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NOT GOING AWAY: AMERICA’S ENERGY
SECURITY, JOBS AND CLIMATE CHALLENGES

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 1, 2010

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY INDEPENDENCE
AND GLOBAL WARMING,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 11:01 a.m., in room 210,
Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Edward J. Markey (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Markey, Blumenauer, Inslee, Herseth
Sandlin, Cleaver, Hall, Sensenbrenner, Blackburn, and Capito.

Staff Present: Ana Unruh-Cohen, Morgan Gray, Jonathan Phil-
lips, Jeff Sharp and Jonah Steinbuck.

The CHAIRMAN. Welcome. Welcome to the Select Committee on
Energy Independence and Global Warming.

In April of 2007, the Select Committee on Energy Independence
and Global Warming held its first hearing. At that inaugural gath-
ering, we discussed the twin challenges of climate change and our
dependence on foreign oil. Since that time, Congress passed new
fuel economy standards. We made investments into renewable en-
ergy, advanced battery technology and efficiency measures that
save families and small businesses money. The House passed a
comprehensive energy and climate bill. The world, including China
and India, committed to reduce carbon pollution in the Copenhagen
Accord. Our troops continue to fight bravely in Iraq and Afghani-
stan, where our energy interests remain entangled. The Gulf of
Mexico was sullied by BP’s oil spill, which became the worst envi-
ronmental disaster in United States history. And here in this com-
mittee, we discussed and debated it all, paving the way for in-
formed action.

Over the last few years, the politics of energy have changed and
shifted more times than we can count, yet what has not changed
are the problems we face as a Nation and as a planet. Today’s
hearing is called “Not Going Away”, a fitting title for issues that
will be central to the health and survival of our planet and our
economy for decades and centuries to follow. The national security
challenges from our dependence on oil are not going away.

Today before our committee we have Vice Admiral Dennis
McGinn, who was a witness at our very first hearing. He knows the
price of our dependence on foreign oil borne out not in this rhetor-
ical battlefield but in the theater of actual war where bullets and
bombs are spent to defend or acquire barrels of oil.
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The national security threats from climate change are not going
away. During the first select committee hearing, we discussed the
drought-influenced Somali conflict that led to Black Hawk down. A
warming world exacerbated a military hotspot.

This September, we hosted the Pakistani ambassador to discuss
his country’s devastating floods. He discussed how his country di-
verted resources like helicopters away from fighting Al Qaeda to
assist in the flood response. An increasingly destabilized climate
will invariably lead to more of these destabilizing geopolitical
events.

The economic security threats stemming from America’s lack of
an energy plan are not going away. China is pushing ahead with
clean energy investment along with other emerging technologies to
capture and store carbon from coal. Twice as much money was in-
vested in clean energy in China as was invested by the United
States last year. As we heard from the private investment commu-
nity, this move by China will attract trillions in private capital
money that could be invested in jobs here at home in the United
States. And China is not alone. Germany, Japan, South Korea, and
other countries recognize that dominating the trillion dollar market
of tomorrow requires foresight and public investment today.

Regardless of our political party, we can all agree that second
place in the clean energy race is not an acceptable goal for the
United States, and the carbon pollution that we have already
spewed into the atmosphere warming our earth is not going away.
The pollution we emit today will still be in the atmosphere cen-
turies from now. Every day that we wait to act to stem the tide
of carbon emissions will be felt for decades and centuries to come
as our planet warms and our weather patterns become less stable.

And, today, as the world’s climate community gathers in Mexico,
those of us who accept that cutting carbon pollution is this genera-
tion’s responsibility are saying that we are not going away. We are
not going away because the problems that climate change presents
are too dangerous, too urgent for us to disappear into the abyss of
cynicism and lost opportunity. We are not going away because
China and India and Germany are not going away as competitors
for global energy dominance. We are not going away because the
national security threats from our continued dependence on foreign
oil are not going away.

I would like to thank our witnesses for coming today, and I look
forward to their testimony. Unfortunately, General Wesley Clark
was unable to make it here today. We look forward to having him
back here soon, and we will submit his testimony for the record.

[The statement of General Clark follows:]



General Wesley K. Clark

Testimony before the House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global
Warming

Wednesday, December 1, 2010

Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, distinguished members of the
Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify before you this morning.

In the summer of 1973, as an Army Captain on the faculty at West Point, I spent two
months working the first sets of analyses of the “energy crisis” for the Pentagon. Ata
time when gasoline prices had quadrupled, and long lines extended into the streets
at every service station, Americans seemed determined to take action. For my part,
I analyzed the adverse consequences of our increasing dependence on foreign oil -
that it would distort American foreign policy, that the funds expended might go to
governments that were unstable or didn’t support our interests, and that ultimately,
US military forces might have to become engaged to defend or protect oil-producer
governments. Ata time when the US was ending its commitments in SouthEast Asia,
this was disturbing. After the Yom Kippur War, in October, 1973, there was a rising
call for American “Energy Independence”

Today, we can look back on the continuing failures of American government
spanning the terms of seven Presidents, Republican and Democratic. Over this time
we have been twisted and turned in our foreign policy by our pursuit of energy
security, we have subsidized foreign governments inimical to our own interests,
seen “petrodollars” diverted to corruption and terrorism, deployed hundreds of
thousands of troops, and billions of dollars worth of materiel, fought the Gulf War,
invaded Iraq, and remained engaged in a long term commitment in Afghanistan, at
costs already exceeding a trillion dollars, all directly or indirectly due to our energy
dependence. It makes all of those concerns expressed in the early 1970’s seem a
little understated.

And the costs of that dependence continue to grow. Today the American economy
sits with over 16% unemployment, or underemployment. Yet even in this slack
economy we will be sending over $300 billion dollars abroad this year to pay for
American’s thirst for petroleum. This is equivalent to a tax - a levy - a bounty of
about $1,000 for every man, woman and child in America..money that is
desperately needed within the American economy to create jobs, build communities,
fund education, repair infrastructure, and give our children and grandchildren a
future. Instead itis sent abroad to fund governments in places like Venezuela,
Nigeria, and states on the Arabian peninsula. And then, we ask our military to
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organize, train and equip our forces, and deploy to fight, or provide secure access to
these petroleum resources? So, add to the $300 billion annual costs to the American
economy in the defense budget for the “secure access” portion of the Defense
Department budget - ships, aircraft, bases, Marines, ground troops, prepositioned
equipment, exercises, and all the long-lead time procurement that goes with this.
Then add another amount - $150-$200billion per year for the costs of the actual
engagement in Iraq and the fighting in Afghanistan. Surely we are one of the most
generous nations in history, not only purchasing oil abroad but organizing vast
armed forces, equipped, trained, deployed and engaged in fighting which is directly
or indirectly aimed at protecting some of he very nations to which we are remitting
vast sums of money in exchange for oil and gas. And somehow, although we don’t
take the majority of our oil imports from the Gulf, nevertheless, we pay the vast
majority of the costs for access there. Why should a nation struggling to create jobs
and move its economy forward be spending hundreds of billions of dollars
importing oil, when alternatives are available?

Of course, unlike 1973, we now understand that the greenhouse effect of carbon
dioxide and other global warming gases is contributing significantly, and perhaps
decisively, to long-term world wide climate change. We must address this, alsoas a
threat to our national security. But however great this concern, as an American, |
have to look first at our own country, and how we are squandering our near-term
future.

Can a single Congressman or Senator of any party face the American people and say,
yes, we must ask you each to pay a tax of $1,000 per person per year into the
indefinite future, so that you can have access to foreign oil at the pump, and an
additional other $1,000 or so that we can protect our oil companies’ access to
it...Sums totaling $15-$30 Trillion dollars over the next two decades ? Could they
say this when we have real alternatives which will keep this wealth at home and
strengthen our security in the process?

Members of the committee, although 1 served for 34 years on active duty in the
Army, [ am in the energy business today, serving on the boards of companies in the
oil, gas, wind, solar, ethanol, unconventional fuels, and electric power space. The
information I am providing comes from first hand business experience, not just
policy research.

Today we are dependent on 10 Million barrels per day of imported petroleum and
petroleum products, and, if the economy resumes growing perhaps 11 or 12 million
barrels per day. Given the right policies, and without raising the costs on our
taxpayers, and at the same time reduce the emissions of greenhouse global warming
gases, | believe we can achieve energy independence. The key is in the
transportation sector, where this imported oil is used. Here is what we should do:

First, continue the adoption of electric automobiles. While there may be some
technical issues, the hold-up is primarily a problem of demand. The US government
should back up its technology efforts with “demand-pull” Simply decide that after,
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say, 2014, any light vehicle bought by the GSA or by State and local governments
,must be electric-powered. Mass production will lower costs and raise consumer
acceptance, and so perhaps within two decades, half the vehicles on the road could
be all-electric. The government should also establish a nationwide Renewable
electricity Standard, and mandate that all charging stations must be renewable
energy-supplied - the wind solar, and biomass technologies are there, and, given
adequate demand, could create hundreds of thousands of American jobs. And while
we're at it, to assure that private investment funds are available, can't we give the
small investor in wind and solar the same tax treatment that is available to investors
in oil and gas?

For the near term, though, most vehicles will continue to be liquid fuelled. Many
technologies have a role to play. First, get the American people in on the fight: [abel
fuel at the pumps to show where it comes from; With a little ingenuity, the credit
card receipt at the pump could provide country-of-origin labeling to show who gets
the money - Americans, or Venezuela, Mexico, Nigeria or other government oil
companies.

Then work alternative sources of supply by opening up the market for consumer
choice. Ethanol today (already 60% less carbon-intensive than gasoline) provides
almost 900,000 barrels per day of fuel in America. Follow-through on the approval
of E15 and promote the blender pumps across America to make richer ethanol
blends available, and cellulosic ethanol will surely make it to the marketplace, in
sufficient quantities to meet the 2007 legislative aim of 36 billion gallons per year -
or about 2.4 million barrels per day, or even more. Biodiesel and synthetic diesel is
already in demand by our Armed Forces; enable long-term procurement contracts,
and we can save another 2-4 million barrels per day by relying on synthetic military
fuels. Next, compressed natural gas; with the right policies we could save say 1-2
million barrels per day of imports by transitioning fleet vehicles to CNG. Gas-to-
liquids and coal-to-liquids with carbon sequestration could produce, over a few
years, additional millions of barrels per day of cleaner petroleum products, ata
profit, given oil prices in the $75-$90 per barrel range, if we could rationalize and
streamline our regulatory processes. Add in additional oil from shale and other
unconventional sources, including revamped and environmentally-safer off-shore
drilling, and we can replace all imported petroleum.

In the process, we will reduce reliance on increasingly carbon-intensive and
ecologically risky conventional oils, and help clean up the environment. Now is the
time to embark on this effort, with the price of oil high, the economy slack, and
trillions of dollars of private investment capital looking for good returns.

In the 1960’s America needed the challenge of putting a man on the moon; today our
leadership needs to challenge America to become energy independent. This we can
do.
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The CHAIRMAN. Before I close, I would also like to thank the
members of this committee and their staff for their service over the
last two sessions of Congress. It has been an honor and a pleasure
to explore and understand these global issues with each and every
one of you, and I thank each of you on both sides of the aisle for
your service to our country.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Markey follows:]



THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON

ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND GLOBAL WARMING

“Not Going Away: America’s Energy Security, Jobs and Climate Challenges”
Statement by
Chairman Edward J. Markey

In April of 2007, the Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming
held its first hearing. At that inaugural gathering, we discussed the twin challenges of
climate change and our dependence on foreign oil.

Since that day, Congress passed new fuel economy standards. We made investments into
renewable energy, advanced battery technology and efficiency measures that save
families and small businesses money. The House passed a comprehensive energy and
climate bil.

The world -~ including China and India -- committed to reduce carbon pollution in the
Copenhagen Accord. Our troops continue to fight bravely in Iraq and Afghanistan,
regions where our energy interests remain entangled. The Gulf of Mexico was sullied by
BP’s oil spill, which became the worst environmental disaster in U.S. history. And here,
in this committee, we discussed and debated it all, paving the way for informed action.

Over the last few years, the politics of energy have changed and shifted more times than
we can count. Yet what has not changed are the problems we face as a nation, and as a
planet.

Today’s hearing is called “Not Going Away,” a fitting title for issues that will be central
to the health and survival of our planet and our economy for decades and centuries to
follow.

The national security challenges from our dependence on oil are not going away. Today
before our committee we have Vice Admiral Dennis McGinn, who was a witness at our
very first hearing. He knows the price of our dependence on foreign oil, borne out not in
this rhetorical battlefield, but in the theater of actual war, where bullets and bombs are
spent to defend or acquire barrels of oil.

The national security threats from climate change are not going away. During the first
Select Committee hearing, we discussed the drought-influenced Somali conflict that led
to Blackhawk Down. A warming world exacerbated a military hot spot. This September,
we hosted the Pakistani Ambassador to discuss his country’s devastating floods. He
discussed how his country diverted resources like helicopters away from fighting Al
Qaeda to assist in the flood response. An increasingly destabilized climate will invariably
lead to more of these destabilizing geopolitical events.

The economic security threats stemming from America’s lack of an energy plan are not
going away. China is pushing ahead with clean energy investments, along with other
emerging technologies to capture and store carbon from coal. Twice as much money was
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invested in clean energy in China as was invested in the United States last year. As we
heard from the private investment community, this move by China will attract trillions in
private capital -money that could be invested in jobs here at home.

And China is not alone. Germany, Japan, South Korea, and other countries recognize that
dominating the trillion dollar market of tomorrow requires foresight and public
investment today. Regardless of our political party, we can all agree that second place in
the clean energy race is an unacceptable goal.

And the carbon pollution that we have already spewed into the atmosphere, warming our
Earth, is not going away. The pollution we emit today will still be in the atmosphere
centuries from now. Every day that we wait to act to stem the tide of carbon emissions
will be felt for decades and centuries to come, as our planet warms and our weather
patterns become less stable.

And today, as the world’s climate community gathers in Mexico, those of us who accept
that cutting carbon pollution is this generation’s responsibility are saying that we are not
going away. We are not going away because the problems that climate change presents
are too dangerous, too urgent, for us to disappear into the abyss of cynicism and lost
opportunity. We are not going away because China and India and Germany are not going
away as competitors for global energy dominance. We are not going away because the
national security threats from our continued dependence on foreign oil are not going
away.

I would like to thank our witnesses for coming today and look forward to their testimony.
Unfortunately, General Wesley Clark was unable to make it here today. We look forward
to having him back here soon and will submit his testimony for the record.

And before 1 close, | would also like to thank the members of this committee and their
staff for their service for the last two sessions of Congress. It has been an honor and a
pleasure to explore and understand these global issues with you.

I would now like to recognize the Ranking Member of the Select Committee, Rep. Jim
Sensenbrenner of Wisconsin.
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The CHAIRMAN. I would now like to turn and recognize my
friend, the gentleman from Wisconsin, the ranking member, Mr.
Sensenbrenner.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

This hearing will be the last of the Select Committee; and, while
I was initially skeptical of the Select Committee’s mission, it ulti-
mately provided a forum for bipartisan debate and an opportunity
for House Republicans to share a different view on the pressing en-
ergy and environment issues that we currently face.

I would like to thank Chairman Markey for his fair and firm
leadership of this committee. He has showed courtesy, respect for
the rules, and a willingness to rise above partisanship. I consider
respect for the rights of the minority to be a hallmark of great con-
gressional leadership, and I commend Chairman Markey for giving
us the resources and platform that we needed to express our ideas.

Chairman Markey and I disagree on policy choices, but we do
agree that America needs to diversify its energy supply and in-
crease our energy efficiency. When Senator Dodd of Connecticut
gave his valedictory speech in the Senate yesterday, he made a
comment saying that even though people can be friends and re-
spect each other despite policy differences, a lot can get accom-
plished; and, unfortunately, there has been too little of this in this
Congress as time has gone on.

I can say that I consider Chairman Markey a friend. I can say
that Chairman Markey believes that what Senator Dodd has said
is good for America in this respect, and I hope that in the Congress
ahead, where there will be a partisan divide between the two ends
of the Capitol building, that we will be able to establish respect for
each other without compromising our policy ideals. Because the
American people want action. The American people do respect posi-
tions that are opposite, and it is going to be a tough task ahead.

Now, I think that this select committee has shown a very, very
wide division on how to approach our shared goals.

On Monday, the Wall Street Journal ran an article in a special
report on energy which I am holding up so that everybody can see.
On the red side are arguments that have been made and which
have failed in the forum of domestic and international public opin-
ion and on the green side there are ideas and advocacy on what
looks like is achievable in the road ahead. And on the red side it
says, old, set a high tax on carbon to make alternative energy
sources more competitive; old, impose strict controls on carbon di-
oxide emissions; old, force wealthy countries responsible for most
emissions to send money to help poorer ones adapt to the effects
of climate change; old, use the United Nations to work out com-
prehensive agreements.

All of those were eloquently advocated by the chairman and peo-
ple on the majority side of the aisle, and they have been rejected
both in international forums and here in America.

Now, let’s look at what is on the new side. New, invest in making
new clean energy technologies cheaper; new, focus on modest emis-
sion reductions such as replacing old diesel generators; new, en-
courage development aid that helps poorer countries deal with the
effects of drought or flooding, no matter what the cause; and, new,
focus on agreement amongst the world’s 20 largest economies.
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All of these new things were advocated by the Republican minor-
ity on this select committee; and I believe that the select com-
mittee, unlike any other committee in Congress, was really the
focus of the debate between what this article refers to as old and
what this article refers to as new. And I would urge my friends on
the other side of the aisle to forsake the old and embrace the new
because I think in the years ahead we can make progress by look-
ing forward rather than backward.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman very much.

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Oregon, Mr.
Blumenauer.

Tlhe chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington State, Mr.
Inslee.

The chair recognizes the gentlelady from South Dakota.

The chair recognizes the gentleman from New York, Mr. Hall.

Mr. HAaLL. Mr. Chairman, I just want to thank you for your lead-
ership of this chairmanship and able guiding of this committee. It
has been a privilege to serve and learn all the things I have
learned from the witnesses over the last 4 years who have come be-
fore the select committee, and I will waive an opening statement.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman very much. We thank the
gentleman from New York for his incredible commitment to explor-
ing these issues, raising them higher and higher as a national pri-
ority; and your service to our country is gradually appreciated.
Thank you.

The chair recognizes the gentlelady from West Virginia. The
gentlelady waives her time.
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Opening Statement of Congressman Marsha Blackburn
Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming
Hearing: “Not Going Away: America's Energy Security, Jobs and Climate
Challenges”
December 1, 2010

I thank the Chairman for holding this hearing and I thank the
witnesses for testifying before this committee.

All members on this committee agree that America should become
energy independent. But the problem arises to what steps
Congress take or not take to further this goal.

One significant issue is this country’s dependence on foreign oil,
which is a national security concern. The answer is not to take
Americans totally off the use of fossil fuel as soon as possible
through taxes or mandates. These actions would cause severe
harm to both consumers and the U.S. economy.

Instead, the government should allow the access of resources
available in this nation. One immediate action that could be taken
is the Department of the Interior expedite permits for oil and gas
exploration and return production to the American industries. It
will promote jobs and keep money out of the hands of potential
terrorist countries overseas.

Another issue is the growth of renewable energy. Renewable
energy has the potential to serve a significant part of our energy
infrastructure, but it cannot come through federal mandates. The
government is not the proper arbiter of winners and losers in the
marketplace. The private sector is the most efficient mechanism to
determine which energy technologies will guide the future.
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Mr. Chairman,

This hearing is probably the last one of the year for the committee.
As members begin to prepare for next year, [ urge them to
contemplate on the messages sent by the voters this past
November.

The public is becoming very wary of more government control of
the private sector, and new energy mandates are not what they
want. Instead, the federal government should remove regulatory
hurdles to new technologies to unleash American entrepreneurship
and innovation. This is how America will become energy
independent.
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Mr. CHAIRMAN. Let us turn then to our opening panel; and I will
recognize Vice Admiral Dennis McGinn.

Admiral McGinn spent 35 years with the United States Navy as
a naval aviator, test pilot, aircraft carrier commanding officer, and
national security strategist. Since completing his service with the
Navy, Admiral McGinn has been an active climate change and
clean energy advocate in national forums, stressing the need to de-
velop comprehensive solutions to create a sustainable global envi-
ronment. Admiral McGinn testified at the very first hearing of the
select committee, and he will be our first witness today.

We welcome you, sir.

STATEMENTS OF VICE ADMIRAL DENNIS McGINN, U.S. NAVY
(RET.); ROBERT F. KENNEDY, JR., CHAIRMAN, WATER-
KEEPERS ALLIANCE; RICHARD L. KAUFFMAN, CHAIRMAN OF
THE BOARD, LEVI STRAUSS & CO.; PETER GLEICK, CO-
FOUNDER AND DIRECTOR, PACIFIC INSTITUTE FOR STUD-
IES IN DEVELOPMENT, ENVIRONMENT, AND SECURITY; AND
KENNETH GREEN, RESIDENT SCHOLAR, AMERICAN ENTER-
PRISE INSTITUTE

STATEMENT OF VICE ADMIRAL DENNIS McGINN

Admiral McGINN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a
privilege for me to be back before this committee. Mr. Sensen-
brenner, great to see you again, sir, and all the members of the
committee.

Since April 18, 2007, when I first appeared before this com-
mittee, I have been on the road a lot. I have traveled from Maine
to California, from Alaska to Florida, from North Dakota to Lou-
isiana and Texas; and I have been doing that to talk about these
issues to the American people. And recognizing that there are al-
ways regional differences, regional assets, and liabilities related to
energy or environmental challenges, the consistent thing that I
brought from all of these travels and I share with the committee
today is that the American people are concerned about energy secu-
rity. They are concerned about environmental issues locally, region-
ally, and globally, including greenhouse gases.

The question, as it always is, is what do we do about it and how
urgently should we do it. In 2007, at that hearing we had the then
chairman of the CNA Military Advisory Board, General Gordon
Sullivan, who was a witness and talked about the first report that
the CNA Military Advisory Board put out. The Advisory Board con-
sists of about a dozen or 15 retired generals and admirals from all
four of the military services, including the Coast Guard and the
National Guard, and came up with the consensus in that report
that climate change was a threat to national security because it
will act as a threat multiplier for instability in critical regions of
the world.

This can be manifested in many different ways, but it occurred
to me this summer when Pakistan had 20 million people affected
by torrential monsoon flood, historical levels of flooding, that here
is a nation that is nuclear armed, has an ongoing Taliban insur-
gency that threatens the stability of that government, and is essen-
tial to our success and the success of NATO in Afghanistan. And
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we have 20 million people that are affected by severe weather, the
type of scenario that was exactly in the minds of the Military Advi-
sory Board when we said climate change is a threat to national se-
curity.

Another aspect of this was that the board recognized that our
economy, energy, climate change, and national security are all in-
extricably linked. If you want to develop policies and solutions to
address any one of those, you have to carefully think through the
effects on all of the others.

So, as a result of that, we got together and put out a report in
May of 2009 that focused on the energy aspect of these interlinked
challenges. And our main conclusion in that report was unequivo-
cal. America’s energy posture constitutes a serious and urgent
threat to our national security—diplomatically, economically, and
militarily. In the military venue, we see it manifesting in Iraq with
roadside bombs now in Afghanistan. We saw burning NATO fuel
convoys that were along the Pakistan-Afghanistan border. We see
from intelligence reports that petro dollars that are going to Iran
are finding their way into the hands of the Taliban and al Qaeda
and being used to buy the equipment and the very lethal projectiles
and components that are killing and maiming our troops on a
weekly basis over there. That money is coming from global pur-
chase of oil, and the United States purchases one-quarter of that
oil every year.

Diplomatically, we are trying to do something about preventing
a nuclear armed Iran from emerging. Our leverage in the inter-
national diplomatic community is undercut by the fact that we use
25 percent of the world’s oil every year and we sit on perhaps 3
percent.

And economically, make no mistake, the recession that we are
hopefully and too slowly starting to come out of, has as a funda-
mental cause factor the tremendous cost of our addiction to oil in
the past. In fact, if you go back in history, over the past four reces-
sions, every one of them has been preceded within 6 months by oil
spikes, oil price spikes.

This is not going to go away. We are going to come out of this
recession. The economy of the world and the United States is going
to heat up and so will the appetite for oil and so will return the
volatile cycle but ever higher prices and ever scarcer availability,
certainly over the next 10 years but perhaps even sooner than that.
We have got to find ways to break that addiction.

Finally, in July of this year, the Military Advisory Board put out
a report titled Powering America’s Economy: Energy Innovation at
the Crossroads of National Security Challenges; and the key find-
ing of this report was that our economy and our national security
are so inextricably linked. As we look at ways to deal with our def-
icit, as we look for ways to afford all of the priorities of America,
one of the things that will be inevitably on the table is how much
do we pay for defense. If you don’t have a good and strong econ-
omy, you don’t have a good and strong defense structure in armed
services. So there is an inextricable link. And the fact that our en-
ergy choices in the past and certainly going forward are going to
have a tremendous effect for the good or for not good on our eco-
nomic strength is the key part.
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The main recommendation from this report that was published
in July of this year was simply that the United States Government
should take bold and aggressive action to support clean energy
technology innovation and rapidly decrease the Nation’s depend-
ence on fossil fuels.

Lastly, I want to share a quote from Admiral Mike Mullen, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He addressed a Department
of Defense energy forum on October 13th of this year:

“I am proud of the work that the men and women of the Depart-
ment of Defense are doing, the work many of you are leading to
ensure we turn our own energy security from a vulnerability to the
strength that it could be. Few of us can argue that the need is not
there. Many of us can see that the right technology is emerging,
and I hope all of us can agree that the time for change is now.”

He was addressing a Department of Defense armed services au-
dience. His comments apply to every aspect of American society
and the American economy.

And I would like to close my opening remarks, Mr. Chairman,
Mr. Sensenbrenner, by a summary that I made 3 years ago on
April 18th. I will simply quote.

“Mr. Chairman, thank you. This is an American challenge. It is
one that Americans together will meet. It doesn’t have partisan la-
bels on it. The solutions are available today. They need to be guid-
ed by leadership and good policy which enables us to advance our
energy efficiency and to increase our choices of clean, renewable
fuels in order to create opportunity for our economy, create oppor-
tunity for our society, and raise our level of national security and
to be a leader in the global sense in meeting these energy and cli-
mate challenges.”

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I request that my written statement
be included in the record.

[The statement of Admiral McGinn follows:]
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Statement of Vice Admiral Dennis V. McGinn, USN, Retired
Before the
United States House of Representatives
Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming
“Not Going Away: America's Energy Security, Jobs and Climate Challenges”
11:00 a.m., December 1, 2010
210 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC

Chairman Markey and Members of the Committee, it is an honor to appear
before you today to discuss the critically important topics of energy, climate
change and national security.

I previously appeared before this Committee at your first hearing on April 18",
2007. Since that time, | have had the privilege of serving with some of America’s
most distinguished and senior retired military leaders on the CNA Military
Advisory Board, which produced three reports directly related to the topic of this
hearing. The first report examined the national security threats of climate change,
the second analyzed the national security threats of America’s current energy
posture, and our last report, released in July of this year, explored the growing
challenges that link our nation’s energy posture to our future economic and
national security.

We are just beginning to emerge from one of the most serious global financial
crises of our lifetimes. This understandably has focused our attention on jobs and
near term fiscal issues. However, after several years of carefully examining
climate change and the United States’ energy use, and having spoken with many
business and civic groups across our nation, it is clear to me that our economic,
energy, climate change and national security challenges are inextricably linked.
And it is also clear that our past pattern of energy use is responsible, in a
significant way, for our economic situation today. For these reasons, we must
take a long range, comprehensive view to develop effective national policies and
make real and positive changes to the ways in which we power America. A
rational clean energy and climate policy would be a positive economic and job
creation driver, in contrast to the business as usual approach to fossil fuels that is
the real job kifler. By continuing our over reliance on fossil fuels and fearfully
taking only small, incremental steps, we will not create the kind of future energy
security, jobs and prosperity that the American peopie and our great Nation
deserve. The time to act, and to act boldly, is now. It is not too late to turn these
growing challenges into great economic opportunity.
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Weakened national economies have temporarily reduced global demand and
somewhat slowed the rising cost of oil. However, as this recession ends, the
volatile and economically disruptive cycle of ever-higher energy prices will most
certainly return. Population growth and projected per capita increase in energy
consumption over the next twenty years will make fossil fuel supply and demand
curves widely divergent unless we start now to diversify and change our energy
posture.

This is the most critical and long term international security issue for the 21%
century— it is an issue that stretches across geographical boundaries, over
political divides, and one that will not go away until we decide to do something
about it. Even so, our fossil fuel dependence will be with us for decades to come.
However, without comprehensive clean energy legislation, market enhancing
policies and decisive action by our nation, fierce global competition, instability
and conflict over dwindling supplies of fossil fuels and increasing global warming
will be a major part of the future strategic landscape. Moving expeditiously
toward clean and sustainable energy choices can greatly lessen that danger,
improve global and national economic security and help us to confront the
seriously growing challenges of global climate change and energy insecurity.

1 will- now briefly discuss those challenges.

The CNA Military Advisory Board produced a report in 2007 called “National
Security and the Threat of Climate Change”. lts principal conclusion is that
climate change poses a serious threat to national security by acting as a "threat
multiplier” for instability in some of the world's most volatile regions.

Climate change is different from traditional military threats, because it is not like
having a specific enemy, a rapid and well-defined response timeline, or a
clearly located crisis region to which we are responding. Climate change has
the potential to create more frequent, intense and widespread natural and
humanitarian disasters due to typhoons, flooding, drought, disease, crop failure
and the consequent migration of large populations. These climate-driven severe
weather events will magnify existing tensions in critical regions, overwhelm
fragile political, economic and social structures, causing them to fracture and
fail. The predictable result: much greater frequency and intensity of regional
conflict and direct threats to U.S. interests and national security.

Some may be surprised to hear former generals and admirals talk about climate
change and energy threats... but they shouldn’t be. In the military, you learn
quickly that reducing threats and vulnerabilities is essential, well before you get
intfo harm’'s way. As military professionals we were trained, and learned by hard
experience, o make decisions when faced with seriously threatening situations,
even when they were defined by somewhat ambiguous information. But in the
case of climate change, the information is not ambiguous. The global and U.S.
science community has reached a clear and fact-based consensus in
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concluding that our earth is warming and that human activities are a significant
contributor to climate change. There is no disagreement in peer-reviewed
literature. Every major professional science society and organization in the
world has issued powerful statements to this effect, including the National
Academies of Sciences for every major country. The G8 and 5 other nations
said in May of last year, “The need for urgent action to address climate change
is now indisputable.”

As military leaders, we base our decisions on trends, indicators and warnings,
because waiting for 100% certainty during a crisis can be disastrous. And as we
carefully consider the threat of climate change and energy to global security,
these trends and warnings are clear; we need to take appropriate action.

Two years ago, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change -- the world’s
leading scientific panel on climate change -- including more than 200
distinguished scientists and officials from more than 120 countries, including the
U.S. — predicted widening droughts in southern Europe and the Middle East, sub-
Saharan Africa, the American Southwest and Mexico, and flooding that could
imperil low-lying islands and the crowded river deltas of southern Asia. '

Last year, global climate researchers revised those predictions, now forecasting
that the planet could warm by as much as 6.3 degrees Fahrenheit by the end of
the century even if the world's leaders fulfill their most ambitious climate pledges,
a much faster and broader scale pace of change than the IPCC forecast just two
years ago.

Their other findings include that sea level could rise by as much as six feet by
2100 instead of 1.5 feet, as the IPCC had projected, and the Arctic Sea may
experience an ice-free summer by 2030, rather than by the end of the century.

Let me give you some examples, from a military perspective, of what the future
could be like if we fail to adequately address the causes and effects of climate
change.

In Africa, projected rising temperatures will dramatically reduce water
availability, soil moisture, arable land and food production. Combined with
increased extreme weather events — climate impacts will act to accelerate the
destabilization of populations and governments already dealing with more
traditional causes of conflict. Climate-driven crises are already happening there.
Lack of water and changing agricultural patterns are at the root of crises in
Darfur and Somalia, present day examples of failed social structures and
governments, leading to widespread humanitarian crises, conflict, piracy and
terrorism.

! United Nations Environment Program
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In South and Central America — melting glaciers in Venezuela and the Peruvian
Andes will directly impact water supplies and hydroelectric power. The Peruvian
plains, northeast Brazil and Mexico will experience longer and more serious
droughts. Land degradation and loss of food production will hit hard in Latin
America — particularly Brazil whose economy is fueled by food exports — possibly
leading to social disruptions and significant migration. We need only reflect on
present immigration and security challenges along the U.S. southern border to get a
glimpse of what the future could hold: immigration driven not by a search for a better
economic life but in search of basic needs.

In Bangladesh, the growing threat of more frequent and intense typhoons in the Bay
of Bengal has the potential for wiping out essential coastal agriculture and fishing
areas, just as it did in 1991 resulting in the U.S. military led Operation Sea Angel.
Greater and more prolonged coastal typhoon damage would create an
unprecedented humanitarian crisis, which could drive literally millions of refugees
northwest toward India in search of relief.

As the Himalayan glaciers recede, Asian nations like China, india and Pakistan will
have to deal with internal and external unrest due to a much less reliable source of
water from four great rivers --- creating floods at some times of the year, prolonged
drought during others-- to meet the needs of growing populations. This past
summer, we saw massive flooding in Pakistan that continues to affect more than
twenty million people in a nuclear-armed nation, with an ongoing extremist
insurgency that has direct bearing on the outcome of allied operations in
Afghanistan. 40 percent of Asia’s four billion people live within 45 miles of the coast
- with coastlines and infrastructure that could be inundated by rising seas. Even
the most modest projections of increased temperature and sea level rise include
widespread flooding and loss of significant percentages of coastal delta farmland
and heavily populated areas.

In the Middle East, the vast majority of highly diverse populations already depend on
water sources external to their borders. A greatly increased competition for
diminishing supplies of water for agriculture and basic human needs would
significantly ratchet up tensions in this historically critical and politically unstable
region.

These potential climate change effects will not just create crisis events happening far
away from American soil or along our borders. Disasters like Hurricane Katrina in
2005 reveal, in a very stark way, how a natural disaster-caused humanitarian crisis
can quickly lead to suffering, civil unrest and the need for a massive, expensive and
sustained mobilization of resources. In fact today, more than five years after
Hurricane Katrina produced widespread destruction along the Gulf Coast, thousands
of people have not returned to their homes and hundreds of millions of dollars in
damaged infrastructure remain.
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As CNA Military Advisory Board member Vice Admiral Richard Truly said
climate change is not like “some hot spot we're trying to handle.” “It's going to
happen to every couniry and every person in the whole world at the same time.”
f

And while the effects of global warming create this potential environmental
havoc, its principal dynamic will be to shift the world's balance of power and
money."

Drought and scant water supply have already fueled civil conflicts in globatl hot
spots like Afghanistan, Nepa! and Sudan, according to several new studies. The
evidence is fairly clear that sharp downward deviations from normal rainfall in
fragile societies elevate the risk of major conflict.”

Climate impacts like extreme drought, flooding, storm, temperatures, sea level
rise, ocean acidification, and wildfires — occurring more frequently and more
intensely across the globe -- will inevitably create political instability where
societal demands for the essentials of life exceed the capacity of governments
to cope. As noted above, fragile governments will become failed states, and
desperation and hopelessness will drive whole populations to be displaced on a
scale far beyond what we see today. And into this turmoil and power vacuum
will rush paramilitaries, organized crime, extremists producing a highly
exportable brand of terrorism.

Ciearly the U.S. Military will be called to respond to these new threats --
mobilizing to meet the needs of humanitarian crises, like our response to the
2004 tsunami in Indonesia. At the same time, we will be confronted with more
frequent resource based conflicts -- think oil-- in the most volatile regions of the
world. Climate-driven disruption is such a viable threat that the Pentagon has
already started to prepare contingencies for such scenarios, and focused on the
issue in its 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, as did the State Department in its
Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review.

At the same time, -- and this is at the very nexus of climate change, energy and
national security -- increasing demand for, and dwindling supplies of fossil fuels
will add greatly to this instability, in many of the very same places worst hit by
climate change.

In its second report, May, 2009, the CNA Military Advisory Board concluded that
America’s current enerqy posture constitutes a serious and urgent threat to national
security -- militarily, diplomatically and economically. Further, this creates an
ongoing unacceptable level of risk to our nation, exploitable by those who wish to do
us harm.

Militarily, our dependence on oil stretches our military thin because we are
obliged to protect and ensure the free flow of oil in hostile or destabilized regions
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--gven as our troops are on their third and fourth combat deployment in Irag and
Afghanistan. Protecting our access to foreign oil jeopardizes our military and
exacts a huge price in dollars and lives.

Beyond assuring the free flow of oil, our nation’s, and our military's inefficient use
of fuel adds to the already great risks assumed by our troops. It reduces combat
effectiveness and puts our troops — more directly and more often—in harm's way.
Petro-dollars going into Iranian coffers have directly helped to finance our
enemies in both Iraq and Afghanistan. The insurgents have used that money to
buy communications, sensors and the most lethal components of improvised
explosive devices and roadside bombs that continue to kill and maim our troops
on a weekly basis.

Fuel convoys can stretch over great distances, traversing hotly contested territory
and become attractive targets for enemy forces as we saw over the summer with
burning NATO fuel convoys along the Pakistan border. Ensuring convoy safety
and fuel delivery requires a tremendous diversion of money and combat force. ¥
As in-theater energy demand increases, more assets must be diverted to protect
fuel convoys rather than to directly engage enemy combatants and carry out the
primary mission.

We saw this in frag and we are certainly seeing it again in Afghanistan where the
tempo of military operations, the size of the force and its effectiveness is literally
paced by our ability to get fuel when and where it's needed.

Outside the theater of combat, our country’s dependence on oil undermines our
foreign policy goals and US leverage because it entangles us with hostile
regimes. The United States sent $386 billion dollars overseas in 2008, the
beginning of our economic recession, to pay for oil; and too much of this money
went to countries that are hostile to our interests. Last year, even in the depths of
the recession, we sent more than a billion doliars a day out of our economy to
pay for our oil addiction.

This oil dependence cripples our foreign policy and weakens our leverage
internationally and limits our options. Much too frequently we find ourselves
entangled with unfriendly rulers and undemocratic nations, simply because we
need their oil. The difficulty of our international efforts to put an effective
sanctions framework in place to prevent the realization of nuclear ambitions by
Iran illustrates this limit to U.S. leverage.

But unlike what many believe -- it is not just foreign oil that jeopardizes our
energy security. ltis all oil. We simply do not have enough sustainabie oil
resources in this country to free us from the stranglehold of those who do. Itis
not environmental restrictions on oil exploration that are keeping us from energy
independence; it is a fundamental problem of supply and demand that will grow
more divergent over time. We cannot drill our way to sustainable energy
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independence. The CNA Military Advisory Board concluded our dependence on
all oil is a national security threat in part because the United States controls only
3 percent of the world’s known oil reserves but uses over 25 percent of the
world’s oil supplies—we will never have enough domestic supply to meet our
need for this fuel so we must deliberately and effectively wean ourselves from it
and diversify our energy portfolio.

We also identified a series of converging risks posed by our fossil fuel
dependence.

Economically --- It undermines our stability. As | noted earlier, our traditionally
narrow approach to energy is a key part of our current financial crisis. We are
heavily dependent on a global petroleum market that is highly volatile. In 2008,
the year that the recession began, the per-barrel price of oil climbed as high as
$147, and dropped as low as $40. But this price volatility is not limited to oil —
natural gas and coal prices also had huge spikes that year. The benchmark
Central Appalachian coal price hit $175 per short ton. While our ongoing
economic downturn has caused those prices to come down, they still remain high
and will inevitably begin to climb as the economy recovers. While this energy
resource may be plentiful, it is increasingly difficult to access and, in addition to a
high greenhouse gas footprint, has significant regional and local environmental
impacts including ground water contamination, slurry spills and air pollution.
When completely accounted for, the true economic and environmental costs of
coal energy are very steep and must be factored in when developing a more
comprehensive approach to energy for the U.S.

There are many who still say we cannot afford to deal with our energy issues
right now. But if we don't address our long-term energy profile in significant
ways, beginning now — future economic crises will dwarf this one. The oil price
shocks of 1973-74, the late 1970s/early 1980s, and early 1990's were all followed
by recessions." i oil prices rose to $200 per barrel, the U.S. would spend $1.5
trillion per year on oil, which would be equal to 22% of take-home pay (for all
Americans who pay taxes)...In other words, the U.S. will be broke long before oil
prices hit $200 per barrel, and the rest of the world would be sure to follow.”"

The bottom-line is we can invest now in changing our energy posture or pay
much more later on, with far fewer options available. The current economic
recession is beginning to end and U.S. energy demands will increase, the volatile
cycle of fuel prices will become sharper and shorter because the market for fossil
fuels will be shaped by finite supplies and increasing demand. Continuing the
United States’ pattern of energy usage in a business-as-usual manner creates an
unacceptably high threat level to our economic security and, consequently, to our
overall national security.

To further highlight this energy-economy-national security link, the CNA Military
Advisory Board released its third report in July of this year, titled
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“Powering America’s Economy: Energy Innovation at the Crossroads of National
Security Challenges”. The major findings are quite clear and directly address the
subject of this hearing:

- America’s energy choices are inextricably linked to national and economic
security

- The clean energy technology revolution presents great challenges and
great opportunities

- Energy business-as-usual is not a viable option for the United States

- The Department of Defense can be a powerful catalyst of energy
innovation

And the very first and most important recommendation of the report is a clear call to
action by the President and Congress:

- The United States Government should take bold and aggressive action to
support clean energy technology innovation and rapidly decrease the nation’s
dependence on fossil fuels.

On October 13th, Admiral Mike Mullen, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
closed his address to a DoD energy forum with these words:

“I'm proud of the work that the men and women of the Department of Defense
are doing — the work many of you are leading — to ensure we turn our own
energy security from a vulnerability o the strength it could be.

Few of us can argue that the need is not there.
Many of us can see that the right technology is emerging.
And | hope all of us can agree that the time for change is now.”

While Admiral Mullen’s comments are primarily focused on the Department of
Defense, they apply across the board to America's energy security. Unless we
take steps now, not later, to prevent, mitigate and adapt to our energy and
climate challenges, the conflict over finite resources ~ from food to fuel — caused
by rising energy demand and accelerating climate change will lead to a
significant increase in conflicts, and in-conflict intensity.

We need to carefully avoid the temptation to ignore these connections, and take
only small steps to address narrow issues. Large, interconnected security
challenges require bold, comprehensive solutions.

“We face,” as the late John Gardner once said “a series of opportunities brilliantly
disguised as unsolvable problems.”



24

Members of the Committee, we must recognize we are at a pivotal moment in
history, facing a Gordian knot unlike any the world has seen before. Those who
say that now is not the time to act fail to recognize the gravity and urgency of our
energy and climate change challenges — but they also fail to understand the
tremendous economic opportunity.

There is a new multibillion-dollar revolution underway in clean technology around
the world. And there is compelling evidence that clean energy policies are
powerful economic drivers. To give just one example, precedent-setting
statewide efficiency standards saved Californians $56 billion — the equivalent of
$1000 per household — which were available to be spent on goods and services
besides energy- and created 1.5 million additional jobs. Energy efficiency — the
cleanest fuel that need never be mined, drilled or burned — represents a just
barely tapped industry in our nation-creating a resource that holds enormous
power for the entire United States and for all economies of the world.

The same is true for a whole host of clean and sustainable energy sources.
There is general agreement that there is no “silver bullet” technology to meet our
growing energy needs in an environmentally responsible way. However, there
are a lot of “silver buckshot” approaches that can be effectively used to create a
viable portfolio of future energy sources that are not reliant on greenhouse gas
producing feed stocks and technologies. What is needed is the kind of energy
policy structure that creates market certainty and invites significant public and
private investment to significantly and rapidly scale up clean energy
technologies. Absent new legislation that creates a clear market signal, it will be
critical to maintain the Environmental Protection Agency’s existing authority to
regulate dangerous pollutants, including greenhouse gases. The United States
can seize this opportunity to create jobs and bring our great innovation,
technology infrastructure and private capital to the forefront with the right kind of
legislation and policies.

Perhaps most important is the opportunity these challenges create for us to
demonstrate, once again, the core values of America leadership to the world.
How can we expect our enemies, or even our friends and allies, to understand
the value of freedom and democracy if we are not actively engaged in protecting
the essential air, water and soil that are its seeds? Ensuring that fragile
democracies have the technologies needed to prevent, mitigate and adapt to
climate change and to produce clean energy self reliance will help grow our
economy and protect theirs. Most importantly, America’s leadership and key
partnership in addressing these truly global challenges will act as a powerful
catalyst for international collaboration to better address a whole host of pressing
issues. The United States has an opportunity and obligation to lead. We can
untie the Gordian knot of economy, energy, climate and national security — and
lead to much greater global security.

Members of the Committee, if we act with boldness and vision now, future
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generations will look back on this as a time when we stopped clinging to the
status quo and rose above narrow special interests and partisan divides to
address the most pressing issues of this century. Through thoughtful dialogue,
effective legislation and united action, we can transform daunting challenges to
America into sustained security and prosperity, creating a better quality of life for
our nation and for our world.
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The CHAIRMAN. It will. Thank you, Admiral, very much. It will
be included without objection.

Our next witness is Dr. Peter Gleick. Dr. Gleick is an inter-
nationally recognized water expert and the cofounder and Presi-
dent of the Pacific Institute for Studies in Development, Environ-
ment, and Security, a nonpartisan research institute that works to
advance environmental protection, economic development, and so-
cial equity.

Doctor, we welcome you. Whenever you feel comfortable, please
begin.

STATEMENT OF PETER GLEICK

Mr. GLEICK. Thank you very much, Chairman Markey, Ranking
Member Sensenbrenner, and committee members. I appreciate the
opportunity to appear before you today.

My training and background is in the field of environmental
science, hydrology, climatology, engineering. I have been asked to
offer comments on the science of climate change and some thoughts
about appropriate responses. My longer written testimony has been
provided to the committee, and I would just like to make six brief
points.

First, the science of climate change is clear and convincing that
climate change is happening, happening rapidly, and happening be-
cause of human activities. Based on a combination of our under-
standing of basic laws of science, laboratory experiments, observa-
tions of the real world, mathematical and computer modeling, the
science of climate change is compelling and strong. Emissions of
greenhouse gases from human activities not only will change the
climate but are already changing the climate. The evidence is now
incontrovertible.

Second, despite continued efforts on the part of a small group of
skeptics and deniers to mislead, misrepresent, and misuse the
science, our understanding of human-caused climate change con-
tinues to strengthen and improve. There is nothing identified in re-
cent efforts to discredit climate science that remotely changes these
fundamental conclusions about climate change, and no credible al-
ternative explanation has ever been offered that explains the
science of what we observe around the world.

A recent letter from 255 members of the U.S. National Academy
of Sciences, of which I am a member, was published in Science
magazine in May. I have attached it with my testimony, and it ad-
dresses this area as well.

Third, every major international scientific organization working
in the areas of geophysics, climate, geology, biology, chemistry,
physics, human health, atmospheric sciences, meteorology, and
every National Academy of Science of every country of the world,
including our own, agrees that humans are changing the climate.
Again, a list is attached with my written testimony. Conversely,
there is no scientific body of national or international standing that
rejects the findings of human-induced climate change.

Fourth, the Nation now only faces three options: mitigation, that
is, reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases; adaptation, that is,
dealing with the unavoidable consequences of climate change; and
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suffering. The only question that remains is what combination of
those three things are we going to experience.

The argument that all we have to do is adapt to climate change
is simplistic. We have no choice but to do all three. If we do noth-
ing to work on mitigation, the impacts of climate change will con-
tinue to accelerate and continue to become more and more extreme.
We are now faced already with unavoidable climate change because
we have already delayed too long to implement policies to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. In fact, it appears that many of our esti-
mates of the rate of climate change have been too low, not too high,
and that climate changes are happening faster than expected.

Fifth, a wide range of impacts, ranging from sea level rise to
changing water availability to altered food production to human
health effects from heat and spreading tropical diseases to very
clear threats to our national security, as Admiral McGinn just
talked about and as others have talked about, are already begin-
ning to appear. These impacts will be costly to society, far more
costly, I believe, than efforts to reduce emissions of greenhouse
gases.

I offer one example in my testimony of the massive consequences
expected simply from sea level rise along the California coast from
an analysis my Institute did for the State of California. The value
of infrastructure at risk along the coast of California from expected
sea level rise is already $100 billion. There are 500,000 people in
areas that are expected to be flooded from sea level rise, and that
is one small impact in one small area of the world that we are
going to have to deal with. Those costs are real, if badly quantified.

Finally, the good news is that there are smart and effective
things that can be done immediately with a focus on energy policy,
land use policy, and water policy. Robert Kennedy, Richard
Kauffman, General Clark all offer concrete examples in their writ-
ten testimony. These kind of options include national energy policy
that you have been discussing for a long time. Focused on non-car-
bon energy sources with Federal financing, tax credit, loan guaran-
tees, there are many different ways of approaching that problem.

We need environmental standards for greenhouse gas emissions,
including not just carbon dioxide but methane, hydroflurocarbons
carbons, and black carbon. We need to begin the process of adapt-
ing to unavoidable impacts of climate change through smarter land
use and water use planning. If we act to slow climate change and
the impacts turn out to be less severe than we predict, we will still
have reduced our dependence on fossil fuels. We will have cut our
export of money to countries that fund extremism and terror. We
will have reduced our emissions of pollutant. We will have boosted
our economy with new technologies and jobs.

But if we do nothing, as some argue we should do, and climate
changes are indeed more severe than we expect, we will have made
things far worse than they need to be. Congress should step up and
do its job.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this testimony. I would
be happy to answer any questions that you may have.

[The statement of Mr. Gleick follows:]
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Testimony of Dr. Peter H. Gleick for
The Select Committee on Energy Independence & Global Warming Hearing
“Not Going Away: America's Energy Security, Jobs and Climate Challenges.”
Wednesday, December 1, 2010

Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, and Select Committee members. Thank
you for the opportunity to testify today on America’s ongoing struggle to deal with increasingly
severe climate challenges and the risks and opportunity those challenges pose for the nation’s
energy and economic security.

I am the co-founder and director of the Pacific Institute in Oakland, California, an independent,
non-partisan research and policy center addressing the questions of environment, economic
development, and international security. My background and training is in the fields of
environmental science, engineering, hydrology, and climatology. I am an elected member of the
U.S. National Academy of Science. My full biography has been provided to the Subcommittee
staff. My research on climate issues is supported by foundations and state and local agencies;
none of my climate work is funded by corporations or federal agencies.

I"d like to make the following six points:

1. The science of climate change is clear and convincing that climate change is happening,
happening rapidly, and happening because of human activities.

Scientific conclusions derive from an understanding of basic laws supported by laboratory
experiments, observations of nature, and mathematical and computer modeling. Based on these
lines of evidence, the science of climate change is compelling and strong, and has been for over
two decades. That science tells us that emissions of greenhouse gases from human activities not
only will change the climate, but are afready changing the climate. The evidence is now
incontrovertible, even if a small minority cannot accept it.

Like all human beings, scientists make mistakes, but the scientific process is designed to find and
correct them. This process is inherently adversarial — scientists build reputations and gain
recognition not only for supporting conventional wisdom, but even more so for demonstrating
that the scientific consensus is wrong and that there is a better explanation. That’s what Galilco,
Pasteur, Darwin, and Einstein did. But no one who argues against the science of climate change
has ever provided an alternative scientific theory that adequately satisfies the observable
evidence or conforms to our understanding of physics, chemistry, and climate dynamics.

The science tells us ~ and has been telling us for over two decades ~ that:
o The planet is warming due to increased concentrations of heat-trapping gases in our
atmosphere.

e Most of the increase in the concentration of these gases over the last century is due to human
activities, especially the burning of fossil fuels and deforestation.
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s Natural causes always play a role in changing Earth’s climate, but are now being
overwhelmed by human-induced changes.

s  Warming the planet will cause many other climatic patterns to change at speeds
unprecedented in modern times, including increasing rates of sea-level rise and alterations in
the hydrologic cycle. Rising concentrations of carbon dioxide are making the oceans more
acidic. And many other changes are seen to be happening.

o The combination of these complex climate changes threatens coastal communities and cities,
human health, our food and water supplies, marine and freshwater ecosystems, forests, high
mountain environments, and far more.

2. Despite continued efforts on the part of a small group of climate skeptics and deniers to
mislead, misrepresent, and misuse the science, our understanding of human-caused climate
change continues to strengthen and improve.

Here, in a nutshell, is the best argument against global climate change:

There isn't one.

There is nothing remotely identified in recent efforts to discredit climate science that changes
these fundamental conclusions about climate change. Every recent independent review supports
the message of my first point. A recent letter from 255 members of the U.S. National Academy
of Sciences summarizes this issue and is attached as an addendum to this testimony.’

Climate change deniers have been trying hard to confuse the public and policy makers about
climate change. But their claims about climate science and what we see in the world around us
are based on ideology and bad science, not reality. Those few extreme policy makers and pundits
who continue to deny the realities of climate change often point to "uncertainty” in the
observations, models, and climate system itself that make perfect predictions impossible. Of
course, climate scientists also talk about uncertainty all of the time -- it is a characteristic of the
science, not an excuse for politicians to avoid taking action. What those who deny the reality of
climate change don't acknowledge, in an example of selective one-sided argumentation, is that
uncertainty cuts both ways. While there is always a non-zero possibility that climate changes will
fall on the less severe end of the scale, there is a comparable possibility that climate changes will
be far worse than we expect, with far more serious consequences to the planet.

And that's what's happening.

There is growing evidence from the real world that climate changes are accelerating faster than
we originally feared and that impacts -- already appearing -- will be more widespread and severe
than expected. This makes the arguments against taking actions against climate change not just
wrong, but dangerous.

It's too late to avoid serious, damaging, human-induced climate change. For a variety of reasons
ranging from ignorance to political ideology to commercial self-interest to inertia to intentional

! This letter was published in Science magazine on May 7, 2010.
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misrepresentations and misdirections on the part of a small number of committed climate
deniers, the United States and the rest of the world have waited too long to act to cut the
emissions of damaging greenhouse gas pollutants. We are now comunitted to irreversible long-
term and inevitably damaging consequences ranging from rapidly rising sea levels, far greater
heat stress and damages, disappearing glaciers and snowpack, more flooding and droughts, and
far, far more. It is still not too late, however, to slow the rate of these changes and to reduce the
ultimate cost to the U.S. economy and public health.

3. Every major international scientific organization working in the areas of geophysics,
climate, geology, biology, chemistry, physics, ecology, atmospheric sciences, and
meteorology agrees that hamans are changing the climate.

This includes every single National Academy of Sciences, including of course, the US NAS.
(See the attached list.) Conversely, no scientific body of national or international standing rejects
the findings of human-induced effects on global warming. Ignoring the massive weight of this
consensus is irresponsible.

4. The nation now faces only three options -- mitigation, adaptation, and suffering.

That is to say we can only (1) work to reduce the severity of future climate change through
efforts to cut or mitigate emissions of greenhouse pollutants; (2) work to adapt to unavoidable
climatic change already locked into the system; and (3) suffer the consequences of changing
climate. The only question is how much of each option we do. We are now faced with
unavoidable climate changes because we (the world) have delayed too long to implement
policies to reduce greenhouse gas emission. The impacts of unavoidable climate change are
going to be significant and will grow in extent and severity the longer we continue to delay
efforts to reduce greenhouse gases. In fact, it appears that many of our estimates of the rate of
climate change have been too lew, not too high, and climate changes arc happening faster than
expected.

As a result, in twenty more years, the Earth will be even hotter, sea levels will be higher and
rising faster, water and food resources will be increasingly stressed, extinction rates will
accelerate, and our forced expenditures for climate adaptation will be far, far greater than they
would otherwise have been if efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions had been implemented
carlier.

5. A wide range of impacts (ranging from sea level rise to changing water availability to
altered crop production to human health effects from heat and spreading tropical diseases,
etc.) are already beginning to appear.

These impacts will be costly to society -- very costly. Indeed, probably far more costly than
efforts to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. But we tend to focus on the latter costs alone,
not the costs of adaptation and suffering.

For example, at the request of three California state agencies, the Pacific Institute recently
completed a comprehensive assessment of the vulnerabilities of the California coast. population,
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and infrastructure to accelerating sca-level risc. Over $100 billion in infrastructure (including
buildings, power plants, airports, roads, wastewater treatment plants, hospitals, schools, police
stations, and much more) and a population of nearly 500,000 people are currently at risk of
increased coastal flooding, and the research estimated that adaptation costs just to protect
existing infrastructure will run around $15 billion, plus high annual costs to maintain these
protections. Other major arcas and populations simply cannot be realistically protected and will
have to be abandoned, with people forced to move over time. And this is just one small piece of
the coming threats for one small part of the country. It is vital that efforts still be made to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, but we must also work to adapt to unavoidable impacts.

6. The good news is that there are smart and effective things that can be done immediately,
with a focus on energy policy, land use policy, and water policy.

In particular, we need a national energy policy focused on renewable, non-carbon energy
sources, with federal financing, tax credits, and loan guarantees for renewable energy and
improved transmission. We need environmental standards for greenhouse gas emissions,
including not just carbon dioxide but methane, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and black carbon
soot. And we need to begin the process of adapting to unavoidable impacts through smarter land-
use and water-use planning.

If we act to slow climate change, and the impacts turn out to be less severe than we predict, we
will still have reduced our emissions of pollutants, cut our economic dependence on fossil fuels
from countries that fund extremism and terror, and boosted our economy with new green
technologies and jobs. But if we do nothing, and climate changes are indeed more severe than we
expect, we've made things far worse than they needed to be.

We’ve wasted more than two decades, passing the problem on to the next set of lawmakers and
the next generations. Congress should take responsibility now and do its job.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony to you today. I am happy to answer
questions.
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Addendum A to the Testimony of Dr. Peter H. Gleick for
The Select Committee on Energy Independence & Global Warming Hearing
“Not Going Away: America's Energy Security, Jobs and Climate Challenges.”
Wednesday, December 1, 2010

Statements of Major Scientific Organizations on Climate Change?

Every major international scientific organization working in the areas of geophysics, climate,
geology, biology, health, chemistry, physics, ecology, atmospheric sciences, and meteorology
agrees that humans are changing the climate. This includes every single National Academy of
Sciences, including the US National Academies. The partial list below summarizes the findings
of these organizations, along with selections from those scientific and policy statements.

Academics of Science

Since 2001, all of the world’s leading national science academies have issued declarations
confirming anthropogenic global warming and urging the nations of the world act to reduce
emissions of greenhouse gases. Signatories of such statements include the science academies of:

African Academy of Sciences
Australia

Belgium

Brazil

Cameroon

Royal Society of Canada

the Caribbean

China

Institut de France

Ghana

Leopoldina of Germany
Indonesia

Ireland

Accademia nazionale delle scienze of Italy
India

Japan

Kenya

Madagascar

Malaysia

Mexico

Nigeria

Royal Society of New Zealand

2 scientific organizations regularly issue updated and new science and policy statements. Check with
each organization for the most current updates and for the complete text of each statement.
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Russian Academy of Sciences
Senegal

South Africa

Sudan

Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences
Tanzania

Turkey

Uganda

The Royal Society of the United Kingdom
the United States

Zambia

Zimbabwe

Statements of The National Science Academies of the G8+5 nations (Brazil, Canada, China,
France, Germany, Italy, India, Japan, Mexico, Russia, South Africa, the United Kingdom, and

the United States).

It is unequivocal that the climate is changing, and it is very likely that this is predominantly
caused by the increasing human interference with the atmosphere. These changes will transform
the environmental conditions on Earth unless counter-measures are taken. (2007 Joint Academies
Statement.)

The IPCC 2007 Fourth Assessment of climate change science concluded that large reductions in
the emissions of greenhouse gases, principally CO,, are needed soon to slow the increase of
atmospheric concentrations, and avoid reaching unacceptable levels. However, climate change is
happening even faster than previously estimated; global CO; emissions since 2000 have been
higher than even the highest predictions, Arctic sea ice has been melting at rates much faster than
predicted, and the rise in the sea level has become more rapid. Feedbacks in the climate system
might lead to much more rapid climate changes. The need for urgent action to address climate
change is now indisputable. (2009 Joint Academies Statement.)

Statement of the Network of African Science Academies

[The thirteen signatories were the science academies of Cameroon, Ghana, Kenya, Madagascar,
Nigeria, Senegal, South Africa, Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe, as well as the
African Academy of Sciences.]

A consensus, based on current evidence, now exists within the global scientific community that
human activities are the main source of climate change and that the burning of fossil fuels is
largely responsible for driving this change.
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Statements of Major Global Scientific Academies, Societies, and Associations

American Academy of Pediatrics

There is broad scientific consensus that Earth's climate is warming rapidly and at an accelerating
rate, Human activities, primarily the burning of fossil fuels, are very likely (>90% probability) to
be the main cause of this warming. Climate-sensitive changes in ecosystems are already being
observed, and fundamental, potentially irreversible, ecological changes may occur in the coming
decades. Conservative environmental estimates of the impact of climate changes that arc already
in process indicate that they will result in numerous health effects to children.

Anticipated direct health consequences of climate change include injury and death from extreme
weather events and natural disasters, increases in climate-sensitive infectious diseases, increases
in air pollution—related illness, and more heat-related, potentially fatal, illness. Within all of these
categories, children have increased vulnerability compared with other groups.

American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS)

The scientific evidence is clear: global climate change caused by human activities is occurring
now, and it is a growing threat to society. Accumulating data from across the globe reveal a wide
array of effects: rapidly melting glaciers, destabilization of major ice sheets, increases in extreme
weather, rising sea level, shifts in species ranges, and more. The pace of change and the evidence
of harm have increased markedly over the last five years. The time to control greenhouse gas
emissions is now.

American Association of Wildlife Veterinarians

There is widespread scientific agreement that the world’s climate is changing and that the weight
of evidence demonstrates that anthropogenic factors have and will continue to contribute
significantly to global warming and climate change. It is anticipated that continuing changes to
the climate will have serious negative impacts on public, animal and ecosystem health due to
extreme weather events, changing disease transmission dynamics, emerging and re-emerging
diseases, and alterations to habitat and ecological systems that are cssential to wildlife
conservation. Furthermore, there is increasing recognition of the inter-rclationships of human,
domestic animal, wildlife, and ecosystem health as illustrated by the fact the majority of recent
emerging diseases have a wildlife origin.

American Chemical Society

Careful and comprehensive scientific assessments have clearly demonstrated that the Earth’s
climate system is changing rapidly in response to growing atmospheric burdens of greenhouse
gases and absorbing aerosol particles. There is very little room for doubt that observed climate
trends are due to human activities. The threats are serious and action is urgently needed to
mitigate the risks of climate change.
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The reality of global warming, its current serious and potentially disastrous impacts on Earth
system properties, and the key role emissions from human activities play in driving these
phenomena have been recognized by earlier versions of this ACS policy statement, by other
major scientific societies, including the American Geophysical Union, the American
Meteorological Society, and the American Association for the Advancement of Science, and by
the U. S. National Academies and ten other leading national academies of science.

American College of Preventive Medicine

The American College of Preventive Medicine (ACPM) accept the position that global warming
and climate change is occurring, that there is potential for abrupt climate change, and that human
practices that increase greenhouse gases exacerbate the problem, and that the public health
conscquences may be severe.

American Geophysical Union

The Earth's climate is now clearly out of balance and is warming. Many components of the
climate system—including the temperatures of the atmosphere, land and ocean, the extent of sea
ice and mountain glaciers, the sea level, the distribution of precipitation, and the length of
seasons—are now changing at rates and in patterns that are not natural and are best explained by
the increased atmospheric abundances of greenhouse gases and aerosols generated by human
activity during the 20th century.

American Medical Association

The AMA states that they support “the findings of the latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change report, which states that the Earth is undergoing adverse global climate change and that
these changes will negatively affect public health...” and “educating the medical community on
the potential adverse public health effects of global climate change, including topics such as
population displacement, flooding, infectious and vector-borne diseases, and healthy water
supplies.”

American Metecorological Society Council Statement

There will be inevitable climate changes from the greenhouse gases already added to the Earth
system...there is adequate evidence from observations and interpretations of climate simulations
to conclude that the atmosphere, ocean, and land surface are warming; that humans have
significantly contributed to this change; and that further climate change will continue to have
important impacts on human societies, on economics, on ecosystems, and on wildlife through the
21st century and beyond. Focusing on the next 30 years, convergence among emission scenarios
and model results suggest strongly that increasing air temperatures will reduce snowpack, shift
snowmelt timing, reduce crop production and rangeland fertility, and cause continued melting of
the ice caps and sea level rise... Policy choices in the near future will determine the extent of the
impacts of climate change. Policy decisions are seldom made in a context of absolute certainty.
Some continued climate change is inevitable, and the policy debate should also consider the best
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ways to adapt to climate change. Prudence dictates extreme care in managing our relationship
with the only planet known to be capable of sustaining human life.

American Public Health Association Policy Statement

The long-term threat of global climate change to global health is extremely serious and the fourth
IPCC report and other scientific literature demonstrate convincingly that anthropogenic GHG
emissions are primarily responsible for this threat...US policy makers should immediately take
necessary steps to reduce US emissions of GHGs, including carbon dioxide, to avert dangerous
climate change.

American Physical Society

Emissions of greenhouse gases from human activities are changing the atmosphere in ways that
affect the Earth's climate. Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide as well as methane, nitrous
oxide and other gases. They are emitted from fossil fuel combustion and a range of industrial and
agricultural processes.

The evidence is incontrovertible: Global warming is occurring. If no mitigating actions are taken,
significant disruptions in the Earth’s physical and ecological systems, social systems, security
and human health are likely to occur. We must reduce emissions of greenhouse gases beginning
now.

American Quaternary Association

Few credible Scientists now doubt that humans have influenced the documented rise of global
temperatures since the Industrial Revolution...” “the growing body of evidence that warming of
the atmosphere, especially over the past 50 years, is directly impacted by human activity.”

American Society for Microbiology

In 2003, the ASM issued a policy report in which they recommend “reducing net anthropogenic
CO, emissions to the atmosphere” and “minimizing anthropogenic disturbances of” atmospheric
gases:

Carbon dioxide concentrations were relatively stable for the past 10,000 years but then began to
increase rapidly about 150 years ago...as a result of fossil fuel consumption and land use change.
Of course, changes in atmospheric composition are but one component of global change, which
also includes disturbances in the physical and chemical conditions of the oceans and land
surface. Although global change has been a natural process throughout Earth’s history, humans
are responsible for substantially accelerating present-day changes. These changes may adversely
affect human health and the biosphere on which we depend. Outbreaks of a number of diseases,
including Lyme disease, hantavirus infections, dengue fever, bubonic plague, and cholera, have
been linked to climate change.
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Australian Coral Reef Society

There is almost total consensus among experts that the carth’s climate is changing as a result of
the build-up of greenhouse gases. The IPCC (involving over 3,000 of the world’s experts) has
come out with clear conclusions as to the reality of this phenomenon. One does not have to look
further than the collective academy of scientists worldwide to see the string (of) statements on
this worrying change to the earth’s atmosphere.

There is broad scientific consensus that coral reefs are heavily affected by the activities of man
and there are significant global influences that can make reefs more vulnerable such as global
warming...It is highly likely that coral bleaching has been exacerbated by global warming.

Australian Institute of Physics

The AIP supports a reduction of the green house gas emissions that are leading to increased
global temperatures, and encourages research that works towards this goal.

Research in Australia and overseas shows that an increase in global temperature will adversely
affect the Earth’s climate patterns. The melting of the polar ice caps, combined with thermal
expansion, will lead to rises in sea levels that may impact adversely on our coastal cities. The
impact of these changes on biodiversity will fundamentally change the ecology of Earth.

Australian Medical Association

The world’s climate — our life-support system ~ is being altered in ways that are likely to pose
significant direct and indirect challenges to health. While ‘climate change’ can be due to natural
forces or human activity, there is now substantial evidence to indicate that human activity — and
specifically increased greenhouse gas (GHGs) emissions — is a key factor in the pace and extent
of global temperature increases.

Health impacts of climate change include the direct impacts of extreme events such as storms,
floods, heatwaves and fires and the indirect effects of longer-term changes, such as drought,
changes to the food and water supply, resource conflicts and population shifts.

Increases in average temperatures mean that alterations in the geographic range and seasonality
of certain infections and diseases {including vector-borne diseases such as malaria, dengue fever,
Ross River virus and food-borne infections such as Salmoneliosis) may be among the first
detectable impacts of climate change on human health.

Human health is ultimately dependent on the health of the planet and its ecosystem. The AMA

believes that measures which mitigate climate change will also benefit public health. Reducing
GHGs should therefore be seen as a public health priority,
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Australian Metcorological and Qceanographic Society

Global climate change and global warming are real and observable ... It is highly likely that those
human activities that have increased the concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere
have been largely responsible for the observed warming since 1950. The warming associated
with increases in greenhouse gases originating from human activity is called the enhanced
greenhouse effect. The atmospheric concentration of carbon dioxide has increased by more than
30% since the start of the industrial age and is higher now than at any time in at least the past
650,000 years. This increase is a direct result of burning fossil fuels, broad-scale deforestation
and other human activity.

Canadian Foundation for Climate and Atmospheric Sciences

We concur with the climate science assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) in 2001 ... We endorse the conclusions of the IPCC assessment that “There is
new and stronger evidence that most of the warming observed over the last 50 years is
attributable to human activities” ... There is increasingly unambiguous evidence of changing
climate in Canada and around the world. There will be increasing impacts of climate change on
Canada’s natural ecosystems and on our socio-economic activities. Advances in climate science
since the 2001 IPCC Assessment have provided more evidence supporting the need for action
and development of a strategy for adaptation to projected changes.

Canadian Meteorological and QOceanographic Society

The CMOS: endorses the process of periodic climate science assessment carried out by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and supports the conclusion, in its Third
Assessment Report, which states that the balance of evidence suggests a discernible human
influence on global climate.

Ecological Society of America (2010)

The Earth is warming -- average global temperatures have increased by 0.74 deg. C (1.3 deg. F)
in the past 100 years. The scientific community agrecs that catastrophic and possibly irreversible
environmental change will occur if average global temperatures rise an additional 2 deg. C.
Warming to date has already had significant impacts on the Earth and its ecosystems including
increased droughts, rising sea levels, disappearing glaciers, and changes in the distribution and
seasonal activities of many species.... Most warming seen since the mid 1900s is very likely due
to greenhouse gas emissions from human activities...Swift and significant emissions reductions
will be vital in minimizing the impacts of warming.

Engineers Australia (The Institution of Engineers Australia)

"Engineers Australia believes that Australia must act swiftly and proactively in line with global
expectations to address climate change as an economic, social and environmental risk... We
believe that addressing the costs of atmospheric emissions will lead to increasing our competitive
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advantage by minimising risks and creating new economic opportunities. Engineers Australia
believes the Australian Government should ratify the Kyoto Protocol.”

European Academy of Sciences and Arts

Human activity is most likely responsible for climate warming. Most of the climatic warming
over the last 50 years is likely to have been caused by increased concentrations of greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere. Documented long-term climate changes include changes in Arctic
temperatures and ice, widespread changes in precipitation amounts, ocean salinity, wind patterns
and extreme weather including droughts, heavy precipitation, heat waves and the intensity of
tropical cyclones. The above development potentially has dramatic consequences for mankind’s
future.

European Federation of Geologists Position Paper

The EFG recognizes the work of the IPCC and other organizations, and subscribes to the major
findings that climate change is happening, is predominantly caused by anthropogenic emissions
of CO2, and poses a significant threat to human civilization. It is clear that major efforts are
necessary to quickly and strongly reduce CO2 emissions.

European Geosciences Union

In 2008, the EGU issued a position statement on ocean acidification which states, "Ocean
acidification is already occurring today and will continue to intensify, closely tracking
atmospheric CO2 increase. Given the potential threat to marine ecosystems and its ensuing
impact on human society and economy, especially as it acts in conjunction with anthropogenic
global warming, there is an urgent need for immediate action.” The statement then advocates for
strategies "to limit future relcase of CO2 to the atmosphere and/or enhance removal of excess
CO2 from the atmosphere.”

European Physical Socicty

The emission of anthropogenic greenhouse gases, among which carbon dioxide is the main
contributor, has amplified the natural greenhouse effect and led to global warming. The main
contribution stems from burning fossil fuels. A further increasc will have decisive effects on life
on earth. An energy cycle with the lowest possible CO2 emission is called for wherever possible
to combat climate change.

European Science Foundation

There is now convincing evidence that since the industrial revolution, human activities, resulting
in increasing concentrations of greenhouse gases have become a major agent of climate change.
These greenhouse gases affect the global climate by retaining heat in the troposphere, thus
raising the average temperature of the planet and altering global atmospheric circulation and
precipitation patterns.
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While on-going national and international actions to curtail and reduce greenhouse gas emissions
are essential, the levels of greenhouse gases currently in the atmosphere, and their impact, are
likely to persist for several decades. On-going and increased efforts to mitigate climate change
through reduction in greenhouse gases are therefore crucial.

Federation of Australian Scientific and Technological Societies

Global climate change is real and measurable. Since the start of the 20th century, the global
mean surface temperature of the Earth has increased by more than 0.7°C and the rate of warming
has been largest in the last 30 years... Key vulnerabilities arising from climate change include
water resources, food supply, health, coastal settlements, biodiversity and some key ecosystems
such as coral reefs and alpine regions. As the atmospheric concentration of greenhouse gases
increases, impacts become more severe and widespread. To reduce the global net economic,
environmental and social losses in the face of these impacts, the policy objective must remain
squarely focused on returning greenhouse gas concentrations to near pre-industrial levels through
the reduction of emissions... The spatial and temporal fingerprint of warming can be traced to
increasing greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere, which are a direct result of bumning
fossil fuels, broad-scale deforestation and other human activity.

Geological Socicty of America

Decades of scientific research have shown that climate can change from both natural and
anthropogenic causes. The Geological Society of America (GSA) concurs with assessments by
the National Academies of Science (2003), the National Research Council (2006), and the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 2007) that global climate has warmed and
that human activities (mainly greenhouse-gas cmissions) account for most of the warming since
the middle 1900s. If current trends continue, the projected increase in global temperature by the
end of the twenty first century will result in large impacts on humans and other species.
Addressing the challenges posed by climate change will require a combination of adaptation to
the changes that are likely to occur and global reductions of CO, emissions from anthropogenic
sources.

Geological Society of Australia

Human activities have increasing impact on Earth’s environments. Of particular concern are the
well-documented loading of carbon dioxide (CO,) to the atmosphere, which has been linked
unequivocally to burning of fossil fuels, and the corresponding increase in average global
temperature. Risks associated with these large-scale perturbations of the Earth's fundamental life-
support systems include rising sea level, harmful shifts in the acid balance of the oceans and
long-term changes in local and regional climate and extreme weather events. GSA therefore
recommends...strong action be taken at all levels, including government, industry, and
individuals to substantially reduce the current levels of greenhouse gas emissions and mitigate
the likely social and environmental effects of increasing atmospheric CO,.
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Geological Society of London

The last century has seen a rapidly growing global population and much more intensive use of
resources, leading to greatly increased emissions of gases, such as carbon dioxide and methane,
from the burning of fossil fuels (oil, gas and coal), and from agriculture, cement production and
deforestation. Evidence from the geological record is consistent with the physics that shows that
adding large amounts of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere warms the world and may lead to:
higher sea levels and flooding of low-lying coasts; greatly changed patterns of rainfall; increased
acidity of the oceans; and decreased oxygen levels in seawater.

There is now widespread concern that the Earth’s climate will warm further, not only because of
the lingering effects of the added carbon already in the system, but also because of further
additions as human population continues to grow.

Institute of Biology (UK)

“There is scientific agreement that the rapid global warming that has occurred in recent years is
mostly anthropogenic, e due to human activity.” A “rise in sea levels due to melting of ice caps
is expected to occur. Rises in temperature will have complex and frequently localised effects on
weather, but an overall increase in extreme weather conditions and changes in precipitation
patterns are probable, resulting in flooding and drought. The spread of tropical discases is also
expected.” The IB recommends policies to reduce “greenhouse gas emissions, as we feel that the
consequences of climate change are likely to be severe.”

Institute of Professional Engineers (New Zealand)

Human activities have increased the concentration of these atmospheric greenhouse gases, and
although the changes are relatively small, the equilibrium maintained by the atmosphere is
delicate, and so the effect of these changes is significant. The world’s most important greenhouse
gas is carbon dioxide, a by-product of the burning of fossil fuels.

... Professional engineers commonly deal with risk, and frequently have to make judgments
based on incomplete data. The available evidence suggests very strongly that human activities
have already begun to make significant changes to the earth’s climate, and that the longterm risk
of delaying action is greater than the cost of avoiding/minimising the risk.

International Association for Great Lakes Research

While the Earth’s climate has changed many times during the planet’s history because of natural
factors, including volcanic eruptions and changes in the Earth’s orbit, never before have we
observed the present rapid rise in temperature and carbon dioxide (CO;).

Human activities resulting from the industrial revolution have changed the chemical composition
of the atmosphere....Deforestation is now the second largest contributor to global warming, after
the burning of fossil fuels. These human activities have significantly increased the concentration
of “greenhouse gases” in the atmosphere.
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As the Earth’s climate warms, we are seeing many changes: stronger, more destructive
hurricanes; heavier rainfall; more disastrous flooding; more areas of the world experiencing
severe drought; and more heat waves.

International Council of Academies of Engineering and Technological Sciences

As reported by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), most of the observed
global warming since the mid-20th century is very likely due to human-produced emission of
greenhouse gases and this warming will continue unabated if present anthropogenic emissions
continue or, worse, expand without control. CAETS, therefore, endorses the many recent calls to
decrease and control greenhouse gas emissions to an acceptable level as quickly as possible.

International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics

The IUGG concurs with the “comprehensive and widely accepted and endorsed scientific
assessments carried out by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and regional and
national bodies, which have firmly established, on the basis of scientific evidence, that human
activities are the primary cause of recent climate change.” The “continuing reliance on
combustion of fossil fuels as the world’s primary source of energy will lead to much higher
atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gasses, which will, in turn, cause significant increases
in surface temperature, sea level, ocean acidification, and their related consequences to the
environment and society.”

International Union for Quaternary Research

Human activities are now causing atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gasses - including
carbon dioxide, methane, tropospheric ozone, and nitrous oxide - to rise well above pre-industrial
levels....Increases in greenhouse gasses are causing temperatures to rise... The scientific
understanding of climate change is now sufficiently clear to justify nations taking prompt
action....Minimizing the amount of this carbon dioxide reaching the atmosphere presents a huge
challenge but must be a global priority.

National Association of Geoscience Teachers

The National Association of Geoscience Teachers (NAGT) adopted a statement on climate
change in which they acknowledge that "Earth's climate is changing {and] that present warming
trends are largely the result of human activities"

NAGT strongly supports and will work to promote education in the science of climate change,
the causes and effects of current global warming, and the immediate need for policies and actions

that reduce the emission of greenhouse gases.

National Research Council (US) (2008)

There is a growing concern about global warming and the impact it will have on people and the
ecosystems on which they depend. Temperatures have already risen 1.4°F since the start of the
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20th century—with much of this warming occurring in just the last 30 years—and temperatures
will likely rise at least another 2°F, and possibly more than 11°F, over the next 100 years. This
warming will cause significant changes in sea level, ecosystems, and ice cover, among other
impacts. In the Arctic, where temperatures have increased almost twice as much as the global
average, the landscape and ecosystems are already changing rapidly.

Most scientists agree that the warming in recent decades has been caused primarily by human
activities that have increased the amount of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. Greenhouse
gases, such as carbon dioxide, have increased significantly since the Industrial Revolution,
mostly from the burning of fossil fuels for energy, industrial processes, and transportation.
Carbon dioxide levels are at their highest in at least 650,000 years and continue to rise.

There is no doubt that climate will continue to change throughout the 21st century and beyond,
but there are still important questions regarding how large and how fast these changes will be,
and what effects they will have in different regions. In some parts of the world, global warming
could bring positive effects such as longer growing seasons and milder winters. Unfortunately, it
is likely to bring harmful effects to a much higher percentage of the world’s people. For
example, people in coastal communities will likely experience increased flooding due to rising
sea levels. The scientific understanding of climate change is now sufficiently clear to begin
taking steps to prepare for climate change and to slow it.

Royal Meteorological Society (UK)

The Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of the Inter-Governmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) is unequivocal in its conclusion that climate change is happening and that humans are
contributing significantly to these changes. The evidence, from not just one source but a number
of different measurements, is now far greater and the tools we have to model climate change
contain much more of our scientific knowledge within them. The world's best climate scientists
are telling us it's time to do something about it.

Carbon Dioxide is such an important greenhouse gas because there is an increasing amount of it
in the atmosphere from the burning of fossil fuels and it stays in the atmosphere for such a long
time; a hundred years or so. The changes were are seeing now in our climate are the result of
emissions since industrialisation and we have already set in motion the next 50 years of global
warming — what we do from now on will determine how worse it will get.

Royal Society of New Zealand

The globe is warming because of increasing greenhouse gas emissions. Measurements show that
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere are well above levels seen for many thousands
of years. Further global climate changes are predicted, with impacts expected to become more
costly as time progresses. Reducing future impacts of climate change will require substantial
reductions of greenhouse gas emissions.
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Royal Society of the United Kingdom

There is strong evidence that changes in greenhouse gas concentrations due to human activity are
the dominant cause of the global warming that has taken place over the last half century. This
warming trend is expected to continue as are changes in precipitation over the long term in many
regions. Further and more rapid increases in sea level are likely which will have profound
implications for coastal communities and ecosystems.

There is strong evidence that the warming of the Earth over the last half-century has been caused
largely by human activity, such as the burning of fossil fuels and changes in land use, including
agriculture and deforestation. The size of future temperature increases and other aspects of
climate change, especially at the regional scale, are still subject to uncertainty. Nevertheless, the
risks associated with some of these changes are substantial.

Society of American Foresters

Forests are shaped by climate....Changes in temperature and precipitation regimes therefore have
the potential to dramatically affect forests nationwide. There is growing evidence that our
climate is changing. The changes in temperature have been associated with increasing
concentrations of atmospheric carbon dioxide (CO,) and other GHGs in the atmosphere.

The Wildlife Society (international}

Scientists throughout the world have concluded that climate research conducted in the past two
decades definitively shows that rapid worldwide climate change occurred in the 20th century,
and will likely continue to occur for decades to come. Although climates have varied
dramatically since the carth was formed, few scientists question the role of humans in
exacerbating recent climate change through the emission of greenhouse gases. The critical issue
is no longer “if” climate change is occurring, but rather how to address its effects on wildhife and
wildlife habitats... “evidence is accumulating that wildlife and wildlife habitats have been and
will continue to be significantly affected by ongoing large-scale rapid climate change.” The WS
statement calls for “reduction in anthropogenic (human-caused) sources of carbon dioxide and
other greenhouse gas emissions contributing to global climate change and the conservation of
CO2- consuming photosynthesizers (i.e., plants).”

World Federation of Public Health Associations

Noting the conclusions of the United Nations' Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) and other climatologists that anthropogenic greenhouse gases, which contribute to global
climate change, have substantially increased in atmospheric concentration beyond natural
processes and have increased by 28 percent since the industrial revolution....Realizing that
subsequent health effects from such perturbations in the climate system would likely include an
increase in: heat-related mortality and morbidity; vector-borne infectious diseases,... water-
borne diseases. ..(and) malnutrition from threatened agriculture. ...the World Federation of Public
Health Associations...recommends precautionary primary preventive measures to avert climate
change, including reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and preservation of greenhouse gas
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sinks through appropriate energy and land use policies, in view of the scale of potential health
impacts...

World Health Organization

There is now widespread agreement that the earth is warming, due to emissions of greenhouse
gases caused by human activity. It is also clear that current trends in energy use, development,
and population growth will lead to continuing — and more severe — climate change... The
changing climate will inevitably affect the basic requirements for maintaining health: clean air
and water, sufficient food and adequate shelter.

World Meteorological Organization

The WMO confirms the need to “prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate
system.” The WMO states that “scientific assessments have increasingly reaffirmed that human
activities are indeed changing the composition of the atmosphere, in particular through the
burning of fossil fuels for energy production and transportation...” “the present atmospheric
concentration of CO, was never exceeded over the past 420,000 years...” and the IPCC
“assessments provide the most authoritative, up-to-date scientific advice.”

Letter sent to the US Senate in October 2009 from:
American Association for the Advancement of Science
American Chemical Society

American Geophysical Union

American Institute of Biological Sciences

American Meteorological Society

American Society of Agronomy

American Society of Plant Biologists

American Statistical Association

Association of Ecosystem Research Centers
Botanical Society of America

Crop Science Society of America

Ecological Society of America

Natural Science Collections Alliance

Organization of Biological Field Stations

Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics
Society of Systematic Biologists

Soil Science Socicty of America

University Corporation for Atmospheric Research

“Observations throughout the world make it clear that climate change is occurring, and rigorous
scientific research demonstrates that the greenhouse gases emitted by human activities are the
primary driver. These conclusions are based on multiple independent lines of evidence and
contrary assertions are inconsistent with an objective assessment of the vast body of peer-
reviewed science. Moreover, there is strong evidence that ongoing climate change will have
broad impacts on society, including the global economy and on the environment. For the United
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States, climate change impacts include sea level rise for coastal states, greater threats of extreme
weather events, and increased risk of regional water scarcity, urban heat waves, western
wildfires, and the disturbance of biological systems throughout the country. The severity of
climate change impacts is expected to increase substantially in the coming decades.

If we are to avoid the most severe impacts of climate change, emissions of greenhouse gases
must be dramatically reduced. In addition, adaptation will be necessary to address those impacts
that are already unavoidable.”
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Addendum B to the Testimony of Dr. Peter H. Gleick for
The Select Committee on Energy Independence & Global Warming Hearing
“Not Going Away: America's Energy Security, Jobs and Climate Challenges.”

Open Letter from 255 Members of the U.S. National Academy of
Sciences

Science Magazine, May 7, 2010
“Climate Change and the Integrity of Science”

[See attached]
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effective actions are possible. But delay must
not be an option.
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turn into debates about the environmental
costs and benefits of SRM. A more produc-
tive approach would shift the debate to com-
paring the relative costs and benefits of CDR
and SRM.

CDR e frequently d d
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adopt gl ing to sup-

plement CO, emission reduction efforts.
Unfortunately, despite the essential role

in algal-based biofuel technol because
of the tremendous production potential of
algac relative to terrestrial energy crops ().
Commercial-scale production of algal bio-
fuels will begin during the next 5 years, and
rapid scaling up can be expected afterward if
the economic incentives are favorable. How-
ever, becoming carbon negative will require
society to develop plans for retrofitting exist-
ing coal-fired power plants and building
future ones so that they can burn algal bio-
mass and capture the emitied CO, for sub-
sequent seq ion. The basic i

described here are not novel; rather, I am pro-
posing a conceptual rearrangement that may
enable society to transition more gracefully

CORRECTIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS

Research Articles: “Doc2b is a high-affinity Ca?* sensor for spantanzous neurotransmitter release” by A. . Grotfen et of.
126 March, p. 1614). Several author affiiations were not footnoted properly; three corrected affiliations fotiow, ¥. Taks,
Bepartment of Siochemistry and Motecular Sinlogy, Kobe University Graduate Schonl of Medicine, Kobe 650-0017, Japan.
). G. Borst, Department of Neurascience, Erasmus MC, University Medical Center, Rotterdam, 3000 CA, Netherlands.

N. Brose, Max-Planck-tnstitut fir Experimentelle Medizin, Abteitung Molekulare Neurobiotogie, 37075 Gétringen, Germany.
Letters: “Oft and water do mix” by ). L. Kavanau {19 February, p. 958). Due to an editorial error, the title was incorrect.

it should have been "Oppasites attract.”

Reports: “100-mittion-year dynasty of giant planktiveraus bony fishes in the Mesozoic seas” by M. Friedman et af. {19
February, g. 990). The author Matt Friedman’s affiliation should have been "Committee on Evolutionary Biotagy, Univer-
sity of Chicago, 1025 East 57¢h Strest, Chicago, 1L 50637, USA.” The affiliation that was listed is his present address.
News of the Week: "DSM-V at a glance” by G. Miller and C. Helden (12 February, p. 770). 1n the sidebar, it was reported that
the term “gender identity disorder” has beer tetained. in fact, a different term—"gender incongruence”-—has been praposed.

Research Articles: “PRDMY is a major determtinant of melatic recombination hotspots in humans and mice” by F. Baudat
et al. {12 February, p. 836). M. Lichten was incorrectly listed as an author in references 18 ang 19. The correct authors for
reference 18 are C. Grey, F. Baudat, and B. de Massy; for reference 19, the correct authors are £. D. Parvanay, 5. H. Ng,

P. 4. Petkov, and K. Paigen.

Reports: "Epigenetic iansgencrational actions of endocrine disruptars and male feriity” by M. D. Anway et . (3 June 2005,
p. 1466) As clarfication of the abstract to Anway et al., the F, to F, generations were examined after vinclozalin treatment,
and F, and F, generations were examined after methoxychfor treatiment. To dlarify data referred to In the fast paragraph of the
Kepor, serum testosterone measurements after vinclozolin treatment were shown in veference 21 (Uzumcu ef ol for the ¥,
generation. Data for the F, to F, generations were subsequently published in Anway et al. . Androl. 27, 868 (2006). Serum
testosterone i treaiment viere shown in reference 20 Cupp et al) for the ¥, generation, but
measrements of the F, generation have not been published. The Science Anway et al. manuscript showed ONA methylation
analysis after vinclozolin treatment, but the DNA methylation data after methoxychlor treatment have not been publishied.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Doctor, very much.

Our next witness is Mr. Richard Kauffman. Mr. Kauffman is
chairman of the board of Levi Strauss & Company. During his long
career, Mr. Kauffman has had broad experience in capital markets
and corporate finance and recently stepped down as the chief exec-
utive officer of Good Energies, one of the largest investors in re-
newable energy. We welcome you, sir.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD L. KAUFFMAN

Mr. KAUFFMAN. Thank you, Chairman Markey, Ranking Member
Sensenbrenner, members of the committee. Thank you again for
the opportunity to testify today.

My name is Richard Kauffman. I am indeed the chairman of the
board of Levi Strauss, although I must say that I am not dressed
that way today.

I would like to give you a view from the business community.
Levi Strauss cares deeply about energy and climate change not just
because we want to be a good corporate citizen but because of our
business.

First, we rely upon an agricultural product, in this case cotton,
to make 95 percent of our product. Extreme weather events in
Pakistan have driven up prices of cotton 50 percent since July, 100
percent since the beginning of the year. So we are actually seeing
prices that we haven’t seen since Levi Strauss himself was around.
Climate change puts consumers of agricultural products at risk for
crop availability, quality, and pricing.

Second, climate change has a major effect on another part of our
supply chain, our manufacturing facilities, which are already feel-
ing the effects of extreme weather. Our products are manufactured
in more than 45 countries, many of which are in the developing
world that are expected to bear the risks of water shortage, such
as India or Nicaragua, disease, such as in Cambodia, and flooding
and saltwater intrusions, such as in Bangladesh and Vietnam.

Third, we care about climate change because of our brand. Levi
Strauss, like many other American companies, is the beneficiary of
globalization not only in terms of establishing a global supply net-
work but in terms of demand for our products. Our biggest growth
markets are outside the United States and in particular the devel-
oping markets of China, India, Russia, and Brazil.

I think we all recognize that Levi Strauss is an American brand.
We respect the best of American cultural values: honesty, integrity,
hard work, and the pioneer can-do spirit. These values speak to
consumers around the world. But to the degree to which consumers
see the U.S. as being resistant to the science of climate change and
as wasteful of natural resources, our brand is at risk. I think all
of us have had the experience, but young people in particular
around the world care about climate change since it will affect
them more than any of us in the room.

Fourth, our own people care about our being a leader in environ-
mental stewardship. Like other companies, we are in a constant
battle for talent. Great people make great companies. What we do
to help make our products more sustainable helps us attract and
retain the best people. When we have done a lifestyle assessment
of our products and identify environmental impacts and we work
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to address them, for example, educating consumers on how to care
for their clothes more responsibly, including washing less or wash-
ing in cold water and line drying, we are not only reducing environ-
mental impact but helping our people feel that their work has
meaning.

Fifth, we also see commercial opportunity in addressing the chal-
lenges of energy and climate change. There are product innovations
that offer more environmental benefits that will differentiate us
from lower cost commodity suppliers. All companies have to deal
with that issue of competing with commodity suppliers.

A good example of such products is our recently announced wa-
terless jeans. A single jean uses over 10 gallons of water in its fin-
ishing process. The waterless jeans, as the name implies, can save
over 90 percent of this water.

Another opportunity for us is energy efficiency. At a single dis-
tribution facility—and we have quite a number of them—we could
save over $600,000 a year, a 33 percent savings at this site. The
millions of dollars that we could save from energy efficiency we
would be able to reinvest in our business.

Our goal as a company is to achieve carbon neutrality by reduc-
ing the amount of energy we use and moving to 100 percent renew-
able energy. The immediate short-term target is to reduce energy
use in our globally owned and operated locations by 11 percent
compared to 2007.

One of the problems we have in achieving our goal of carbon neu-
trality is uncertain and stop-start government policy and this can
be measured in a lot of ways, from a failure to enact comprehensive
climate and energy legislation to uncertainty about whether there
will be an extension of the grant in lieu of tax credits for renewable
energy we will be able to acquire and the cost of that energy.

And in terms of energy efficiency, we could do more faster and
cheaper with Federal legislation that incentivizes utilities to work
with us. Utilities generally still have the incentive to sell more
electricity rather than invest in energy efficiency.

In terms of energy efficiency, there are substantial upfront costs
we must make to invest that are difficult for us to finance. We see
that the financing system for renewables and energy efficiency is
not up to the task. And while we applaud government policy in
supporting more R&D, the emphasis on innovation over deployment
make it difficult for us to achieve our objectives by using good
enough technology that is available today.

My experience as renewable energy entrepreneur has taught me
a lot about the promise and perils of the business that I hope we
can explore in questions and answers. Thank you very much.

[The statement of Mr. Kauffman follows:]
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My name is Richard Kauffman and I am Chairman of the Board of Levi Strauss & Co.,

one of the world’s leading branded apparel companies. We do business in over 110

countries. 1 have been also, until recently, the CEO of Good Energies, a leading

investor in renewable energy. Between these two roles, I can give you a perspective

from the private sector on some of the issues we face in climate change and in

adoption of renewable energy and energy efficiency.

Levi Strauss cares deeply about energy and climate change, not just as a good

corporate citizen, but also because of our business:

1.

Climate change has a major effect on our supply chain—from cotton to our
manufacturing facilities located in countries already feeling the effects of
extreme weather, Cotton makes up more than 95 per cent of our products,
and as recent weather events in Pakistan have demonstrated--cotton prices
have jumped more than 50 per cent since july—consumers of agricultural
commodities are at risk for crop availability, quality and pricing. Levi Strauss
manufactures our products in more than 45 countries, many of which are in
the developing world that are expected to bear the risks of water shortage
(India and Nicaragua), disease (Cambodia), and flooding and salt water
intrusion (Bangladesh and Vietnam).

Levi Strauss, like other American companies, is a beneficiary of globalization,
not only in terms of establishing a global supply network, but also in terms of

demand for our products. Our biggest growth markets are outside of the
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United States, including the developing markets of Ching, India, Russia, and
Brazil. We are American brand. We represent the best of American cultural
values: honesty, integrity, hard work, and the pioneer “can do” spirit. These
values speak to consumers around the world, but to the degree that other
countries see the US as being resistant to the science of climate change and as
wasteful of natural resources, our brand is at risk. Young people, in
particular, around the world care about climate change since it will affect
them more than any of us in this room.
. For decades, we have been a corporate leader in environmental stewardship.
Qur customers around the world expect no less of us. We were the first
global apparel company to implement strict water guidelines in 1995. We
have also done lifecycle assessments of our products to identify our most
significant environmental impacts and how to address them, including
implementing a comprehensive cotton strategy that addresses every stage of
cotton production to minimize environmental impacts, ensure decent
working conditions to farm workers and support economic development of
farmers and focusing on educating consumers on how to care for their
clothes more responsibly, including washing less, washing in cold water, line
drying, and donating clothing to keep it out of landfills.
. We also see opportunity in addressing the challenges of energy and climate
change. There are product innovations that offer even more environmental
benefits that will differentiate us from lower cost, commodity suppliers. A

good example of such products is our recently announced Waterless Jeans. A
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single jean uses over 10 gallons of water in its finishing process; the
Waterless Jeans can save over 90 percent of this water. Another opportunity
for us is energy efficiency. Ata single distribution facility, we calculate
annual savings potential of over $600,000/year, a 33 percent savings at this
site. The millions of dollars that we could save we would be able to reinvest

in our business.

Our goal is to achieve carbon neutrality by reducing the amount of energy we use
and moving to 100 percent renewable energy. The immediate short-term target is
to reduce energy use in our global owned and operated locations by 11 percent by

2011 compared to 2007.

One of the problems we have in achieving our goal of carbon neutrality is uncertain
and stop and start government policy, from a failure to enact comprehensive climate
and energy legislation to uncertainty about whether there will be an extension of
the grant in lieu of the tax credits for renewable energy projects which will limit the
amount of renewable energy we will be able to acquire and the cost of that energy.
And in terms of energy efficiency, we can do more, faster and cheaper with federal
legislation that incentivizes utilities to work with us. In addition, there are
substantial upfront costs we must make to invest in energy efficiency that are

difficult for us to finance.

Wearing my other hat, as the former CEO of Good Energies, a major investor in

renewable energy and energy efficiency, | can give some perspectives on why Levi
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Strauss has difficulty in achieving its objectives to achieve carbon neutrality through

investments in energy efficiency and through purchases of renewable energy.

First some broader market problems:

1. Low natural gas prices. Shale gas exploitation has dramatically increased the
amount of natural gas produced from existing and old fields. Renewables are
a small percentage of installed capacity of electricity, but until recently were
approaching half of incremental additions to capacity, with natural gas
turbines accounting for the other large piece. That was with natural gas at
$7 /mcf. At $4/mcf, the calculation is different for utilities.

2. In contrast to most other recessions, this one has seen reductions in demand
for electricity. It means that renewables have to compete in substitution
market that is much harder than when utilities are searching for incremental
capacity.

3. For those that are involved in making solar panels, as one example, lower
cost Chinese manufacturers are gaining substantial market share; wind
turbines and batteries loom as other area of vulnerability.

4. The U.S. is losing market share in financing of renewable energy projects to
European and Asian banks that are developing experience in structuring

projects. Some financing from Asia supports local manufacturers.
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Without putting too fine of point on it, the wind industry in the US is struggling; the
First Wind PO was cancelled; only 4 GW of wind will be installed this year, down

from 10 GW last year.

A number of domestic solar manufacturers are suffering, particularly those with
innovative technologies, and manufacturers of energy efficiency devices for

buildings are having a tough time as well.

Hence, rather than Congress contemplate ways to accelerate a growing industry, in
fact, by some measures, the renewable energy industry in the U.S. has been moving

backwards.

That’s some of the bad news.

The good news:

1. There’s lots of good technology around. And it resides in many different
parts of the US, unlike Silicon Valley that was the center for IT innovation.

2. In spite of the problems above, there are meaningful potential
opportunities to make money. Even with low natural gas prices, equity
investors in wind and solar parks can get returns of around 9-12 percent
for 20 years using proven technology with an investment grade

counterparty. Given that Jack Meyer, who ran the Harvard endowment
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for many years, has been saying that it will be difficult to earn more than
5 percent real returns on a portfolio, the 9-12 percent returns on
renewable energy project investments ought to seem pretty attractive.
Then there are energy efficiency investments. On a risk-return basis,
energy efficiency in the US economy represents one of the great money
making opportunities of all time. Given that more than 95 percent of
energy is wasted by the time a simple electric pump does its work, you
may get a sense of the hundreds of energy efficiency opportunities in
h’gh‘ting, motors, air-conditioning windows, appliances, and so on. Many
of these investments have paybacks measured in months, not years. As
commercial and residential buildings use 40 percent of energy in the US,
the opportunity is immense. But even bigger is the efficiency opportunity
in electricity generation. Utilities have to provide generation for peaks in
demand. And providing for peak demand is very expensive to them (and
to consumers). There's no reason, however, why someone's refrigerator,
AC, washing machine and dishwasher need to run at the same time, but
utilities need to provide peak electricity for all these appliances running
at once. Shifting loads would represent a major cost savings for
consumers and for utilities.
. There’s also money. Clean tech is the biggest part of the venture capital
business. There are literally hundreds of new clean tech funds that have
been founded. And away from venture capital, there are billions and

billions of dollars waiting to be invested, from corporations that would
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like to invest in energy efficiency, to individual savers that face the
unpleasant choice of keeping their money in T-bills with no interest rates

or risk putting money back into the stock market.

So what's the problem? There’s money and a market opportunity.

The problem is that the money is one place and the incentives are in the other. In

particular, we do not have a financial structure that is effective or efficient in

promoting renewable energy production or energy efficiency adoption.

1. Tax credits. The USG gives incentives to renewables in the form of tax

credits. Unfortunately for independent developers, tax credits do not
provide direct value. Independent developers finance projects using the
cash flows of the project itself. Depreciation of the equipment, and
interest deductions from the debt shield most of the income for a big
period of the project’s life, so giving more tax credits in the form of the
ITC doesn’t help. It means that developers have to go to a tax equity
partner in the form of a financial institution that wants to reduce its own
taxes. Tax equity is very expensive 12-14 percent, after tax, and not
widely available. And the PTC is even worse, since it requires tax equity
participants to manage their tax position for up to 10 years. Tax based
incentives reduce current cash flows to equity for as much as 8-10 years,

making it much less attractive to equity investors in projects. The cash
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grant program has been a lifeline to independent developers, even with
low gas prices. The start-stop nature of tax credit policy for
renewables—in comparison to the FIT used internationally—makes

investing in US projects less attractive.

. Bank debt for projects. Projects are funded with bank debt, even though
the projects are long-dated assets. Since banks are funded with short-
term instruments and deposits, banks have been moving away from
giving long term loans to most industries, where the bond market serves
as the source of long term funds. The buyers of long dated bonds are
investors, such as insurance companies or pension funds that have long
dated liabilities and therefore want to hold long dated assets. These
institutions ought to be the natural holder of long-term project debt, but
are not because the paper does not exist. So we have a situation where
banks are reluctant lenders to projects, but where there are billions in
pent up demand from investors that are looking for long-term yields. Big
~but not too big--projects can now get bank debt and smaller projects are
having difficulty getting credit.

. And the situation will likely get worse under proposed new bank capital
reserve requirements. Under these rules, the amount of capital that will
need to be reserved against below investment grade or marginal
investment grade assets is very substantial. Banks will therefore only

lead to those borrowers who can give the banks lots of other revenues.
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Independent developers and smaller companies will have a tough time
getting credit.
. A similar situation exists on project equity. The money is there, but
obstacles prevent from flowing to where it is needed. While there are
billions of dollars in funds eager to invest in wind and solar projects, the
yield requirements of these funds exceed the yields the projects can offer.
Infrastructure funds typically target 15-20 percent returns while, as
noted above, returns the projects can deliver are less, 9-12 percent.
Hence, even though these are objectively attractive rates of return,
projects that could be built, aren’t being built because developers can’t
find equity at these lower levels. {Although they can from Chinese
sources if Chinese equipment is used]). However, if there were the ability
to create public vehicles for projects -such as an MLP or a REIT-such a
public vehicle would reduce the required yields since institutions are
demanding a premium yield for illiquidity. A public vehicle would also
permit individual investors to participate in long term, low risk, high
yield assets. More wind and solar parks would be built, more people
would be put to work, by creating more scale in the industry, costs will
continue to come down, and individual savers will save more.
. And the same problem exists in funding energy efficiency investments in
buildings. There is a quick payback from such investments, but on
residential properties it is difficult to get banks to lend because of the

relationship between the efficiency loan and the mortgage on the
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property. Lending to energy efficiency projects also requires specialized
expertise but it is not possible to get a license to form a specialized bank.
Big companies such as johnson Controls and United Technologies have
ample technology and energy efficiency solutions for building owners, but
they are not banks and so they don’t put up the money to make the
investments, either. There are lots of energy service companies and
manufacturers of energy efficiency equipment that could greatly expand
their businesses if there were ways that efficiency could be financed,
including the possibility of leasing equipment.
Utility incentives generally still favor production over investments in
efficiency. Even the efforts at decoupling may not go far enough to create
enough incentives to lead the drive to load shifting. While there are
substantial economic gains as higher cost generating facilities are closed,
utilities would have to incur write-offs of the equipment and would only
take these steps if shareholders got to share in the benefits of the
efficiency gains, not just ratepayers. As things stand, there are often few
incentives for utilities to innovate, even though the current utility
business model is challenged by slow demand growth, difficulty in getting
rate increases and in capital requirements for replacing aged generation
and transmission capacity. A number of technology companies—from
large companies such Google and Cisco to a host of smaller software and
hardware manufacturers—are eager to partner with utilities to build the

smart grid that would enable load shifting. That there have only beena
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couple of million smart meters is less a technology problem and more

that regulatory structure is standing in the way of market opportunity,

Some final words about innovation, jobs and China. As much of the recent VC
experience in renewable energy has sadly demonstrated, creating more companies
without adequately developing end markets puts the innovation deployment cart
and horse backwards. We know from the PC industry where computer chips are
ever cheaper and have greater performance that innovation follows
commercialization, not the reverse. Moore's Law is not an independent law of
physics but rests on the role of markets; without a vibrant market into which to sell
integrated circuits, the shape of the pefformance curve would look very different.
However, in renewable energy technology, we keep waiting for breakthrough
technology that will achieve cost parity with conventional sources before
deployment. Because most renewable energy technology is by definition capital
intensive, much of cost reduction per unit produced stems from manufacturing scale
advantages; these manufacturing scale advantages will rely more on extant
manufacturing capabilities in other industries than on fundamental underlying
renewable energy technology. A good example is the wind turbine where costs have
declined dramatically; large market opportunities created by favorable European
electricity rates encouraged established industrial players—in this case Siemens
and General Electric—to enter the market with initially “good enough” technology,

and through these firms’ manufacturing and engineering expertise, they were able
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to produce larger and larger windmills at lower costs per watt. In the U.S.,, we have
instead directed policy attention to innovation over deployment. Providing
government funding to an early stage technology company makes a good photo op,
but without large scale markets, the barriers to cost competiveness are nearly
insurmountable since the manufacturer has to find a technology solution that is cost
competitive without manufacturing scale benefits. Maintaining policies that rely on
this nearly insurmountable innovation problem is the reasons why the last eight
Presidents have been unable to make progress in renewable energy penetration. In
the US, we struggle to develop domestic markets. The US solar industry has been
growing, although more thanks to state initiatives than to the federal government.
The U.S. industry, though, is still tiny in comparison with other countries; this year,
U.S. solar installations will be less than one-sixth of Germany. Putting innovation
ahead of deployment creates dozens of companies developing new technologies
vainly hoping they can survive the "Valley of Death” until they can reduce costs
enough to gain enough scale, while Chinese companies use scale of "good enough”
technologies to lower costs faster. Reducing costs isn't just technology. Nearly half
of solar’s cost is in its installation; because the industry in the U.S. is not at scale,
installation costs are much higher here than in markets where there has been more
experience. It often seems far easier for companies to get US Government financing
for innovative technology than for building technology that already works. We
aren't likely going to "out Chinese the Chinese” is commodity solar module costs, but
were we to develop a large domestic market, we might be surprised by innovative,

non-commodity products (imagine, as an example, a "smart roof" which had a
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system of solar, energy efficlency monitoring and wiring) that might be developed,
with lots of jobs created in train. Even Chinese solar manufacturers are looking to
open facilities here as US markets expand. Getting the right financing structures in
place will develop markets, and with markets will we have greater innovation and

jobs.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Kauffman, very much.

Our next witness is Kenneth Green. Mr. Green is a resident
scholar at the American Enterprise Institute for public policy re-
search. He has studied public policy involving risk, regulation, and
environment for over 16 years.

We welcome you, sir. Whenever you are ready, please begin.

STATEMENT OF KENNETH GREEN

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Chairman Markey, Ranking Member
Sensenbrenner, members of the committee. It is a pleasure to be
back with you again.

I am Dr. Kenneth Green of the American Enterprise Institute, a
resident scholar there for going on 5 years now. My training is in
the environmental sciences. I hold a doctorate in environmental
science and engineering from UCLA, and I have twice served as an
expert reviewer for reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change, the United Nations’ IPCC.

Thank you for inviting me to testify on what continues to be an
important question of the day: How can we best manage the risks
involving America’s energy security, jobs, and climate challenges?
Thank you also for the job security suggested in the title of this
session: Not Going Away. If it did go away, so would my job secu-
rity.

First and foremost, I believe that it is critical for America that
we shift our focus from mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions to-
ward an agenda of building energy and climate resilience. Whether
you believe that climate change is a looming disaster or whether,
as I believe, it is a real but modest threat, there is really no ration-
al argument for continuing to focus on mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions in the near or midterm. And that is because, despite the
claims of renewable energy and efficiency rent seekers—for that is
what they are—we do not have the technologies needed to signifi-
cantly curb greenhouse gas emissions without causing significant
economic destruction, and the money and attention we are spend-
ing on mitigation is largely wasted. Even if we shut the United
States and the EU off, the savings on the greenhouse gas emissions
would be overcome by emissions from China, which is now the
world’s largest greenhouse gas emitter. So the environmental ben-
efit of our mitigation would be precisely zero.

The fact of the matter is, also, mitigation is immiseration. Let us
start with what was mentioned earlier, the legislation that was
passed in the House, cap and trade, which, while seemingly dead,
could come back to haunt us in the future under other guises such
as buried in clean energy standards.

For an emission treaty to work, certain conditions must apply.
You need readily available technology to capture emissions or less-
emission-intensive input fuels. We do not have those with green-
house gases.

You need a single regulatory jurisdiction. We do not have that.

You need a single trading currency that can’t be manipulated.
We do not have that.

We need the ability to confirm emission reductions and a man-
ageable number of actors, preferably uniformly distributed; and you
need to auction all permits to prevent rampant corruption of the
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scheme by seekers and special interests. We had those conditions
for sulfur dioxide, which is why acid rain trading worked, but we
don’t have them for carbon dioxide.

And even the economists who develop emissions trading for pol-
lution control have acknowledged that it is not a suitable vehicle
for controlling greenhouse gases. All that instituting cap and trade
or, for that matter, a carbon tax would do is raise our energy costs,
raise the costs of our goods and services, make our economy less
productive, and make us less competitive internationally.

The same is true of EPA’s misguided efforts to use regulation to
force down emissions of greenhouse gases. There are few, if any, af-
fordable ways to do this. That is why it has proven so intractable
in Europe and elsewhere. The methods of mostly switching to nat-
ural gas from coal are expensive and will render many businesses
uncompetitive both domestically and internationally.

We hear about efficiency gains. The idea that there are massive
efficiency gains just laying around is an economic fallacy. There are
not $100 bills laying on the ground to get picked up by actors who
internalize that value. If they have to go to the government to do
something, it is because it doesn’t really make sense for them to
do it without the government. It is not actual real efficiency. It is
faux efficiency.

My extended remarks, of course, will cover more things. What I
want to say, though, is if we shouldn’t regulate and we shouldn’t
institute cap and trade, what should we do? And, in fact, there is
a very ambitious agenda of what we can do.

First and foremost, though, we should stop making things worse.
Right now, governments incentivize people to live in climatically
fragile areas. If they are flooded out of a coast, we rebuild them on
the same coast. If they have a drought area, we subsidize bringing
water in to remedy their drought. Government as an insurer of last
resort is a risk subsidizer.

Infrastructure was mentioned earlier. And one of the things I
wanted to talk about—I am running out of time, I am afraid. But
we do build infrastructure. Governments are great at building in-
frastructure. But they don’t price it. Therefore, there is no pricing
silgnal to tell you what the risk to the infrastructure is from climate
change.

If our infrastructure was fully priced, the infrastructure that was
mentioned earlier in California, for example, and sea levels rise,
you get two things that happen: One, you have a price signal to tell
you what to do about it, to reroute the highway, elevate the high-
way, put up seawalls along the highway and pass the cost onto the
commuters on that road, which would move those away who can’t
afford the value at risk. The same is true of our water infrastruc-
ture. The same is true of our electrical infrastructure. We are mak-
ing the issues much worse because of the way government manages
our infrastructure, and that should change.

The same is true of zoning. If the climate changes and people
seek to move north, they will face a welter of zoning restrictions,
national parks, State parks, and other barriers to entry. And this
is particularly true of poor people who have faced difficulties mov-
ing into areas that are zoned and highly regulated and which have
higher prices.
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Finally, I will say that we should trust in resilience but tie up
our camel. I think the government should redirect research funds
into geo engineering and into carbon capture technologies. Those
will give us an option in case the worst case scenarios are correct
but not cost us an arm and a leg and sacrifice our economic growth
in the meantime.

I would like to point out somebody recently from the Tyndall
Center in the U.K., one of their scientists, said that in order to
really deal with climate change the developed world—the entire de-
veloped world—must forgo 20 years of economic growth. Does any-
one realistically think that is going to happen? I don’t think so.
And I think it is a waste of time and money and energy to focus
on attempting to do what will not be done.

I have submitted extensive remarks for the record as well as two
policy studies backing up my comments, and I look forward to your
questions.

[The statement of Mr. Green follows:]
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Chairman Markey, Ranking Member Sensenbrenner, Members of the Committee:

Thank you for inviting me to testify today on what continue to be important questions of the day: how can
we best manage risks involving America's energy security, jobs and climate challenges?

T have submitted to the record two AEI policy studies on the issue before us today, which are a small part
of the research that underpins my comments.

First and foremost, [ believe that it is critical for America that we shift our focus from mitigation of
greenhouse gas emissions toward an agenda of building energy and climate resilience.

Whether you believe that climate change is a looming disaster, or whether, as I believe, it is a real but
exaggerated threat, there is no rational argument for continuing to focus on mitigating greenhouse gas
emissions in the near and even mid-term.

1t is time policymakers recognize that despite the claims of renewable energy and efficiency hucksters, we
do not have the technologies needed to significantly curb greenhouse gas emissions without causing
massive economic disruption.

And the money and attention that we are speading on mitigation efforts is largely wasted — even if we
shut the U.S. and the EU down completely, the trajectory of emissions from China and India will negate
the environmental benefit of our self-sacrifice in only a few years.

The fact is, mitigation is immiseration.

Let’s start with cap-and-trade, which, while seemingly dead, could come back to haunt us in the future, or
under other guises.

For emission trading to work certain conditions must apply: you need readily available technology to
capture emissions, or less emission-intensive input fuels. You need a single regulatory jurisdiction; you
need a single trading currency that can’t be manipulated; you need the ability to confirm emission
reductions; you need a manageable number of actors, preferably uniformly distributed; and you need to
auction all permits to prevent rampant corruption of the scheme by rent-seckers and special interests.

Those conditions allowed emission trading in sulfur dioxide to work, but they are virtually non-existent
when it comes to carbon dioxide. Even the economists who first developed the theory and practice of cap-
and-trade have said that it is not a suitable mechanism for greenhouse gas control. It hasn’t worked in
Europe, and it won’t work here.

All that cap-and-trade will do is raise energy costs, and raise the costs of goods and services. This will
reduce consumption, leading to job losses and weaker international competitiveness for US firms.

The same is true of EPA’s misguided efforts to use regulation to force down emissions of greenhouse gas
emissions. There are few, if any, affordable, economically sustainable ways for major power producers or
consumers to accomplish that task. The methods available to them (mostly a matter of switching from
coal to natural gas for producing energy and fueling boilers) will render many businesses uncompetitive
both domestically and internationally. The idea that there are efficiency gains just laying around for
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companies to capture is a form of economic delusion. The ground is not littered with twenty and hundred
dollar bills. Firms are not so stupid as to leave real potential gains from efficiency uncaptured.

Some people like to call those who doubt any part of the climate change canon “deniers.” Well, the real
deniers are those who continue to deny fundamental economic reality: mitigating carbon emissions is
costly, will harm our economy, will lead to greater unemployment, and will prolong the worst economic
conditions many of us can remember.

In fact, we'll likely make things worse through the unintended consequences of thoughtless policies. As
the New York Times recently observed, while environmental groups and federal agencies are constraining
domestic coal use, the coal is being exported to China, and because of the transportation, more emissions,
not less are released into the atmosphere. The administration’s de facto moratorium on domestic oil and
gas production, along with attacks on Canada’s tar-sand oil, will almost certainly result in greater, not
lesser imports of oil from countries that dislike us, that fund our enemies, and that wish us harm.

So, if we shouldn’t regulate, and we shouldn’t institute emission trading, what can we do that is positive,
reduces risk, and offers social benefits? First, we should stop making things worse. That is, we should
remove the misguided incentives that lead people to live in climatically fragile areas such as the water's
edge, drought-prone locations, flood-prone locations, and so on.

At present, our federal and state governments exacerbate this risk-taking by acting as the insurer of last
resort. When people who live at water's edge or in a flood plain are hit by storms or floods, governments
intervene not only to rescue them and their property if possible, but then to provide rebuilding funds to let
the people build right back where they are at risk. We are currently doing this in New Orleans, where
people are re-building in an area that is still at risk from storm surges and levee failure.

As Charles Perrow observes in his book Our Next Catastrophe: "State-mandated pools have been
established to serve as a market of last resort for those unable to get insurance, but the premiums are low
and thus these have the perverse effect of subsidizing those who choose to live in risky areas and
imposing excess costs on people living elsewhere."

Programs that subsidize climatic risk-taking should be phased out as quickly as possible, in favor of fully-
priced insurance regimes. Rebuilding after disasters in climatically fragile areas should be discouraged.
Eliminating risk subsidies would show people some of the true cost of living in climatically risky areas,
and would, over time, lead them to move to climatically safer places where they can afford to insure their
property and safety.

Another area we might profitably examine is our infrastructure, We currently build and manage our
infrastructure with blithe disregard to pricing and sustainability; energy efficiency, or environmental
resilience. For example, governments are good at building highways, but generally fail to incorporate a
market-based pricing mechanism.

Thus, no price signal exists to show whether a highway should be elevated, re-routed, or abandoned, and
no revenue stream is created to allow for any major changes. The same is true of fresh-water
infrastructure, wastewater infrastructure, electricity, and other infrastructure. Establishing market pricing
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of infrastructure would automatically and continuously steer people and investment away from
climatically fragile areas, dramatically reducing the costs of dealing with climate variability.

And consider our water supply. Full pricing of water and full privatization of the water supply, drinking
water plants, and wastewater treatment plants would ameliorate many climatic risks incrementally over
time, including flooding, seawater intrusion, and coastal and river pollution from storm runoff. Charging
the full price for water, from supply to disposal, would create a price signal for consumers regarding the
real risks they face living in hydrologically sensitive areas and create incentives for conservation while
producing a revenue stream to allow for expanded capability or the securing of alternative supplies. At
some point, again, high prices could simply lead people to move away from areas that are hydrologically
costly, such as cities dependent on a single winter snow pack that shrinks or a single major river that
suffers reduced flow,

Another area where we arc making things worse for ourselves is in zoning, and regulatory constraints on
urban growth and migration. If the climate warms, and people want to move northward, they will, in
many cases, find a welter of zoning regulations, federally protected lands, state-protected lands, anti-
growth policies, and so forth that will hinder an adaptive response to climatic change. Restrictive zoning
increases the costs of housing and construction, which could make it impossible for many people to move
according to climate conditions: this is especially true of the poor.

Finally, I would suggest that we trust in resilience, but tie up our camel. In the event that climate change
does tend toward higher estimates put forward by the United Nations and other groups, it is reasonable to
consider insurance options that might help deal with such climate changes. Such options might include
government investment in geoengineering research, investment in research and development to advance
technologies allowing the removal of greenhouse gases from the atmosphere

Thank you for allowing me to speak to you today. Ilook forward to your questions.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Green; and we will include your
studies in the record.

Let me now turn and recognize the gentleman from Oregon, Mr.
Blumenauer.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is interesting to think about where we are ending up. I, for
one, have appreciated the opportunity over the last 4 years to work
with you and the committee in constructing a record and hearing
from distinguished panelists such as we are graced with today.
Nothing to me suggests that 10 years hence people are going to feel
like these were exaggerated concerns, that somehow government
did too much during this period. I fear that 10 years hence the con-
sensus will be we made a start in the House, there was aggressive
effort, but that we have fallen short of the mark.

I listened again to Dr. Green, and I do agree with him in one
area, that we are not appropriately pricing the risks, that govern-
ment is involved because we would like to help everybody. Having
spent a lot of time dealing with flood insurance reform over the
years, we subsidize people to be in harm’s way, and we put them
back afterwards, and that is wrong, and it is going to create a prob-
lem. But we have any number of Federal policies where we are
paying people lavishly to grow cotton in the desert and then paying
off Brazilian cotton farmers because we cheat internationally. A
whole host of these things are going to come into play, and I think
we will be making some significant changes.

But the record that has been developed is replete with references
that the cost of making these adjustments are a tiny fraction of
what is to be expected that we will be contending with because of
the problems that our witnesses have pointed out. And, in fact, it
is not 20 years of growth that will lose. It is perhaps a fraction of
a percent of GDP which may be redirected if we undertake the
right policies.

I conclude these hearings feeling actually a little more encour-
aged, even though we haven’t done what we should have. I am en-
couraged because of what we are hearing from business. Mr.
Kauffman, I appreciate very much both what you have done and
what you have said. We are seeing businesses understanding the
opportunities and the risks, and have been moving forward, not
waiting for government. We have seen over 1,050 communities that
haven't waited for the Federal government, that have started
ahead with their own climate policies. This includes my own home-
town of Portland, Oregon, which is essentially Kyoto compliant at
this point and people can still earn a living and get across town.
We are watching what is happening with the community of faith,
with education in the communities and, frankly, with a lot of other
governments.

Part of my concern listening to Mr. Green, is his notion that we
shouldn’t do anything because there are other problems that are
growing in India and China and that our actions will make no dif-
ference. First of all, this is not accepted scientific fact. If we move
to mitigate and make a change, it does make a change. It doesn’t
maybe offset others’ pollution entirely. But looking at what govern-
ments are doing in Brazil and Mexico, in China with stronger envi-
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ronmental standards than we have in some areas, I am heartened
by what we have encountered.

Last but not least, there is nothing that suggests that we
shouldn’t move forward with a more rational energy policy, rational
water policy, even if you didn’t believe in climate change. In terms
of national security, in terms of not wasting energy, in terms of
getting the economics right, the case is compelling.

I am wondering if, Mr. Kauffman, you could comment briefly on
what you are seeing in the business community even in the ab-
sence perhaps of appropriate pricing signals from the Federal Gov-
ernment. What do you see now that we may be able even in this
more restricted climate you will face politically in Congress,
things—simple things to do that would reinforce your interests and
things that you think are opportunities?

Mr. KAUFFMAN. If I understand your question, what are the
things that Congress can do?

Mr. BLUMENAUER. That you think either in a scaled down—that
might be helpful in making the initiatives you talked about pos-
sible.

Mr. KAUFFMAN. Well, I do think that there is much more to be
done in terms of a focus on energy efficiency. I am afraid I don’t
agree with Dr. Green. I do think that there are actually lots of dol-
lars that are on the ground, but there are lots of market failures
that could be addressed. I don’t want to go into all of them. But
I think efficiency is an area.

I also think, as I say, on the financing side—and maybe this is
one example I could talk about in terms of energy efficiency—there
is some terrific energy efficiency technology that works that is
available today off in little companies that are trying to go up
against giants. They can’t offer a leasing product to the market,
they can’t get financing, and the challenge with that is that the
person often at a company that is responsible for the capital budget
is different from the person responsible for the operating budget.
So it seems very kind of prosaic, but it really creates a lot of issues.

So the ability to create a financing vehicle that would help en-
ergy efficiency would go a very, very long way to accelerating en-
ergy efficiency and it really, really does pay for itself and it will
help the economy.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Thank you.

Dr. Gleick, you have referenced the scientific consensus which I
believe was reflected in our record, notwithstanding Dr. Green’s no-
tion that we have to forego 20 years of economic development and
that it really would make no difference what the United States did
because other countries are polluting more. Do you want to make
a brief reaction to that, which seems to fly in the face of your testi-
mony and research?

Mr. GLEICK. Yes, I would be happy to.

There are a number of things with which Dr. Green and I don’t
see eye to eye. That is one of them. The United States is still a
massive emitter of greenhouse gases. There is no doubt that any-
thing we do to reduce greenhouse gas emissions will have an effect
on the ultimate concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmos-
phere and the extent and severity and speed of climate change.
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Certainly, without a global agreement to reduce emissions, we
will not turn emissions around, but we have the enormous oppor-
tunity just from a technical side of slowing the rate of climate
change and that by itself has a huge economic value. That is a crit-
ical issue.

I don’t often tell jokes at congressional hearings—and I am not
an economist—but there is a classic economics joke about an econo-
mist walking down the street with his little girl. And the little
girl—they are holding hands, and the little girl says, daddy, there
is a $20 bill on the ground. And the economist says, don’t be silly,
dear. If there was a $20 bill on the ground, someone would have
found it already.

And the truth is the potential for efficiency improvements, as you
have said already yourself and as Mr. Kauffman has said, are enor-
mous. The ability to improve the efficiency with which we use en-
ergy in this country, do the things we want to do with much less
energy, and I would argue water efficiency as well, which has an
enormous greenhouse gas savings as well, is largely untapped. We
have made progress in that area, but there is enormous progress
to be made. And it is far, far cheaper to do that than for the Fed-
eral Government to be spending money on expensive, unreliable ef-
forts to sequester carbon. The cost benefit of expenditures at the
Federal level on efficiency versus carbon sequestration are very dif-
ferent. I am not saying don’t do research, but we should do re-
search in that area as well.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

By the way, our final witness, Robert F. Kennedy, Jr., has been
delayed on the tarmac at La Guardia because of this violent weath-
er that is going up and down the east coast. He is still trying to
arrive for the hearing.

Let me turn and recognize the gentlelady from Tennessee, Mrs.
Blackburn.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate all of you being here with us, and I appreciate that
this is our final hearing. We thank you for the leadership that you
have shown.

I think that we can agree that we—quite frankly, I have never
met anyone that wants to pay more on their utility bill. We are all
seeking better ways to use and to conserve and to achieve energy
efficiency. I think the underlying question is, do you do that at the
expense of American jobs? And that is something this committee
has looked at and I think in the next Congress we will continue
to look at.

Dr. Green, I will have to say you have a friend in me. I may be
the only one on this panel that is in agreement with what you have
to say.

Mr. Kauffman, first for you, what percentage of Levi jeans are
manufactured in the U.S.?

Mr. KAUFFMAN. We do comparatively little manufacturing in the
United States.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. And primarily that manufacturing is held
where?
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Mr. KAUFFMAN. It is outside the United States. That is the na-
ture of the global apparel industry. We would like to manufacture
more in the United States.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. What percentage of that is in China?

Mr. KAUFFMAN. What percentage of——

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Of your manufacturing.

Mr. KAUFFMAN. I don’t know the exact percentage.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. And then what percentage of Levi jeans are
marketed in the U.S.?

Mr. KAUFFMAN. Well, in terms of the United States, the United
States is our biggest single market. But, as I said before, the
growth of our business is outside the United States. It grows more
rapidly than in the United States.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Thank you for that.

You talked a little bit about clean energy and VC capital. Let me
ask you this. Are you familiar with the experiences of the Spanish
government’s efforts to subsidize renewable energies over the past
several years and the results of those efforts? And do you think the
U.S. government should look at Spain as a model to imitate?

Mr. KAUFFMAN. I don’t think that we should—yes, I am familiar
with it, and I don’t believe the United States government should
emulate that experience. Do you want me to explain why?

Mrs. BLACKBURN. That is fine, but I am running out of time. So
let us make it fast if we can.

Mr. KAUFFMAN. In part, the Spanish government changed the
rules of the game, and that is one of the problems that the United
States has had as well.

11VIrs. BLACKBURN. So uncertainty of regulation and uncertainty of
policy.

Mr. KAUFFMAN. That is correct.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. We hear that a lot from companies.

Okay, Dr. Gleick, I wanted to ask you, how can you talk about
green jobs as a way to boost our economy in light of the colossal
failures in Europe where each green job in Spain costs 2.2 jobs
elsewhere in the economy and each green job in Italy cost 6.9 jobs
in the industrial sector and 4.8 jobs across the entire economy?

Mr. GLEICK. Let me first say I am not an economist. I am not
familiar with the statistics you are using and their source or their
quality.

I do believe that the potential for jobs in new American tech-
nologies in energy efficiency, water efficiency, renewable energy
technology, non-carbon technology, whatever it is, is very signifi-
cant. Obviously, you don’t want those jobs to come at the expense
of other jobs, but I think that is probably a fallacy. I think we are
probably smart enough to develop new jobs without losing old jobs.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Dr. Green, how do you respond to that?

Mr. GREEN. Well, this is the Hayek’s fatal conceit, that somehow,
despite all experience elsewhere, that somehow we just have the
ability to centrally plan the economy in a way to make jobs in this
sector or that sector and create them on net. It is a fallacy that has
been badly, many times, debunked.

I am familiar with the studies you mentioned in Spain and Italy.
I am not an economist, also. I play one on TV sometimes, but that
is about as close as it gets. Those studies are quite robust. In fact,
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the Spanish government recently acknowledged that the 2.2 job
study that you pointed out is accurate. They are cutting their sub-
sidies to wind and solar power, and rampant corruption has been
discovered in the Spanish example, especially of solar power, where
some of the criminal cartels moved heavily into solar power and
were using diesel generators to sell solar power, quote, unquote, at
night to the Spanish government at a fixed rate higher than the
competitive sources of energy. These things are, frankly, boon-
doggles. They are promoted by rent seekers, and this has been
shown time after time after time.

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Thank you. I have some other questions and
I will submit those for written response. Thank you.

Mr. MARKEY. We thank the gentlelady very much. The chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Cleaver.

Mr. CLEAVER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have, unfortunately,
a meeting that I must chair beginning at 12 noon. And I did want
to have the opportunity to thank you in leading us in what I con-
sider to be a great and important information gathering. And I ap-
preciate all of your comments today and your willingness to provide
us with information. We received it from scholars and thoughtful
men and women from all over the world, actually, and I appreciate
it.

I look at this whole issue a little, perhaps differently. In a book
that I read, frankly, often, there is a little-read line that says: The
Earth is the Lord’s and everything that is in it.

We are, in a real sense, only squatters, not owners. It is our re-
sponsibility to care for the Earth. And we have no more right to
change the climate of Earth than we have the right to change the
thermostat in another person’s home. And I think that in the years
to come, one of the great questions will be—and I can see television
clips of it, I probably won’t be around—of people denying that the
Earth is warming or denying that humans are the cause. And I
have looked at TV program special documentaries on things in the
past how they show people saying this won’t happen and so forth.
And I hope for my children and my children’s children that what
we have attempted to begin will, in future days, rise to the surface
of national consciousness, and certainly the Congress, and we will
find ourselves taking an appropriate stand.

Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, for everything that you have
done in leading this committee.

Mr. MARKEY. And thank you. And thank you for everything that
you are doing in Kansas City to make it a model for the installa-
tion of the energy efficiency and renewable energy that I think will
ultimately be the model for the country, and we thank you for your
great leadership as well.

Tlhe chair recognizes the gentleman from Washington State, Mr.
Inslee.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you. Just one comment as we wrap up our
hearing and our work of this committee. I want to thank my col-
leagues for working on this. If some archeologist happens to dig up
the records of this committee 100 years from now, some of us will
be shown to have been right and some of us will have been shown
to be wrong. And none of us knows that for sure, but I want to
thank all members for working on this important issue.
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I want to thank Dr. Gleick for being here, who is the author of
a great book, “Bottled and Sold, The Story Behind Our Obsession
with Bottled Water.” My wife has turned me on to that work, and
I enjoy it very much.

Dr. Gleick, tell me, why do you think there has been a group of
folks that refuse to accept this, you described as uncontroverted
science? And I think that is an accurate description given that
every scientific group of any esteem has recognized this phe-
nomenon as uncontroverted at this point. Why do you think there
is any discussion to the contrary in our society today?

Mr. GLEICK. Thank you, Congressman. I was wondering where
that copy of the book had been sold. Thank your wife for me.

. I am very reluctant to get into motive. I don’t think it is useful
or me

Mr. INSLEE. Let me ask a different question then. What do you
think is the most successful dialogue when you have had dialogue
with people who have expressed doubts about that clear science?
What do you think is most successful in a dialogue in that regard?

Mr. GLEICK. When I talk to people who are unsure about the
science of climate change or skeptical, don’t believe it is happening,
I do like to find out why they believe that. Sometimes it is igno-
rance; they don’t know anything about the science, they haven’t
read the science, they don’t know where to go for good information.
Sometimes it is ideological. They just don’t want to believe that hu-
mans could possibly change the climate of something as great as
the planet. Sometimes it is fear about what we might have to do
to change emissions of greenhouse gases. There is concern about
economics, there is concern about politics, there is concern about
government versus nongovernmental action.

There are a lot of things that drive it. And I find that people are
willing to be convinced about the science when they understand
that there is still plenty to debate on the policy side that the fact
that the climate is changing, the fact that humans are changing
the climate is a reality doesn’t necessarily dictate what the re-
sponse should be. There is a lot of difficult discussion that, frankly,
you in Congress have to deal with about what to do about it, about
where to put the effort on mitigation versus adaptation versus not
doing anything.

Mr. INSLEE. So one thing, I hope you will have license to be
vocal. We need the scientific community to step up to the plate
here and be vocal on the issues. There is a tendency to be academic
and we understand that, and that is important. But there is a time
to be vocal, too. I hope you and your fellows will be vocal.

Mr. Kauffman, you were talking about the need for financing
mechanisms, particularly for efficiency and deployment of things
that are ready to go now. We tried to pass a green bank to try to
help finance the sort of first commercial-scale plants of a lot of
these technologies. Could you give us some thoughts on what a fi-
nancing mechanism could be for efficiency or those first new tech-
nologies and production?

Mr. KAUFFMAN. Okay. Thank you. One of the issues about fi-
nancing efficiency is just one of the questions about who has the
relative legal standing of the efficiency loan relative to the mort-
gage. And so Great Britain has actually been able to solve that by
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putting it on the utility bill. And so I think there are some financ-
ing structures that can be used, but fundamentally the problem is
right now when we think about trying to finance energy efficiency,
we have, first, that problem. And the other thing is if, in some
cases, if you are using innovative technology, you think that would
require a kind of specialized financing entity. Well, you couldn’t get
a bank license to do that, so we have bank regulations that are op-
posed to that.

The other issue, broadly, in terms of some of the financing prob-
lems, is the proposed new capital rules for banks which will