an assessment done of the
costs to consumers to fully implement the plan? If yes, what is the estimated cost?
The President’s Climate Action plan consists of actions implemented by multiple
departments and agencies under existing executive authorities. Many of the elements of
the Plan are explicitly designed to save consumers money (see, for example, the section
entitled “Cutting Energy Waste in Homes, Businesses, and Factories™) or to reduce costs
to consumers through better preparation for the inevitable impacts of climate change (see,
for example, the section on “Building Stronger and Safer Communities and
Infrastructure™). Where specific elements of the plan call for new standards, the costs
and benefits of those standards will be analyzed and balanced through existing provisions
of law requiring regulatory analysis and reasoned decision making that takes that cost-
benefit analysis into account. Because the implementation of the plan involves decisions
that will be taken only after notice and public comment, as well as savings and avoided
costs through adaptation, it is not possible to determine a precise cost to consumers,

which might well be negative.



Q4.

Ad.

Qs.

AS.

208

Describe the climate change related rescarch and technology programs or activities
engaged in by your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other
Federal agencies?

Many DOE science and technology programs are related to climate change, even if
climate change is not the primary focus. For example, increasing the energy efficiency of
appliances both saves consumers money and reduces carbon pollution. Work in support
of natural gas development can promote national energy security as well as lead to
reduced emissions. Support for nuclear power ~ both full scale reactor work and new
work on small modular reactors — can lead to energy diversification and job opportunities
and also benefit the climate. Similarly, basic scientific research can grow US
competitiveness, have benefits for clean energy development, and also provide other
societal benefits. It is therefore not possible to determine which share of a given

program is climate change related and which is not.

Describe the climate change adaptation, mitigation or sustainability related -
activities engagced in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other
Federal agencies.

Many DOE science and technology programs are related to climate change mitigation,
even if climate change is not the primary foeus. In addition, DOE has been engaged in a
number of climate change adaptation related activites, including: conducting an
assessment of climate change impacts on the energy sector; conducting an assessment of
climate-change impacts on DOE’s operations and identifying actions to enhance
operational sustainability; supporting the development of the third U.S. National Climate
Assessment; and developing actionable climate science information for projecting the

impacts of climate change.
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Identify all climate change related interagency task forces, advisory committees,
working groups, and initiatives in which you agency currently participates or has
participated since January 2005,

Since 2005, the Department of Energy has participated in several climate change
interagency activities, including the Committee on Climate Change Science and
Technology Integration (CCCSTI) and its subsidiary bodies; the Interagency Climate
Change Adaptation Task Force; the Department of State-led delegations to the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and preparatory
meetings of the delegation; the State Department's Interagency Adaptation Committee;
the United States Global Change Research Program (USGCRP) Working Group; the
Department of Interior Climate Change Adaptation Working Group — Advisory
Committee on Water Information; the Interagency Working Group on the Social Cost of
Carbon; Review Committees for the IPCC 4th and 5th assessment reports; and
interagency led meetings related to the development of the President's Climate Action

Plan.

Identify all climate change or clean energy rclated funding, grants or financial
assistance programs in which your agency currently participates or has
participated, and the amounts of climate change or clean energy related funding,
grants, or financial assistance distributed agency, if any, since January 2005.

Many DOE programs are related to climate change, even if climate change is not the
primary focus. For example, increasing the energy efficiency of appliances both saves
consumers money and reduces carbon pollution. Similarly, basic scientific research can

have benefits for clean energy development, along with other societal benefits. As such, it

- is not possible to determine which share of a given program is climate change related and

which is not.
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Q8. Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including
regulations or standards to rcduce greenhouse gas emissions, issued, or proposed by
your agency since January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

A8,  Detailed regulatory notices and impact assessments are provided on the relevant DOE
program webpage. However, it is impossible to separate DOE’s regulatory actions into

those that are related to climate change and those that are not.
Q9. Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements,
partnerships, working groups, or initiatives in which your agency currently or has

previously participated, and the role of your agency in those activities, since
January 2005.

A9. The Department of Energy coordinates a number of energy initiatives through bilateral

and multilateral forums; a number of these also include climate change related work.

The Department’s bilateral relationships and agreements involve a range of countries including:
Argentina, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, France, India, Indonesia, Japan, Mexico,
Russia, Saudi Arabia, South Africa, South Korea, Turkey, and the United Kingdom. Specific
bilateral initiatives include the U.S.-Brazil Strategic Energy Dialogue (SED), the U.S.-China
Clean Energy Research Center, the U.S.-India Partnership to Advance Clean Energy —
Deployment (PACE-D), and the Turkey Near Zero Zone and Industrial Energy Efficiency

Training.
The Department works on a number of longstanding multilateral processes, including:

* The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), which DOE uses to coordinate on
energy efficiency, renewable energy, clean fossil energy, and energy data and analysis

issues for the region,
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The Clean Energy Ministerial, for which DOE serves as the Secretariat, has current
initiatives that focus on transforming the global power sector, driving equipment and
appliance efficiency, and transferring best practice policy solutions for clean energy.
The Energy and Climate Partnership of the Americas (ECPA) which is working on
energy efficiency, renewable energy, a more resilient and modern energy infrastructure,
and energy poverty.

G20 initiative on Fossil Fuel Subsidy Reform, which DOE, in coordination with the
Department of Treasury, spearheads the initiative for G20 countries to phase out
inefficient fossil fuel subsidies over the medium term.,

International Energy Agency, where DOE leads interactions on oil markets, and also
participates in discussions on global energy supply and demand and technology.

Major Economies Forum on Clean Energy and Climate, a group led by the State
Department, but where DOE provides technical inputs on issues such as energy efficient
buildings, renewable energy technology, carbon capture and storage.

Carbon Sequestration Leadership Forum, an international group of larpe fossil fuel users
working together to promote carbon capture and storage technologies.

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, where DOE participates as a

member of the State Department-led delegation to negotiations.

Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate
change activities for each of the years 2005 through 2012,

Many DOE science and technology programs are related to climate change, even if
climate change is not the primary focus. For example, increasing the energy efficiency of

appliances both saves consumers money and reduces carbon pollution. Similarly, basic
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scientific research can have benefits for clean energy development, along with other
societal benefits, As such, it is not possible to determine which share of a given program

is climate change related and which is not.

Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to the Executive Order
13514 including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by
your agency to implementing this executive order.

The DOE Sustainability Performance Office (SPO) ensures Departmental compliance
with Federal and Departmental sustainability requirements, including mandates from the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 and
Executive Orders 13514 and 13423. These activities further the Department’s strategic
goal of advancing the Nation’s energy and economic security by ensuring that DOE
increases its energy productivity and energy diversity, while reducing GHG emissions

and energy use.

The SPO coordinates data collection, reporting, and analysis of departmental energy,
water, and resource data and manages and implements the Department’s annual Strategic
Sustainability Performance Plan. Technical assistance is provided to DOE’s 47 major
sites throughout the U.S. in support of sustainability goal progress and achievement.

SPO also supports the Department’s effort to increase the use of alternative financing and
performance contracting to fund many of the improvements associated with meeting the
statutory efficiency goals. To date, the Department has utilized performance contracts for
approximately $512.6 million in project investment, including the largest wind farm on
Federal land at the Pantex Plant in Amarillo, Texas, saving taxpayer dollars while
improving the environment. Additionally, SPO provides oversight and execution of

energy, water, and resource assessments. These assessments, coupled with the
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implementation of cost-effective energy conservation measures and efficiency
improvements, reduce the Department’s operating expenses, overall energy use, and

GHG emissions.

The SPQ is funded from the DOE Specific Investments line item in the Federal Energy

Management Program (FEMP) budget. The FY 2013 appropriations level was $3.774M.

The Federal Energy Management Program provides access to public data illustrating the
progress made by Federal agencies toward meeting greenhouse gas reduction targets
required under E.O. 13514. It also collects and reports to Congress annually on the

activities of Federal agencies to improve water efficiency and management.

Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency
that is currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an
estimate of the approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors
currently engaged part-time or full-time in climate change related activities.

Many DOE science and technology programs are related to climate change, even if
climate change is not the primary focus. For example, the nuclear energy program is
working to make nuclear energy safer and more affordable, which will also have climate
change mitigation benefits. Similarly, scientific research provides a foundation for future
economic growth and may also lead to breakthroughs in clean energy. As such, it is not
possible to determine which program offices and employees are working on climate

change related activities,
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QUESTION FROM REPRESENTATIVE GARDNER
1. The Energy Star program has been used by consumers for many years as a guide to
purchase sensible, energy efficient products. In Administrator McCarthy’s previous role as
Assistant Administrator for Air, she oversaw the entire Energy Star program. Historically,
industry and retailers in the Windows, Doors and Skylights sector have strongly supported
the program. However, today virtually all are questioning both the process for revising
product standards and, as a result, the standards themselves.

Manufacturers and retailers believe that, in the name of saving the most energy possible,
the EPA proposed Energy Star standards can only be met by products too expensive for
consumers to justify the added expense. This is especially true when the payback period is
significantly longer than the average length of time a homeowner stays in their house.

Q1. If Manufacturers and retailers, who are closer to the consumer than energy star
technicians, believe there is a problem, how can the program be successful?

Al.  ENERGY STAR is a voluntary partnership among consumers, manufacturers, and
government, united in the pursuit of a common goal: to protect our environment for future
generations by changing energy efficient practices today. ENERGY STAR’s use of two core
principles — transparency and maintaining a collaborative relationship with both industry and

other stakeholders ~ has led to the program’s success.

Consistent with these principles, when establishing new criteria, or revising existing criteria,
ENERGY STAR works in close collaboration with stakeholder groups, including manufacturers,
retailers, energy efficiency program sponsors and interested non-governmental organizations.
Technical and economic analysis is performed and shared to ensure that the criteria are

established in a manner that highlights cost-effective products available to consumers.

Q2. Isn’titin the interest of the retailers and manufacturers to promote the most energy
efficient AND economically efficient product possible?
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A2. ENERGY STAR is a voluntary partnership that includes retailers, manufacturers and
government, among others. In addition to its primary energy-savings goal, the partnership also
seeks to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and other pollutants caused by the inefficient use of
energy, and it aims to make it easy for consumers to identify and purchase energy-efficient
products. Products that have earned the ENERGY STAR designation meet strict criteria for
energy efficiency set by EPA according to the test methods developed by DOE in support of the
ENERGY STAR product designations (the Energy Star program for windows, skylights, and
doors was previously managed by the Department of Energy, but is now managed by EPA).
Participation in the ENERGY STAR program is in the interest of retailers and manufacturers, as
it enables them to differentiate their products in the marketplace and benefit from an increasingly
recognized and sought-after symbol. ENERGY STAR partners can join national campaigns
supporting key product areas and add their products to a Qualified Products listing for consumers

to consult when shopping for energy efficient products.

A guiding principle of the Energy Star program consists in establishing criteria such that consumers
will recover their investment in increased energy efficiency through utility bill savings, within a
reasonable period of time. Specifically, ENERGY STAR specifications are set so that if there is a
cost differential at the time of purchase, that cost is recovered through utility bill savings within the
life of the product.

Like the Department of Energy’s mandatory federal Appliance and Equipment Efficiency
Standards Program, the voluntary ENERGY STAR program seeks to increase the average
efficiency of new purchased products. However, instead of prohibiting the manufacture and sale

of products that do not meet a certain efficiency threshold, the ENERGY STAR program

encourages the voluntary adoption of highly efficient products. Products that meet the ENERGY

10
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STAR efficiency level can be labeled as ENERGY STAR qualified. This process ensures
economic efficiency by providing consumers with sufficient information to consider a given
product’s efficiency (and the resulting operating cost savings) in their voluntary purchasing
decision. These two programs are complementary in that they promote energy-efficiency
improvements in appliance products over a broad range of price points.

Q3. Energy Star products cost more than other products. So, if the President believes that
everyone has a role in reducing greenhouse gases emissions, then how does it make sense to
discourage consumers from purchasing Energy Star products, since they won’t see that added
investment paid back for a decade or more.

A3. A guiding principle of the Energy Star program consists in establishing criteria such that
consumers will recover their investment in increased energy efficiency through utility bill

savings, within a reasonable period of time. Specifically, ENERGY STAR specifications are set

so that if there is a cost differential at the time of purchase, that cost is recovered through utility

bill savings within the life of the product.
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QUESTIONS FROM REPRESENATIVE DINGELL

Does DOE see a future for coal as a viable energy source in light of the impending
greenhouse gas regulations?

Today, coal accounts for about 20% of the total energy consumption in the United
States, and fuels about 40% of our electricity generation. Coal will continue to be an
important part of the Administration’s all-of-the-above energy strategy. The current
challenge of addressing climate concerns is not a new development for the coal industry
insofar as environmental regulations have historically driven the development of new
technologies to one degree or another, depending on the requirement s of the particular

statutory standard at issue.

DOE's research, development, and demonstration of advanced carbon capture and storage
(CCS) technologies will enable CCS deployment as rapidly as possible, and allow coal to
maintain its role in producing baseload electricity for America while providing the
technology development push which will be essential to meeting the President’s broad
national energy goals. DOE will continue to tackle the technical challenges and reduce
costs for advanced clean coal technologies, and to provide key information to decision
makers inside and outside government about the current and future opportunities for coal

as a competitive clean-energy fuel.

What is DOE doing on potential shortages of electric pawer because of the actions
being taken on global warming and how that will affect our future regarding the
availability and reliability of electric power?

The President’s Climate Action Plan, announced in June, calls for upgrading the
country’s electric grid because it is critical to our efforts to make electricity more reliable,
save consumers money on their energy bills, and promote clean energy sources. A nine

12
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member interagency team, known as the Rapid Response Team for Transmission
(RRTT), created in 2011, aims to identify ways to improve the overall quality and
timeliness of electric transmission infrastructure permitting, review, and consultation by
the federal government on both federal and non-federal lands to help ensure transmission
projects are not unnecessarily delayed. Under a June 7, 2013 Presidential Memorandum
entitled “Transforming our Nation’s Electric Grid through Improved Siting, Permitting,
and Review,” the RRTT members were charged with the development of an integrated,
interagency pre-application (IIP) process for significant onshore electric transmission

projects requiring Federal approval(s),

A formalized pre-application process, with DOE acting as lead coordinating agency (as
authorized by Congress in 2005 through Section 216¢h) of the Federal Power Act), is
expected to result in improvements to efficiency and timing of Federal agency
authorization(s). These improvements will, in turn, expedite the construction and
provision of transmission capacity necessary to bring electricity generated through
renewable and other low-carbon generation sources online as demand is expected to
increase, In addition to providing new pathways to bring low-carbon energy to market in
the near future, these improvements in siting transmission infrastructure will allow for
improvements in grid reliability. Additionaily, these improvements will support
sustained flexibility in electric markets gained through longer term investments in energy

efficiency and conservation efforts, demand-response and micro-grid technologies.
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FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN
CTHAIRMAN

HENRY A, WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
RANKING MEMBER

ONE HUNDRED THIRTEENTH CONGRESS

Congress of the TUnited States

House of Representatives

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 Raveurn House Orrice Bunning
Wasmneron, DC 20515-6115

October 25, 2013

The Honorable Gina McCarthy
Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N, W.
Washington, D.C. 20460

Dear Administrator McCarthy:

Thank you for appearing before the Subcommittee on Energy and Power on Wednesday, September 18, 2013, to
testify at the hearing entitied “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change Policies and Activities.”

Pursuant to the Rules of the Committee on Energy and Commerce, the hearing record remains open for ten
business days to permit Members to submit additional questions for the record, which are attached. The format of your
responses to these questions should be as follows: (1) the name of the Member whose question you are addressing, (2) the
complete text of the question you are addressing in bold, and (3) your answer to that question in plain text.

Also attached are Member requests made during the hearing. The format of your responses to these requests
should follow the same format as your responses to the additional questions for the record.

To facilitate the printing of the hearing record, piease respond to these questions and requests by the close of
business on Friday, November 8, 2013, Your responses should be e-mailed to the Legislative Clerk in Word format at
Nick.AbrahamZimail house. gov and mailed to Nick Abraham, Legistative Clerk, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
2125 Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515.

Thank you again for your time and effort preparing and delivering testimony before the Subcommittee.
Sincerely,

7 e

. Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittec on Energy and Power

cc: The Honorable Bobby L. Rush, Ranking Member,
Subcommittee on Energy and Power

Attachments
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

APR -2 2014

SIGNAL
AL RELATIONS

ANDIN
The Honorable Ed Whitfield
Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
Committee on Energy and Commerce
U.S. Housc of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Whitfield:

Thank you for your letter of October 25, 2013, to EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy requesting
responscs to Questions for the Record following the September 18, 2013, hearing before the
Subcommittee on Energy and Power entitled, “The Obama Administration’s Climate Change
Policies and Activities.”

The responses to the questions are provided as an enclosure to this letter. If you have any further
questions please contact me, or your staff may contact Josh Lewis at lewis.josh@epa.gov or
(202) 564 2095.

Sincerely,

[t O™

Nichole Distefano
Deputy Associate Administrator
for Congressional Affairs

Enclosure

internet Address (URL) ¢ http/wivw, epa.gov
Y » Printed with Qi Based inks on Recycied Paper {Minimum 56% Posicoasumer contant}
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Answers to Questions Submitted by the House Committee on Energy and Commerce

Concerning Climate Change, Adaptation and Sustainability

Attachment 1 ~ Mcmber Requecsts for the Record

The Honorable Ed Whitfield

1.

During the hearing, you testified that “there are four plants that are planning on and
designing in CSS at Ievels that would beat anything that we had proposed in our earlier
proposal.” Pleasc list those four plants and for each plant provide (i) currently estimated
costs of construction; (i) the amount(s) of government funding or financial assistance
received; (iii) the date on which construction of the plant began; (iv) the date by which
construction is expected to be completed; and (v) the date by which each plant is expected to
be operational. In addition, please identify the source of EPA’s cost and scheduling
information relating to these facilities.

CCS projects under construction and/ or in advanced stages of project development that are
designed to emit at levels lower than the standard are:

e Kemper County Energy Facility, Mississippi

e Boundary Dam, Saskatchewan

¢ Texas Clean Energy Project

e Hydrogen Energy California
Additional details are provided in the proposed rule (79 FR 1429):
htips.//federalregister.gov/a/2013-28668

The Honorable Joe Pitts

1.

During the hearing, you testified that EPA keeps “close track” of whether climate change-
related programs are accomplishing what they were pre-determined to accomplish, and that
the Agency makes this information available to the publie. Please identify where that
information is available and accessible by the public.

. The EPA collects information on greenhouse gases (GHGs) through its annual U.S. Greenhouse

Gas Inventory of Emissions and Sinks, which tracks total annual U.S. emissions and removals by
source, economic sector, and GHG going back to 1990. The EPA also collects and publishes
emissions data from individual facilities in the United States that emit GHGs in large quantities
through the Greenhouse Reporting Program. The EPA publishes progress of our voluntary
partnerships through publications such as the Annual Report of Energy Star and Other Climate
Protection Partnerships. Finally, the EPA tracks the successful implementation of regulatory
initiatives {e.g., EPA’s vehicic GHG rules) aimed at reducing GHGs using key programmatic
metrics such as fuel efficiency and fuel economy standards. More information on these programs
and initiatives can be found herc: hitp://www.epa.gov/climatechange/EPAactivities.html.

Separately, the EPA works with many other federal agencies and organizations to better
understand and communicate the causes and effects of climate change. For example, with help
from these primarily federal partners, the EPA has compiled a set of indicators for tracking signs
of climate change. This set of climate change indicators focuses on the United States, but some
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Answers to Questions Submitted by the Housc Committee on Energy and Commerce

Concerning Climate Change, Adaptation and Sustainability

include global trends to provide context or a basis for comparison. Although these indicators are
not intended for determining the effect or response of any one program or action to address
climate change, they are used to document climate change and its impacts, particularly in the
United States. The indicators are based on peer-reviewed data from various government
agencies, academic institutions, and other organizations. The EPA selected these indicators based
on the quality of the data and other criteria. The EPA publishes the indicators in a
comprehensive, publically available report and on the agency’s web site:
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/science/indicators/.

Attachment 2-—Additional Questions for the Record

The Honorable Ed Whitfield

1.

Recently 17 Attorneys General and a senior environmental regulator sent a white paper to
you raising concerns that in developing New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)
standards or guidelines applicable to existing fossil fuel-fired power plants that EPA will
not properly defer to states in establishing and implementing standards, and will require
existing power plants to operatc less or shut down.

a. What assurances can you provide that in developing the agency’s upcoming greenhouse
gas regulations affecting existing fossil fuel-fired plants that the EPA will not force
existing coal plants to operate less or shut down?

. The EPA will promulgate emission guidelines according to provisions set forth in CAA 111(d).

States will then prepare plans and will ultimately be responsible for implementing programs to
comply with the emission guidelines. The EPA has initiated and participated in numerous
listening sessions and meetings with state representatives and other stakeholders to collect
information on proposal development and to solicit suggestions on how the EPA can structure
emission guidelines to provide states with the maximum available flexibility to implement the
guidelines in ways that make the most sense to them. The EPA intends to develop guidelines that
recognize and accommodate existing state programs and the type of measures they have
traditionally relied on to reduce carbon emissions from the power sector without affecting the
reliability of the grid or mandating the curtailment or shutdown of coal generation not otherwise
projected to oceur.

According to an Aug. 29 Bloomberg press report, certain EU Members sought to exeludc
from the final summary document for the upeoming IPCC assessment any referencc to the
global warming “hiatus” that has occurred over the past 15 years. According to that article,
U.S. regulators are also trying to make certain changes to the summary documents.

a. Whatis EPA’s role with regard to the development of the IPCC assessment?

A. The EPA was involved only in a review capacity for the IPCC Fifth Assessment Report
(ARS). Individual EPA scientists reviewed and commented on the first order draft of ARS.
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Answers to Questions Submitted by the House Committee on Energy and Commerce

b.

Concerning Climate Change, Adaptation and Sustainability

The agency provided input for the second order draft and the Summary for Policymakers as
part of the U.S. government review.

Did the EPA participate with other U.S. regulators in developing eomments on the
summary document?

. The EPA participated in the interagency effort that developed the U.S. government response

to the AR5 Summary for Policymakers. EPA staff also reviewed the second order draft and
final government distribution of the Working Group 1 report that included the Summary for
Policymakers.

What changes to the summary document did EPA and U.S. regulators propose?

. The U.S. government provided numerous comments and suggestions to the IPCC through the

Department of State concerning the Summary for Policymakers. These comments sought to
clarify and improve the accuracy of the document. After the full IPCC AR5 report is finalized
in 2014, all drafts submitted for formal review, the review comments, and the responses to
comments by the authors, will be made available on the IPCC and Working Group websites
along with the final report. Even though EPA staff were not part of the U.S. delegation
during the final IPCC plenary session to approve the Working Group I Summary for
Policymakers, it is our understanding that the U.S. delegation requested explicit information
to address recent temperature trends, the so-called “hiatus.”

3. For the President’s Climate Action Plan, has there been an assessment done of the costs to
the government to fully implement the plan? If yes, what is the estimated cost?

A.

The President’s Climate Action plan consists of actions implemented by multiple departments
and agencies under existing executive authorities, Many aetivities will be undertaken within
existing budgetary levels, including by reprioritizing current spending. The EPA is not aware
of a comprehensive assessment of the costs to the government to fully implement the plan.

4. For the President’s Climate Action Plan, has there been an assessment done of the costs to
consumers to fully implement the pian? If yes, what is the estimated eost?

A.

The President’s Climate Action Plan consists of actions implemented by multiple
departments and agencies under existing executive authorities. Many of the elements of the
Plan are explicitly designed to save consumers money (see, for example, the section entitled
“Cutting Energy Waste in Homes, Businesses, and Factories™) or to reduce costs to
consumers through better preparation for the impacts of climate change (see, for example, the
section on “Building Stronger and Safer Communities and Infrastrueture™). Where speeific
elements of the plan call for new standards, the costs and benefits of those standards will be
analyzed and balanced through existing provisions of law requiring regulatory analysis and
reasoned decision making that takes that cost-benefit analysis into account.
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Answers to Questions Submitted by the House Committee on Energy and Commerce

Concerning Climate Change, Adaptation and Sustainability

5. 'With regard to potential regulation of GHG emissions from aircraft:

Which U.S. agencies are involved in international ncgotiations relating to greenhouse
gas cmissions from aircraft?

The international negotiations on greenhouse gas emissions and climate change from
international aviation take place at the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) and
are focused on a comprehensive approach to reducing greenhouse gas emissions from
aviation, The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Department of Transportation (DOT),
Department of State and the EPA are involved in these discussions. Lead agencies in direct
ICAO negotiations are FAA, DOT and Department of State.

What is the current status of international negotiations relating to greenhouse gas
emissions from aircraft? What is the schedulc for conclusion of those negotiations?

The recent ICAO Assembly produced an Assembly resolution that set forth a comprehensive
approach to reducing greenhouse gas emissions from aviation, including the development of
technology, improvement of aircraft operations, development and deployment of alternative
fuels, and the development of a global market-based measure for aviation for decision in
2016.

What is the current status of EPA’s planned rulemaking to address GHG emissions
from aircraft, and what is the agency’s current schedule for that rulemaking?

In response to a petition and resulting litigation, the EPA is currently initiating an analysis of
whether greenhouse gas emissions from aircraft cause or contribute to air pollution which
may reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare. When this analysis is
complete, the EPA expects to propose findings regarding this question. The EPA previously
estimated that, upon receipt of a court ruling on the merits of its prior greenhouse gas findings
regarding motor vehicles in December 2012, a minimum of 22 months would be needed to
conduct the analysis, develop a proposal, publish it for comment, review and analyze
comtnents and issue final findings regarding aircraft engine greenhouse gas emissions. A
more specific time table for rulemaking can be provided after such a determination is made.

What is the range of potential costs to U.S. consumers for any international or domestic
GHG emissions standards from aircraft?

At this point, in advance of either an endangerment and contribution determination regarding
aircraft greenhouse gas emissions or development and consideration of possible regulatory
responses to such a determination, if made, it is not possible to assess polential costs of either
international or domestic standards.
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Answers to Questions Submitted by the House Committee on Energy and Commerce
Concerning Climate Change, Adaptation and Sustainability

The Honorable Joe Barton

1. Describe the climate change related research and technology or activities engaged in by
your agency, including programs or activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.

A. EPA’s research related to climate change is focused on ensuring that the agency is able to meet its
legislative requirements to protect human health and the environment.

The EPA is investigating the impacts of a changing climate on air quality, including expected
increases in ambient ozone and possible increases in ambient particulate matter concentrations.
The EPA is developing air quality models that use the results of climate models developed and
operated by other federal agencies (Department of Energy, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, National Occanic and Atmospheric Administration) and “downscaling” those
results to time periods and distances relevant to state- and local-scale decision makers. The EPA
does not develop or operate global climate models (often known as general circulation models, or
GCMs), but focuses on development and use of regional air quality models (e.g., the Community
Multi-scale Air Quality model, or CMAQ) that simulate detailed atmospheric chemistry and
dispersion. The EPA is also conducting research, including uncertainty and sensitivity analyses,
to understand how changes in climate may alter atmospheric conditions, and therefore affect how
pollutants are formed and transported in the ambient environment.

EPA’s research is also designed to improve our preparedness to protcct public and ecosystem
health from the impacts of extreme weather events (such as heat waves, severe storms, extreme
drought, and floods). These impacts directly affect components of environmental quality that are
relevant to EPA’s responsibilities, including water quality, air quality, environmental release of
hazardous materials, and the consequent impacts to public health. The EPA is also developing
tools to guide local decision makers, including the Stormwater Calculator, which is being
upgraded to incorporate the impacts of climate change on expected stormwater levels, and the
GLIMPSE model, which helps inform air quality managers about effective management
strategics that address air quality and climate in a combined way to achieve the greatest benefits.
The EPA is also evaluating the potential for other adverse impacts to human health related to
climate change, for example heat stress, expanded ranges of pathogens and disease, and
potentially increased levels of allergens.

In addition to the impacts of extreme weather events, the EPA is also evaluating how gradual
changes in average temperature can adversely impact environmental quality for which the EPA
has responsibility, including how increasing air temperatures impact rivers and oceans that
support economically important species, such as salmon.

The EPA is conducting research to evaluate and develop more cost-effective methods to

accurately measure greenhouse gases emissions, including methane, from fugitive and area
sources to provide better means for industries to reduce emissions and improve efficiency.
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Answers to Questions Submitted by the House Committee on Energy and Commerce
Concerning Climate Change, Adaptation and Sustainability

EPA’s climate-related research program is also examining how advances in energy production
and use technologies might influence emissions of air pollutants. Use of scenarios of energy
technology development provides insight into the potential environmental impacts of such
development to enable policy makers to better anticipate the potential costs and benefits of
different energy futures.

These efforts, plus other research planning activities, are coordinated with those of other Federal
agencies through the US Global Change Research Program.

The EPA is also working with several other federal agencies to reduce emissions of black carbon,
a potent climate-forcing pollutant, from use of home stoves for cooking and heating. As noted in
the 2012 Report to Congress on Black Carbon, reducing these emissions through collaborations
with the Departments of State and Energy represents one of the most cost-effective means of
reducing climate forcing internationally and, at the same time, improving public health, especially
for women and children.

2. Describe the climate echange adaptation, mitigation, or sustainability related activities
engaged in by your agency, including activities undertaken with other Federal agencies.
A number of EPA programs are related to climate change mitigation, including our public-private
partnership programs (e.g., ENERGY STAR, Natural Gas STAR, Landfill Methane Qutreach
Program, Combined Heat and Power Partnership, Green Chill, Smart Way, etc). Through the
U.8.-China Climate Change Working Group, we work with the State Department and the
Department of Transportation on bilateral cooperation with China on heavy duty and other
vehicles and greenhouse gas management and monitoring. In addition, the EPA has been
engaged in a number of climate change adaptation related activities, including: developing draft
adaptation implementation plans for agency programs and regions (currently out for public
comment’); supporting a grant to provide training to Native American tribes on the climate
adaptation planning process; developing actionable science information; and, communicating
climate change to the public through a variety of mechanisms (e.g., EPA’s Climate Change
Website and the Climate Change Indicators Report). Additional interagency work includes
research with the Army to implement their NetZero Initiative that will increase the energy and
cost efficiency of water treatment at Ft. Riley.

3. Identify all climate ehange related interagency task forces, advisory committees, working
groups, and initiatives in which your agency currently participates or has participated since
January 2005,

A. Since 2005, the EPA has participated in several climate change interagency activities, including
the Committee on Climate Change Science and Technology Integration (CCCSTI) and its
subsidiary bodies; the Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force; the Department of
State-led delegations and preparatory meetings to the United Nations Framework Convention on

!see http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/impacts-adaptation/fed-programs/EPA-impl-plans.html
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Climate Change (UNFCCQC); the Department of State-led U.S. government process to develop the
national reports required under the UNFCCC which includes the quadrennial Climate Action
Report and the Biennial Report; the U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP) and
several associated Working Groups; the Department of State’s U.S.-China Climate Change
Working Group; the Department of Interior Climate Change Adaptation Working Group -
Advisory Committee on Water Information; the Interagency Working Group on the Social Cost
of Carbon; Review Committees for the IPCC 4th and 5th Assessment Reports; intcragency
discussions to improve data on land-use, land-use change, and forestry and reduce methane
emissions; the Interagency Task Force on Carbon Capture and Storage {led by DOE and EPA);
and interagency discussions to inform development of the President's Climate Action Plan.

4. Identify all climate change or clean energy related funding, grants or financial assistance
programs in which your agency currently participates or has participated, and the amounts
of climate changc or clean energy related funding, grants, or financial assistants distributed
by your agency, if any, since January 2005

A. Inthe FY 2013 Final Enacted Budget, the EPA climate change related funding amounted to
$153.9M. The EPA annually submits this information to the Appropriation Committees. Please
see the attached chart for funding levels from FY 2005 through the FY 2014 President’s Request.

5. Identify all climate change related regulations or guidance documents, including regulation:
or standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, issues, or proposed by your agency since
January 2005, and/or under development by your agency.

e Final Rulemaking: Mode! Year 2012-2016 Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Standards and Corporate Average Fue! Economy Standards — Published May 7, 2010

e Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule
(Tailoring Rule) — Published June 3, 2010

s Final Rulemaking: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and Fuel Efficiency Standards for
Medium- and Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles — Published September 15, 2011

¢ Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailoring Rule Step 3
and GHG Plantwide Applicability Limits (Tailoring Step 3) — Published July 12, 2012

* PSD and Title V Permitting Guidance for Greenhouse Gases — Originally released November
2010; Updated March 2011

¢ Interim Permitting Guidance for GHG Emissions from Bioenergy Production — March 2011

e GHG permitting Questions and Answers ~ series of Q&A’s available online at
http://www.epa.gov/nsr/ghgpermitting htm}

o  GHG Control Measures White Papers — series of technical “white papers” for specific
industrial sectors available online at http://www.epa.gov/nsr/ghgpermitting htm}

e Deferral for CO2 emissions from Bioenergy and Other Biogenic Sources under the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Title V Programs — July 20, 2011 (Rule
vacated by the D.C. Circuit on July 12, 2013 decision — mandate yet to issue)
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e EPA/NHTSA Final Rulemaking to Establish 2017 and Later Model Years Light-Duty
Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards —
Published October 15, 2012

» On January 8, 2014, the EPA issued a new proposal for carbon pollution from new power
plants (79 FR 1429).

e The EPA is currently developing guidelines for existing power plants.

Identify all climate change related international negotiations, agreements, partnerships,
working groups, or initiatives in which your ageney currently or has previously
participated, and the role of your agency in those activities, since January 2005.

Since the 1990s, the EPA has participated in a number of international forums addressing climate
change. These include participation in State Department-led delegations to the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change; as contributors and reviewers to the [PCC
assessment, and special reports; Climate and Clean Air Coalition initiative leads; Interagency
Working Group on the Social Cost of Carbon; Organization of Economic Co-operation and
Development’s Climate Change Working Group; the U.S.-China Climate Change Working
Group; Global Methane Initiative; Montreal Protocol negotiations with the Department of State;
meetings supporting the President’s Climate Action Plan; and the U.S, Global Change Research
Program.

Provide the approximate amount of annual agency funds attributed to climate change
activities for each of the ycars 2005 through 2012.

. The FY 2012 Enacted budget was $168.4M. The EPA submits this information annually to the

Hill. Please sec the attached chart for funding levels from FY 2005 through the FY 2014
President’s Request.

Describe the actions your agency has undertaken to respond to Executive Order 13514
including the approximate costs, personnel, and other resources dedicated by your agency
to implementing this executive ordcr.

. EO 13514 touched on many energy conservation, green building, and environmental performance

measures and programs that were already required under previous executive orders (i.e., EO
13423) and previous legislation (i.e., Energy Policy Act of 2005 and the Energy Independence
and Security Act of 2007). In some cases, EO 13514 applied existing annual reduction goals
beyond fiscal years covered under previous EOs and legislation, FY 2016-FY 2020; these
extensions did not have a material impact on spending. Thus, EO 13514 represented a limited
increase in energy conservation and sustainable facility spending, specifically in the area of GHG
inventory development and Strategic Sustainable Performance Plan development.
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New requirements under EO 13514:

o Set targets on GHG Scope 1 and 2 emissions for FY 2020

o Set targets on GHG Scope 3 emissions for FY 2020

o Develop a FY 2008 GHG emissions baseline, including business travel, commuter travel and
leased space (optional)

o Develop, maintain and report an inventory of annual GHG Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions,
including business travel, commuter travel, leased space (optional), and supply chain
emissions

o Develop and update EPA’s Annual Strategic Sustainable Performance Plan

The EPA augmented its environmental stewardship program work after the issuance of EO 13514
in the specific areas referenced above. The agency had to develop baseline GHG emissions
estimates and examine various scenarios to evaluate and set FY 2020 GHG emissions targets, for
both Scope 1 and 2, and certain Scope 3 emissions. Augmentation of Scope 1 and 2 GHG
emissions work included additional data collection and review of green power purchases. New
scope 3 GHG emissions work included business air and ground travel, employee commuting,
leased space (optional reporting category), and supply chain emissions (optional reporting
category). Executive Order 13514 also required the development of the EPA’s first Strategic
Sustainable Performance Plan, as well as updating that plan annually for submission to the CEQ
and OMB, This work was done through existing personnel or via an increase in technical support
spending. We estimate that about $475K was spent during Fiscal Years 2010-2013 in technical
support contracts.

There has been no increase in EPA personnel spending as a result of EO 13514. Acquisition has
shown a $240K cost annually, whereas electronics has not shown any cost annually for EO 13514
efforts.

9. Provide a list of each sub-agency, division and/or program office within your agency that is
currently engaged in climate change related activities, and provide an estimate of the
approximate number of your agency employees and/or contractors currently engaged part-
time or full-time in climate change related activities.

A. Many activities at the EPA are impacted and related to climate change, even if climate change is
not the primary focus of the activity. As such, it is not possible to determine all of the program
offices and quantify the number of employees are working on climate change related activities.
The EPA’s Office of Air and Radiation is responsible in large part for EPA’s regulatory activity
on climate change. Other offices directly and indirectly have activities related to climate change
such as the Office of Water.

The Honorable David B. McKinley

Administrator McCarthy, during the September 18, 2013 hearing on the Obama Administration’s
Climate Change Policies and Activities before the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, an
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analysis of the minimal impacts of unrealistic draconian reductions in U.S. greenhouse gas
emissions was mentioned. The analysis was conducted using the Model for the Assessment of
Greenhouse Gas Induced Climate Change (MAGICC) that uses the United Nations
Intergoverumental Panel on Climate Change (UNIPCC) Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) model
results and UNIPCC emission assumptions.

However, we need to understand how your agency has used MAGICC and what the model projects
under a range of different scenarios.

Please provide answer to the following:

1

A description of the version of MAGICC in current use by the EPA, including the emissions
module, the temperature module and the seal level rise module.

A description of the climate model run library, including the specific models from the
Coupled Model Intercomparison Project (CMIP3) archive.

The observational data used by EPA to validate MAGICC prior to its use for policy,
including the results of the model runs.

The name(s) of the individuals responsible for validating the model under EPA’s
Information Quality Act guidelines.

The results (both graphic and table data) of all MAGICC model runs used in any policy
activities since January 20, 2009 including:

a. U.S and global CO2 emissions (with and without policy change);

b. Global-mean surface air temperature projection (with and without policy change);
e. Sea level rise projection (with and without policy change); and

d. A list of all input settings for each run

A description of the use of MAGICC in the two recent Social Cost of Carbon reports (2010,
2013).

Additionally we would also like to understand what MAGICC projects under the following
scenarios:

7.

Results (both graphic and table data) for a base case using Energy Information
Administration (EIA) 2013 and International Energy Outlook (IEQ) 2013 reference
forecast emissions through 2040 and Business as Usual emissions beyond 2040 for the
following Climate Sensitivities (CS):
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a. 3.0
b. 1.5
c. 1.0
d. 0.5

Results for the Case 7.a. CS above assuming ALL CO2 energy emissions, including coal,
natural gas and oil combustion emissions, go to zero in 2014

Resuits for the Annual Energy Outlook 2013 GHG2S5 (assumes a fee on CO2 emissions that
starts at $25 per metric ton in 2014 and increases by 5 percent per year through 2040)
restricted coal side case emissions use the Case 7.a. CS.

MAGICC versus Integrated Assessment Models (IAM):

10.

11,

Please provide the detailed comparison between each of the Integrated Assessment Models
(DICE, FUND, PAGE) used in the 2013 Social Cost of Carbon Technical Source Document
and EPA’s reference MAGICC case for:

a. Global-mean surface air temperature projections,
b. Sea level rise projections,

c. U.S. CO2 emissions, and

d. Global CO2 emissions through year 2100

Identify the individual(s) responsible for validating the IAM models used by EPA under
EPA’s Information Quality Act guidelines.

MAGICC (Model for the Assessment of Greenhouse-gas Induced Climate Change) is a publicly
available computer model that emulates larger more complex climate models in order to calculate
{uture global concentrations, temperatures, and sea level rise, given an input emissions scenario.
MAGICC has been a central tool of the climate change science community since the early 1990s.
It is well designed for policy and uncertainty analysis because as an energy-balance model it is
computationally efficient, can be used to simulate multiple climate sensitivities, and can be used
to examine the climate impacts of marginal changes in emissions.

The EPA used MAGICC version 5.3v2 for the preparation of the Vehicle Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Corporate Fuel Economy Standards for 2012-2016 Light Duty Vehicles, 2017 and
later Light Duty Vehicles, and Heavy-Duty Vehicles. Global emissions input for the model were
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provided by the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory’s Global Change Assessment Model
(GCAM). The MAGICC model was used to calculate carbon dioxide (CO,) concentrations,
surface temperatures, and sea level rise for the reference emissions case and for a policy case
using emissions reductions associated with the rule. A sensitivity analysis was performed using
multiple climate sensitivities. These results were presented in the RIAs for these rules as a
complement to the monetized value provided by the Social Cost of Carbon (SCC), but were not
used directly in standard setting.

MAGICC use for the SCC was limited. The SCC uses four emissions scenarios. One of the four
emissions scenarios (the Integrated Model to Assess the Global Environment, or IMAGE,
scenario) did not include its own carbon dioxide concentration pathway. MAGICC was used to
calculate future CO; concentrations for this one scenario.

In using the MAGICC model, the agency acted consistently with its Guidelines for Ensuring and
Maximizing the Quality, Objectivity, Utility and Integrity of Information Disseminated by the
Environmental Protection Agency. The MAGICC model has been used by the US Climate
Change Science Program (2007), the Intergovernmental Pancl on Climate Change (Second,
Third, and Fourth Assessment Reports in 1995, 2001, and 2007, respectively), and the National
Research Council (2003). The USGCRP, IPCC, and NRC processes for preparation and review
of their reports demonstrate a formal and sustained commitment to transparency and rigor in
report development, review, acceptance, and approval. These assessment reports represent the
best available science and supporting studies conducted in accordance with sound and objective
scientific practices, are peer reviewed, and adhere to standards of quality based on objectivity,
utility, and integrity. Further, many peer-reviewed publications over the past two decades have
compared MAGICC to more complex models as well as observations. The EPA acted ina
manner consistent with its information quality guidelines by: 1) using a mode! that had been
extensively applied in scientific, peer-reviewed climate change science and impacts studies, 2)
ensuring that the mode! possesses sufficient methodological documentation in peer-reviewed
model validation publications, 3) confirming that the model has been independently verified and
validated, and 4) ensuring that the model is sufficiently flexible and capable of evaluating
important sources of uncertainty for climate analysis.

The Honorable Cory Gardner

The Energy Star program has been used by consumers for many years as a guideline to purchase
scnsible, energy efficient products; In your previous role as Assistant Administrator for Air, yon
oversaw the entire Energy Star program. Historically, industry and retailers in the Windows,
Doors, and Skylights sector have strongly supported the program. However, today virtually all are
questioning both the process for revising product standards and, as a result, the standards
themselves,

Manufacturers and retailers believe that, in the name if saving the most energy possible, the EPA
proposed Energy Star standards can only be met by prodncts too expensive for consumers to justify
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the added expense. This is especially true when the payback period is significantly longer than the
average length of time a homeowner stays in their house.

1.

If manufacturers and retailers, who are closer to the consumer than Energy Star
technicians, believe there is a problem, how can the program be successful?

Isn’t it in the interest of the retailers and manufacturers to promote the most efficient AND
economically efficient product possible?

Energy Star products cost more than other products. So, if the President believes that
everyone has a role in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, then how does it make scnse to
diseourage consumers from purchasing Energy Star products, since they won’t see that
added investment paid back for a decade or more?

. The ENERGY STAR windows, doors, and skylights program has been tremendously successful.

Currently, about 80% of the residential windows sold in the U.S. earn the ENERGY STAR
label.? Given the advances that this success reflects, the EPA believes it is time to update the
ENERGY STAR requirements for windows, doors and skylights so the label continues to serve
its important role, making it easy for consumers to identify the best performing models in the
market.

Over the past three years, the EPA has led an open and transparent process, including multiple
opportunities for formal stakeholder comment, to establish new requirements that are reflective of
top performance in today’s market. Throughout the revision process, the EPA received input and
responded to comments from more than 80 different stakeholders, representing a variety of views
related to the proposed new requirements. These include product manufacturers, component
manufacturers, trade associations, utility programs, and other interested parties. Comments
ranged from supportive of EPA’s proposed criteria, to requests to make the requirements even
more stringent than the EPA had proposed, to coneerns that EPA’s proposed requirements were
too stringent.

The EPA’s analysis of the proprietary cost data submitted voluntarily by product manufacturers
to help guide the specification revision process indicates that the new proposed levels offer the
shortest payback period for consumer (typically 7 - 10 years or less in most markets for lower and
average costs products). Further, EPA’s review of the current windows marketplace indicates
that many proven, cost-effective technologies are readily available to help manufacturers meet the
proposed specification (such as better glass or frames) and that more expensive technologies are
not necessary to comply.

? Ducker Worldwide LLC, ENERGY STAR Window & Door Tracking Program, 2013, Page 4.

Page 13 of 18



234

Answers to Questions Submitted by the House Committee on Energy and Commerce

Concerning Climate Change, Adaptation and Sustainability

Based on technical data provided by stakeholders during the comment process, the EPA made a
number of important adjustments to the program requirements since the initial documents were
first issued in 2010. And in January of this year, the agency issued the final requirements.’

The Honorable H. Morgan Griffith

L

EPA issued a rule to defer regulation of CO2 emissions from biomass because it recognized
that biogenic carbon wasn’t considered in the endangerment finding and it might need
different treatment to reflect the natural carbon cycle of biomass. In July, the DC Circuit
Court overturned the rule that deferred regulation of CO2 emissions from biomass
combustion under the air permitting program, although the Court’s mandate has not been
formally issued. When does the EPA plan to issue the Accounting Framework it has been
working on for two years? And when will EPA revise the current Tailoring rule to
permanently address the treatment of biogenic emissions in the air permitting program?

. As a point of clarification, the EPA did not defer regulation of CO, emissions from biomass

“because it recognized that biogenic carbon wasn’t considered in the endangerment finding”, as
the question suggests. Instead, the EPA stated in the Endangerment Rulemaking that biogenic
CO,, like all forms of CO,, was included in the air pollution that the EPA determined was
reasonably anticipated to endanger public health and welfare.

The EPA issued the deferral rule in order to provide the agency time to conduct a detailed
examination of the science and technical issues associated with biogenic CO; emissions from
stationary sources so that we can better address the treatment of biogenic CO, emissions in EPA
programs. The EPA is working on revisions to EPA’s 2011 Accounting Framework for Biogenic
CO; Emissions from Stationary Source (Framework) in light of the Science Advisory Board’s
September 28, 2012 Peer Review. As detailed in the President’s Climate Action Plan, part of the
strategy to address climate change will include fostering expansion of renewable resources and
responsible forest management. A scientifically sound approach to considering biogenic CO,
emissions in the air permitting program is a priority for the EPA. While the technical and
methodological considerations are complex, the agency is continuing to explore an approach that
is based on a variety of factors. The D.C. Circuit decision does not prevent the EPA from
progressing towards assessing approaches for addressing biogenic CO, emissions under the PSD
and title V programs. The EPA was already working towards such activities.

Does EPA need any additional statutory authority to retain the internationally aecepted
principle of carbon neutrality for biomass?

. The EPA is not aware of any internationally accepted principle of carbon neutrality that is

embodied in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Guidelines for National
Greenhouse Gas Inventories. The [PCC has stated that; “The [PCC Guidelines do not
automatically consider biomass used for energy as “carbon neutral,” even if the biomass is
thought to be produced sustainably. In its Peer Review of EPA’s 2011 draft Accounting

® For more information, please see http://www.energystar.gov/index.cim?c=revisions.residential_windows_spec
* From the IPCC National Task Force on Greenhouse Gas Inventories, at http://www.ipcc-
nggip.iges.or.jp/faq/faq.html.
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Framework, the Science Advisory Board agreed further that carbon neutrality for biomass could
not be assumed. Specifically, the Panel explained that, “Carbon neutrality cannot be assumed for
all biomass energy a priori. There are circumstances in which biomass is grown, harvested and
combusted in a carbon neutral fashion but carbon neutrality is not an appropriate a priori
assumption; it is a conclusion that should be reached only after considering a particular
feedstock’s production and consumption cycle.” EPA’s focus in revising the Framework is to
closely consider that feedback to develop a scientifically sound approach to considering biogenic
CO; emissions in the air permitting program.

3. If EPA has determined that CCS is the best system of emission reductions, then shouldn’t
CCS apply to all power generation, regardless of fuel type?

A. EPA concluded that we lacked sufficient information on the application of CCS to new natural
gas-fired combustion turbines to make a determination that full or partial CCS is the best system
of emission reduction (BSER) for natural gas-fired combustion turbines.

4. In his first year in office, the President outlined a goal of 17 percent reduction in 2005
greenhouse gas levels by 2020. He mentioned this same goal in his climate specch in June at
Georgetown University. I assume he picked that number—17 percent—because he believes
it’s achievable and economical. Can you provide a total of greenhouse gas reduction benefit
of EPA’s programs and policies over the last 5 years? If that number is unavailable,
wouldn’t you agree that we can’t possibly set policies that set a target number for 7 years
from now if we don’t know where we are today?

A. The EPA’s FY 2014 Annual Performance Plan and President’s Budget provides a blueprint for
accomplishing EPA priorities. Figure 1 is a snapshot of a table from the agency’s Performance
Plan and President’s Budget that identifies the EPA’s GHG reduction targets and performance
measures for the agency’s climate change programs and policies. This table can be found on
pages 881-882 of that document.

Figure 1: EPA’s Strategic Goals and Performance Measures to Address Climate Change
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The Honorable John D. Dingell

1. Does the EPA see a future for coal as a viable source in light of the impending greenhouse
gas regulations?
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A. Yes, according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA), about 37% of U.S.
electricity generation is from sources using coal and we expect coal to remain a vital fuel for power

production in the future.

2. Tunderstand that there will be a different proposal for modified sources (units that have

been updated) and for existing sources (that have not been modified).

a. Can you tell me if EPA is reaching out to all stakeholders concerned about both
components of the greenhouse gas rule?

. In September, the EPA proposed new source performance standards for emissions of greenhouse
gases from new fossil fuel-fired plants. These proposed standards are practical, flexible, and
achievable and ensure that power companies investing in new fossil fuel-fired power plants will
use modern technologies that limit emissions of harm{ul carbon pollution. The EPA will finalize
these standards in a timely manner, after considering public comments on the proposal. The EPA
will accept written comments on the proposal untit May 9, 2014.

As we consider guidelines for existing power plants, the EPA is engaged in vigorous and
unprecedented outreach with the public and with key stakeholders as well as with the states. The
eleven listening sessions the EPA held throughout the country were attended by thousands of
people, representing many states and a broad range of stakeholders, including many from the coal
industry. In addition, we have been meeting with industry leaders and CEOs from the coal, oil,
and natural gas sectors; state, tribal, and local government officials from every region of the
country; and environmental and public heaith groups, faith groups, labor groups, and others. Our
meetings with statc governments have encompassed leadership and staff from statc environment
departments, state energy departments and state public utility commissions.

The debate about climate changc is not just about air, but also water. You may know that
the Great Lakes contain 20 percent of the world’s fresh water. Luckily, water levels are up
slightly this year after years of inadequate ice cover on the Lakes and too little rain and
snow. Lower lake levels affect not only shipping and boating recreation but also make it
easier for algae blooms to form, endanger fishery habitats, and threaten drinking water
sources as well as cooling water intakes. -

In dealing with water quality, do you believe EPA has adequate clarification of its
Jjurisdiction under the Clean Watcr Act to ensure protection of water sources?

A. The EPA shares the concern being raised by many that Supreme Court decisions have resulted
in confusion about the geographic scope of waters protected by the Clean Water Act. Since 1972,
the Clean Water Act has protected our health and environment by reducing the pollution in
streams, lakes, rivers, wetlands and other waterways. But over the past decade, interpretations of
Supreme Court rulings have removed some waters from federal protection, and caused confusion
about which waters and wetlands remain protected. To provide greater consistency, certainty,
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and predictability nationwide, the EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers are working to
develop a proposed rule to clarify where the Clean Water Act applies.

4. You may have seen a recent map published in National Geographic showing what would
happen if all of the world’s ice were to melt. While this is a somewhat drastic scenario that
shows almost all of Florida and New Jersey submerged, it was what was not on the map that
intrigued me the most. The map showed little or no effect on the Great Lakes. Do you
believe that EPA, along with other federal agencies, have the tools necessary to predict what
effects climate change might have on the Great Lakes region?

A. The EPA believes that, together with its state and federal partners — especially the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration — wc have the basic tools necessary to project climate
change effects on the Great Lakes, particularly on a large scale. Federal funding, including some
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative funding, has been enabling improved downscaling of Regional
Climate Model scenarios to a scale more useful to resource managers across the Great Lakes
region. Uncertainties remain, and continued refinement is necessary as more impacts, such as the
potential expansion and contraction of ranges for native and invasive species, become evident,
but that should not be a reason for not acting on the inforination we do have.
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