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HOUSE COMMITTEE ON

NATURAL RESOURCES

CHAIRMAN BRUCE WESTERMAN

To: House Committee on Natural Resources Republican Members

From: Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations Staff, Michelle Lane
(Michelle.Lane@mail.house.gov) and Lucas Drill (Lucas.Drill@mail.
house.gov) x5—-0500

Date: March 31, 2025

Subject: Oversight Hearing titled “Unleashing the Golden Age of American
Energy Dominance”

The Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations will hold an oversight hearing
titled “Unleashing the Golden Age of American Energy Dominance” on Wednesday,
April 2, 2025, at 10 a.m. in 1324 Longworth House Office Building.

Member offices are requested to notify Andrew Bambrick (Andrew.
Bambrick@mail.house.gov) by 4:30 p.m. on April 1 if their Member intends to par-
ticipate in the hearing.

I. KEY MESSAGES

e The United States possesses abundant natural resources, many of which are
available for energy exploration and production.

Although the federal government owns 61 percent of America’s onshore and
offshore mineral estate, only 25 percent of domestic oil and 11 percent of
domestic natural gas come from federal lands and waters.

¢ Domestic energy exploration and production, particularly on federal lands and
waters, is crucial to America’s social and economic future.

e For decades, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has consistently under-
estimated the broad economic benefits of domestic energy exploration and
production.

e A recent economic model created by the Heritage Foundation indicates that
a 50% increase in domestic oil and gas production would result in $25 trillion
in GDP growth by 2050. Given available and emerging technology, and
federal policy decisions that expand production on federal lands and waters,
this figure is well within America’s reach.!

e Under Republican leadership and working with President Trump, Congress
has the opportunity to enact policies that will truly unleash America’s energy
dominance.

II. WITNESSES
e Mr. Matthew Jensen, Director, Office for Fiscal and Regulatory Analysis,
America First Policy Institute, Washington, D.C.

e Mr. Glen Sweetnam, Distinguished Fellow, Energy Policy Research Founda-
tion, Washington, D.C.

e Dr. Kevin Dayaratna, Acting Director, Chief Statistician, and Senior
Research Fellow, Center for Data Analysis, The Heritage Foundation,
Washington, D.C.

(v)
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e Ms. Megan Gibson, Senior Attorney, Southern Environmental Law Center,
Washington, D.C. [Minority witness]

III. BACKGROUND

Unleashing American Energy

Domestic energy exploration and production, particularly on federal lands and
waters, is critical to America’s social and economic future. Effectively capitalizing
on America’s natural resources not only powers our nation by increasing access to
dependable and affordable energy, but also encourages the expansion of America’s
infrastructure and industries that rely on energy resources.? Put simply, unleashing
American energy both directly fills the nation’s coffers and energizes nearly all other
economic activity.3

Composite satellite imagery of the continental United States illuminated at night.*

Recognizing this reality, Republicans in Congress have advocated for policies to
reform the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) permitting processesS lower
energy costs by increasing American energy production, conduct offshore lease sales
in the Gulf of America’s Outer Continental Shelf,¢ provide for oil and gas leases on
federal lands in Alaska,” promote energy exports, build critical infrastructure, and
increase domestic critical minerals mining processing.8

Reinforcing the work advanced by Congressional Republicans, on the first day of
his second term, January 20, 2025, President Trump issued a series of executive
orders and presidential actions emphasizing the need to unleash American energy.10
These presidential directives, in part, instructed agencies to review all existing
regulatory barriers to identifying, developing, and using domestic energy resources;
declared a national energy emergency enabling acceleration of project approval
timelines; reversed Biden administration policies that restricted energy production
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in Alaska; withdrew the United States from the Paris international climate agree-
ment; and directed federal agencies to actively work to reduce high costs of living
driven by energy prices. President Trump also established the National Energy
Dominance Council to standardize and implement these energy policies across the
Executive Branch.!!

Measuring the Economic Growth Potential of Increased Domestic Energy

The key to understanding the economic effects of expanding energy exploration
and production in the United States on federal lands and in federal waters depends
on accurate economic modeling and cost estimates.

CBO Scorekeeping

On Capitol Hill, cost estimates are prepared by the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO). These estimates are commonly known as “scores.” 12 CBO scores are purely
advisory.!3 CBO traditionally employs static scoring techniques, which, unlike
dynamic scoring, ignore a policy’s macroeconomic impacts.!4 Dynamic scoring, which
includes macroeconomic analysis, often offers a more accurate representation of how
a policy proposal not only influences federal spending related to a particular project,
but also that project’s widespread economic impact.

For example, in the context of constructing a hypothetical oil or natural gas pipe-
line, a static score would consider only the costs incurred by the federal government
for the project, leading to the conclusion that the proposal increases spending. A
dynamic score, however, would include many of the external economic benefits of
the pipeline project, such as decreased energy costs, job creation, and returned
revenues, that not only offset the building costs but also return a profit to the
government. This return decreases overall spending and increases America’s Gross
Domestic Product (GDP).15

Although CBO is empowered to score dynamically, these more accurate cost
estimates are rare because they are “complicated and often time-consuming.” !¢
Because dynamic scoring is more difficult, “most [CBO] cost estimates do not reflect
the macroeconomics.” 7 Accordingly, CBO scores often underestimate the true
economic benefits of policy proposals, especially those related to domestic energy
exploration and production. Additionally, because CBO does not release its specific
scoring methodology nor publish its economic models, verifying and replicating the
cost estimates proves challenging.

Underestimating Positive Impacts of Energy Production is an Unfortunate
Trend

Unfortunately, CBO is not alone in underestimating the benefits of increasing
energy exploration and production. In fact, researchers have long underestimated
both the economic impact of domestic energy and America’s domestic energy supply
itself.!8 This is especially true in the context of oil and natural gas.

For example, one of the oldest and most popular natural resource production
prediction methods is known as the Hubbert methodology. Studies have found that
the most reliable feature of this model is, in fact, is unreliability, given the method’s
failure to account for the impacts of innovation and technological advancement.!®
Studies looking at this method ultimately concluded that “there is often a substan-
tial lag between changes in our knowledge and changes in our methods and models”
and that “[m]ethodologists and modelers become so enamored with the aesthetic
properties of their creations that they focus all their attention and effort on
polishing existing methods and models, instead of developing new and more relevant
ones.” 20

This hearing will engage experts using modern and more transparent modelling
techniques to understand better the economic growth potential of increasing
domestic energy exploration and production.

Measuring the True Economic Growth Potential of Unleashing American
Energy

It is indisputable that the United States possesses abundant natural resources,
including energy resources.2! According to the Institute for Energy Research, the
United States has 1.66 trillion barrels of technically recoverable oil, 4.03 quadrillion
cubic feet of technically recoverable natural gas, and 470 billion short tons of tech-
nically recoverable coal.22 At current consumption levels, this supply can power the
United States for centuries.23 Astonishingly, as technology improves, new resources
are located, and novel extraction techniques are developed to increase technically
recoverable resources, centuries may become millennia.24
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North America Is Abundant in Technically Recoverable Oil and Natural Gas

OIL (BILLIONS OF BARRELS) NATURAL GAS (TRILLIONS OF CUBIC FEET)
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based cn data from the Institute for Energy Research

Even more bewildering is that, despite the federal government owning 61 percent
of America’s onshore and offshore mineral estate, only 25 percent of domestic oil and
11 percent of domestic natural gas come from these federal lands and waters.26
Spurred on by burdensome federal regulations, this disproportionate ratio leaves
significant leasing, revenue, and energy production opportunities neglected.2’

Nevertheless, oil, natural gas, and coal together provide approximately 80% of
American energy.28 In 2020 alone, the oil and gas industry provided 12.3 million
American jobs and generated $1.6 trillion in federal and state tax revenues.2° On
the flip side, limiting oil and gas production, particularly on federal lands and in
federal waters, could shrink the U.S. GDP by $700 billion, and force U.S. consumers
to spend $19 billion more on energy, by 2030.30

According to the White House Council on Economic Advisors, from 2007 to 2019,
increased domestic energy productivity led to a “45 percent decrease in the
wholesale price of electricity.”3! This price decrease saved U.S. families $203 billion
annually.32

However, the economic impact of increased domestic energy production extends
beyond direct energy cost savings. As the Institute for Energy Research concluded,
“liln addition to the STEM jobs modern energy exploration, development, produc-
tion, and transportation produce, lower energy prices act as ‘fertilizer’ driving roots
deep into the economic soil of the country.”33 Essentially, “[t]he need for skilled jobs
on-site and all the equipment required means more Ford Super Duty trucks,
Carhartt clothing, Caterpillar and John Deere equipment, as well as 18-wheeler
trucks, trailers, and train cars, and more.”34 Further, “[a]ll those new employees
require housing, groceries, and services of all kinds including medical, dental, and
personal care, creating even more jobs for Americans.”35 This dynamic economy is
built on the back of unleashing American energy.
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How Unleashing America’s Energy Abundance Would
Affect U.S. Jobs

OVERALL EMPLOYMENT DIFFERENTIAL BY YEAR, IN MILLIONS OF JOBS
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According to a model built by The Heritage Foundation based on the U.S. Energy
Information Administration’s National Energy Modeling System, just a 50 percent
increase in domestic oil and gas production by 2050, achievable through regulatory
and permitting reform, would result in:

e an average annual increase of more than 5.27 million jobs;

¢ a peak employment increase of more than 6 million jobs;

e an average annual increase in income of $12,418 for a family of 4; and
e an aggregate GDP increase of more than $25 trillion.37

How Unleashing America’s Energy Abundance Would
Affect Family Income

PERSONAL INCOME DIFFERENTIAL BY YEAR FOR A FAMILY OF FOUR,
il ION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS
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Another economic model, which analyzes the immediate resumption of quarterly
onshore federal oil and gas leases, new offshore lease sales through 2035, and new
leases in Alaska’s Arctic National Wildlife Refuge and National Petroleum Reserve,
by the Energy Policy Research Foundation (EPRINC), yields similarly robust esti-
mates. EPRINC estimates that these activities, even without considering dynamic
analysis, would yield additional federal budgetary receipts of $124,566,229,711 over
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the next 10 years.3® These leasing activities would also generate approximately
200,000 short-term construction jobs and 7,500 long-term operation jobs.40

Moreover, EPRINC’s analysis makes clear that not only would increasing
domestic energy production directly grow America’s GDP, but it would also limit the
Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries’ (OPEC) market power, further
fueling American growth and energy dominance.#! In fact, just a 0.1 rate increase
in U.S. oil supply elasticity4? yields a U.S. GDP increase of $823 billion in 10
years.43

Yet another model, built by the America First Policy Institute (AFPI), shows that
increasing offshore leasing alone can lead to an additional $271 billion in federal
revenue over a 10-year period.44

Coal and Mineral Extraction

Like oil and natural gas production, the extraction of coal and critical minerals
is essential to American energy dominance and substantial economic growth. The
United States has the world’s largest coal reserves.45 However, effective coal extrac-
tion is heavily dependent on the regulatory environment, even more so than for the
oil and gas sector.#¢ Whereas oil and gas reserves are found on federal, state, and
private lands, coal is almost exclusively located on lands owned by the federal
government.4’ Accordingly, “federal policies can more easily impact coal production
and consumption,” both to America’s detriment and advantage, depending on the
federal government’s policies toward coal.*®

According to a November 2022 report published by the National Mining
Association, mining in the United States generated over 1.2 million jobs and
contributed $194.4 billion to the U.S. economy’s GDP in 2021.4° Coal mining
accounted for $45.8 billion of that annual GDP growth.5® Further, the U.S.
Geological Survey estimates that in 2021, “mineral commodities were transformed
into $3.3 trillion worth of goods and services,” which equals “nearly 15 percent of
the total U.S. GDP.”5! By streamlining the federal permitting process and increas-
ing opportunities for mining coal and other minerals, the United States can further
secure energy and economic security and dominance.

State-Based Data

Unleashing American energy also has a direct impact on the prosperity of
individual states. According to AFPI economic modelling focused on state-specific
data, even a 10% decline in energy prices would result in hundreds of dollars in
savings per household this year alone.52

Graph generated using AFPT duta, ™

If energy prices fall by 50%, annual household savings across every state would
average in the thousands.54 For example, the average cost of energy consumption
per capita in 2023 in the state of Arkansas was $1,794.55 Were energy prices to fall
by 50%, the average household in the state of Arkansas would save $2,883 in
2025.56

Moreover, Texas’s 2024 Annual Energy & Economic Impact Report revealed that
the state’s oil and natural gas industry paid a record-setting $27.3 billion in state
and local taxes and state royalties.>” $2.92 billion went directly to Texas
Independent School Districts, and counties in the state received $1.03 billion in
property taxes from oil and natural gas production, pipelines, and utilities.5® The
state of New Mexico was the second-highest producer of oil and gas in the United
States in 2024, with state officials reporting revenue of more than $2.5 billion last
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fiscal year.5® In 2024, revenue from oil and gas sales in the State of New Mexico
paid out over $1 billion for monies for the states’ schools, universities, and other
beneficiaries.5® This data can, and should, be extrapolated to highlight the gains the
federal government can expect to receive by expanding leases on federal lands and
in federal waters.

Conclusion

Economic analysis highlights the importance of unleashing American energy. By
expanding energy resource exploration and production, the United States stands to
not only cement its position as the world’s leading energy superpower but also grow
its GDP by trillions of dollars. The Trump administration has made clear that
energy production is a top priority, and now it is up to Congress to enact policies
that usher in the golden age of American energy dominance.
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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON UNLEASHING THE
GOLDEN AGE OF AMERICAN ENERGY
DOMINANCE

Wednesday, April 2, 2025
U.S. House of Representatives
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Committee on Natural Resources
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:02 a.m. in
Room 1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Mike Collins
[Member of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Collins, Begich, Westerman; Dexter,
and Hernandez.

Also present: Representatives Moore of WV and Stauber.

Mr. CoLLINS. The Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
will come to order.

Without objection, the Chair is authorized to declare a recess of
the Subcommittee at any time.

The Subcommittee is meeting today to hear testimony on
unleashing the golden age of American energy dominance.

Under the Committee Rule 4(f), any oral opening statements at
hearings are limited to the Chairman and the Ranking Member. I
therefore ask unanimous consent that all other Members’ state-
ments be made part of the hearing record if they are submitted in
accordance with Committee Rule 3(o).

Without objection, so ordered.

I ask unanimous consent the following Members be allowed to sit
and participate in today’s hearing: the gentleman from Minnesota,
Mr. Stauber; and the gentleman from West Virginia, Mr. Moore.

Without objection, so ordered.

I now recognize myself for an opening statement.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. MIKE COLLINS, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Mr. CoLLINS. Good morning, everyone. I want to thank our
witnesses for being here today. I am excited about the opportunity
to have a conversation about unleashing the golden age of
American energy dominance.

Now, while we may have some disagreements across the aisle
about the best path forward for making energy in America great
again, I do think we can agree that making energy prices more
affordable for all Americans is something we can all get behind.

With that being said, the Biden administration’s unprecedented
4-year war on American energy made it nearly impossible to
produce domestic energy on public lands, and was nothing short of
catastrophic. This catastrophe was made even worse by frivolous
and vexatious litigation intended to not only slow energy
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exploration and production to a halt, but also drive the cost of
energy projects up by millions of dollars.

Right now we have a great opportunity to unlock the vast
potential of all American energy sources, from onshore and offshore
oil and gas leases to permitting new mines right here in America
to investing in natural gas projects, including in my home State of
Georgia. These are important steps that work not only to drive
down the cost of energy for households, but also to provide a
reliable source of income for both State and Federal Governments.

For example, the projected cost of energy consumption in Georgia
per capita in 2025 is $1,614. By enacting policies that produce
more energy here in the United States, energy prices will begin to
go down. According to some estimates, households in Georgia could
save $484 per year, with a 10 percent decline in energy cost. With
a 50 percent price decline in energy cost that number goes up to
$2,420 per household. Now, these are real numbers in the pockets
of Georgia citizens, and these numbers are achievable.

Another interesting example: Georgians will spend $17.8 billion
in total energy consumption this year. Enacting more proactive
domestic energy policies would drive down the cost of energy for
gaﬁﬁlies at home in Georgia, cutting costs by as much as $8.9

illion.

Now, if we look at both onshore and offshore lease sales and the
impact of these leases on the Federal revenue, the numbers are
incredible. For example, a scenario in which we lease just two
times the number of baseline sales, which is not much, that in-
creases the receipts of the Federal Government by $44 billion. Now,
as we continue to expand the number of those onshore and offshore
leases, that number could go up as much as $271 billion. Again,
this is a very achievable scenario.

Increasing revenue to the Federal Government isn’t limited to
the production of oil and gas. Minerals play a critical role here, as
well. Georgia’s natural resources include dozens of industrial
mines, each of which have thousands of uses. And though minerals
are mined in 133 of Georgia’s 159 counties, demand for minerals
will continue to rapidly outstrip supply and production, absent
major change. This is fueled by regular market growth, as well as
investments in new technologies and data centers. With the
amount of State and Federal land available throughout the United
States, including in my home State of Georgia, we have a great
opportunity to invest in sustainable, environmentally-friendly
mining practices here at home in a way that will also fortify our
Federal estate.

Now is the time to prioritize permitting these critical mining, oil,
and gas investments here at home, which will allow not only a
great return on Federal revenue, but also provide for a more
dependable and robust energy supply chain upon which we depend
on every day. I hope today that we can have a robust and
insightful discussion from those whose lives are impacted daily by
decisions that have been made here in Washington, and look
forward to working with the new Administration on policies that
improve the lives and pocketbooks of all Americans in the future.

With that I yield to the Ranking Member for her opening
statement.



3

STATEMENT OF THE HON. MAXINE DEXTER, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Dr. DEXTER. Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you to all our
witnesses for being here today.

Today’s hearing on so-called energy dominance presents us with
a clear choice: We double down on fossil fuels that pollute our
communities and drive up costs for working Americans, or invest
in a clean energy future that creates jobs, strengthens national
security, and lowers household energy bills.

For decades the fossil fuel industry has devastated frontline
communities, leaving them with exorbitant health costs and
environmental cleanup bills. Pollution disproportionately harms
low-income and minority communities, leading to higher rates of
asthma, cancer, and other life-threatening illnesses. And as a
pulmonary critical care physician who has taken care of these
folks, I can attest that this is not made-up fantasy; this is real and
experienced every day across this country.

In Louisiana’s cancer alley, a predominantly Black community,
cancer risks are nearly 50 times the national average, due to the
concentration of oil refineries and chemical plants. Indigenous
lands are eroding from pipeline infrastructure, and historic Black
neighborhoods have been abandoned due to toxic contamination.
And these are exactly the kinds of costs that are ignored by most
economic models that are supposed to estimate the financial impact
of oil and gas extraction.

The majority’s witnesses are plugging unrealistic numbers
backed by rosy assumptions into economic models to tell a story
about how digging up all the oil and gas under public lands will
be great for this country. Their economic models do not consider
the costs of causing or exacerbating extreme weather events like
Hurricane Helene. They ignore the rising health care costs from
pollution-related illnesses. They fail to account for the fact that in-
dustries, consumers, and global markets are shifting toward clean
energy not out of ideology, but because it is increasingly the more
affordable, stable, and secure option. They sidestep the fact that
the volume of increases in extraction of oil and gas that they plug
into the model are not even feasible for a host of reasons that have
nothing to do with the policies they are asking for.

Don’t take my word for it. This is the CEO of ExxonMobil,
Darren Woods, in November 2024: “Their economic models do not
consider the costs of causing or exacerbating extreme events.” Yes,
sorry. His quote, sorry. “I don’t think the level of production in the
U.S. is being constrained by external restrictions. I am not sure
how drill, baby, drill translates into policy. Certainly we wouldn’t
see a change based on a political change, but more on an economic
environment. I don’t think there is anybody out there that is
developing a business strategy to respond to a political agenda.”
That is the end of his quote.

Why the emphasis on these models ahead of a massive
reconciliation bill? This Subcommittee is trying to inflate the eco-
nomic impact of unrestrained drilling on our most cherished lands.
They want the Congressional Budget Office, who estimates how
much our legislation will cost, to think their estimates are real. If
the CBO can be convinced that drilling would make a lot of money
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for the Federal Government, Republicans would be allowed to give
even more of your hard-earned taxpayer dollars to big oil.

Even the promise of fossil-fuel-driven job growth rings hollow.
Over the past decade U.S. oil and gas employment has declined by
approximately 40 percent. At the same time, taxpayers are footing
the bill for big oil. The fossil fuel industry receives $15 billion in
subsidies each year. And what do we get in return? Price
manipulation, collusion with foreign cartels, and rising energy costs
for American families.

The Trump administration’s energy policies have cost America
dearly. Since Trump’s election over 50,000 clean energy jobs have
been lost, delayed, or threatened, along with $56.3 billion in new
investments.

And House Republicans are working to gut the Inflation
Reduction Act’s clean energy tax credits, the very incentives that
have spurred a clean energy manufacturing boom creating over
400,000 jobs and saving Americans $8.4 billion in energy costs in
just 1 year. And we are already seeing the consequences. Utility
companies in 16 States have hiked rates, some by as much as $32
per month, due to the uncertainties surrounding clean energy
investments. If Republicans succeed in rolling back these tax cred-
its, energy bills will increase by $32 billion over the next decade,
costing families over $100 per year, on average.

There is a better way. Investing in clean energy strengthens
national security, drives economic growth, and delivers real savings
for consumers. In 2023 global clean energy investments surpassed
$1.7 trillion, outpacing fossil fuel investments for the first time.
The American people deserve real solutions, not more handouts to
the oil and gas industry.

Thank you, Mr. Chair. I yield back.

Mr. CoLLINS. I now recognize the Full Committee Chair, Mr.
Westerman, for an opening statement.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. BRUCE WESTERMAN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE
OF ARKANSAS

Mr. WESTERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to
the witnesses for being here today.

You know, the importance of our natural resources and the role
they play in America’s energy supply is no surprise to my
colleagues here who are in this room and, I would say, to really
anybody that is in this room, and we all know that the demand for
power is only growing. We are seeing 5-year growth load
projections increasing by a staggering 550 percent since 2022. And
I think if you looked at this data objectively, you could see that we
are facing an energy crisis if we don’t do something different from
what we have been doing.

We need an all-hands-on approach to producing as much new
energy as we can. This explosion is being driven by data
processing, by Al, and by manufacturing here in the United States.
We cannot risk falling behind other countries such as China as we
compete in these growing sectors. It is amazing, the amount of en-
ergy that some of this data processing takes. And quite frankly, I
am for renewable energy, I am for any kind of energy we can put
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on the grid, but it has to be in sufficient amounts that we can meet
our needs and not drive the cost so high that the American
consumers can’t afford energy anymore. It is foundational to our
economic growth and to our national security.

We do have a solution, and part of that solution is the fact that
we have abundant natural resources here that we can use to grow
the energy sector. And the benefits of releasing American energy
exploration and production definitely extends to our economy.
There are some current economic models that indicate that
domestic energy production using emerging technologies and sound
Federal policy decisions could result in $25 trillion U.S. GDP
growth by 2050 and the annual creation of more than 5 million
jobs.

And I will remind everybody that since the 1960s the Federal
revenue coming from taxes is about 17.5 percent of the GDP. So
if you see a $25 trillion increase in economic activity, that means
there is going to be more money flowing into the Federal
Government to help balance the budget.

There is a debate: what is going to happen with prices as energy
production increases? And it all comes back to that simple supply
and demand curve. How much energy can we produce for the
demand that is out there? And if we don’t keep up with the
demand, obviously the price is going to go higher. So there is a lot
of economic data that has been presented in the testimonies today.
I look forward to hearing that, and to debating it, and using that
to help drive the policies that we will be looking at in the Natural
Resources Committee as we look at different ways to bolster new
energy production and ways to meet the demand that keeps
America competitive, that keeps energy prices reasonable for
consumers, and that really looks out for the best interest of our
country and for the future of the global economy and our national
security.

So again, thank you to the witnesses for being here today. I look
forward to the discussions.

And I yield back.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you. I will now introduce our witnesses.

We have Mr. Matthew Jensen, who is Director of Office for Fiscal
and Regulatory Analysis for the America First Policy Institute in
Washington, D.C.; Mr. Glen Sweetnam, Distinguished Fellow,
Energy Policy Research Foundation in Washington, D.C.; Ms.
Megan Gibson, Senior Attorney, Southern Environmental Law Cen-
ter here in Washington; and Dr. Kevin Dayaratna, Acting Director,
Chief Statistician, and Senior Research Fellow with the Heritage
Foundation here in Washington, D.C.

Let me remind the witnesses that, under Committee Rules, you
must limit your oral statement to 5 minutes, but your entire
statement will appear in the hearing record.

To begin your testimony, please press the “on” button with the
microphone.

We use timing lights. When you begin the light will turn green,
and at the end of 5 minutes it will turn red and I will ask you to
please complete your statement.

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Jensen for 5 minutes.
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STATEMENT OF MATTHEW JENSEN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE FOR
FISCAL AND REGULATORY ANALYSIS, AMERICA FIRST
POLICY INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. JENSEN. Chairman Collins, Chairman Westerman, Ranking
Member Dexter, members of the Committee, thank you for inviting
me.

Let’s begin today by confronting what is a hard economic reality
of our current circumstances, which is that after 4 years of the
prior Administration’s policies, many Americans are still finding
that everything they buy is far too expensive.

Yes, the 12-month core inflation rate fell below 3 percent in
February 2025 data. And yes, core inflation reached the lowest
level since May 2021. But the level of prices, not the rate of
increase, is still more than 20 percent above where it was in
January 2021 when President Biden took office.

Affordability for the American public demands and is receiving
serious attention from the second Trump administration and this
119th Congress. Where we can bring down the prices of energy and
other essential inputs to daily life, those opportunities should be
pursued with vigor. President Trump has targeted a major
reduction in energy prices for consumers, and energy prices are
baked into just about every good, product, and service that
Americans consume. A reduction in energy prices would lead to
strong downward pressures across all the prices in the economy. It
takes energy to get seed into the ground, to get grains and ma-
chines to the factory, and to get your Cheerios to the grocery store.

A study from Dr. Aparna Mathur indicates an indirect energy
cost multiplier of nearly two. So for every dollar of direct energy
costs that families face, they bear another dollar in indirect costs.
A BCG study puts that multiplier at three. What does this all
mean for the American family? Let’s look at the numbers if energy
prices come down by 10 or 50 percent, compared to the baseline,
starting with just the direct costs. In Arizona, reducing energy
costs by 10 percent would mean statewide household savings of
$1.7 billion. In Colorado the number is $1.4 billion. In Oregon it
is $1 billion. The average household would save $700 in Arizona,
$720 in Colorado, and $650 in Oregon. That is every year. And
what if we reduced energy costs by 50 percent? The average house-
hold would save $3,500 in Arizona, $3,600 in Colorado and, $3,300
in Oregon. Indirect savings from energy price reductions could dou-
ble to triple these estimates.

Now let’s turn to the fiscal effects of onshore and offshore oil and
gas leasing. And here I rely on a modeling framework developed by
Dr. James Broughel, an economist, energy expert, and author of
the excellent book, “Regulation and Economic Growth.” It has been
applied by my colleague, Dr. Weifeng Zhong, an economist with the
Office for Fiscal and Regulatory Analysis. The model is freely avail-
able on GitHub. You can access it, you can interrogate it, you can
use it for your own estimates.

Starting from an appropriate baseline of the previous
Administration’s activities, the model shows that increasing on-
shore leasing to the past decade high and offshore leasing to three
sales per year could raise up to $58 billion over 10 years. A more
aggressive reform to increase onshore leasing to 2 times the past
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decade high and offshore leasing to 10 sales per year could raise
up to $173 billion over 10 years. Any realistic but more aggressive
still reform to increase onshore leasing to 4 times the past decade
high and offshore leasing to 20 sales per year could raise up to
$350 billion over 10 years. Those are just the effects for the Federal
Government, and don’t include the very significant benefits to
State and local governments. These estimates are in line with
CBO’s estimating principles, and don’t rely on dynamic effects,
although dynamic modeling would show likely more significant
benefits.

Additionally, the Trump administration has undertaken
significant actions that should increase the value of Federal leases,
but are not fully captured in these modeling results. This could
mean even greater benefits. Some of the Administration’s early ac-
tions relate to energy specifically. Others are broader. But all
should increase the value of onshore and offshore Federal oil and
gas leases, resulting bonus payments, and direct fiscal effects.

Beyond writing key provisions into statute, Congress has an
opportunity to lock in savings through proposals such as the
REINS Act, which would provide congressional review of regulatory
actions with significant negative effects, preventing future adminis-
trations from rolling back the fiscally positive actions of this one.
The REINS Act could easily provide hundreds of billions to over $1
trillion of direct fiscal savings, based on my estimates. The
Foundation for Government Accountability found REINS could
have saved taxpayers at least $844 billion if in place during the
last Administration.

And as a final note, I encourage this Committee to review mining
and resource use regulations more broadly. The more critical a
resource, for instance, potash for agriculture or rare earth minerals
for electronics, the more important it is to identify regulatory and
statutory barriers to domestic production to eliminate those
barriers through legislation.

Thank you. I welcome your questions and discussion.
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Mr. CoLuINS. Thank you. The Chair now recognizes Mr.
Sweetnam for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF GLEN SWEETNAM, DISTINGUISHED FELLOW,
ENERGY POLICY RESEARCH FOUNDATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Mr. SWEETNAM. Thank you. Chairman Westerman, Chairman
Collins, Ranking Member Dexter, and distinguished members of
the Committee, I am honored to be able to participate in this hear-
ing today. I have prepared some slides, and I am hoping each of
you have a copy in front of you.

The U.S. oil and gas industry is the most dynamic, price-
responsive, efficient, and technically capable in the world. Although
this has been true for many decades, probably since the start of the
modern oil industry in the 18th century, the superiority was clearly
demonstrated in the last 15 years.

If you look at slide two, we show the level of oil production from
the U.S. and from the rest of the world relative to its level in 2010.
During this period global oil production, including condensates and
natural gas liquids, increased 13 million barrels a day. U.S. oil
production increased, as shown in blue. The rest of the world
increases are shown in orange. We display the data this way so it
is very clear to see the U.S. contribution to the increase in world
oil production, and the U.S. industry accounted for 90 percent of
that 13 million barrels since 2010.

We can also see that in 2020 and 2023 the rest of the world’s oil
production actually went negative relative to 2010, and I will
return a little later to this issue of curtailing production.

Slide three shows the story for natural gas, and it is basically the
same. The U.S. accounted for just over 50 percent of the world’s
increase in natural gas productions from 2010 to 2023, and this
meant an increase. By 2023 America was producing a quarter of
the world’s natural gas.

The U.S. industry is able to outperform the rest of the world for
a variety of reasons, but an important aspect is the competitive-
ness. It is intense competition that forces U.S. companies to
continually become more productive. Slide four shows this
phenomenon of increased development and efficiency in the gas
industry over the last 16 years.

In 2008 U.S. gas producers was less than 60 billion cubic feet a
day, and we had almost 1,600 rigs running. Since then, rig rates
have continued to decline and employment, as the Ranking
Member mentioned, has declined. And yet U.S. gas production has
increased from under 60 to almost 100 billion cubic feet a day, and
we are running rigs at only 100 rigs per day and sustaining that
growth in production.

In order to estimate the benefits of increased oil and gas leasing
in prospective Federal lands, two of my colleagues at EPRINC, Max
Pyziur and Matthew Sawoski, undertook a comprehensive analysis
of prospective Federal lands in four regions. Slide five shows the
results of that analysis in terms of incremental oil and gas produc-
tion. The analysis is based on representative oil and gas projects
in each of four regions: the OCS in the Gulf of America; the Naval
Petroleum Reserve in Alaska; the lower 48s; and Arctic National
Wildlife Reserve.
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Slide six shows the results of the analysis in terms of
incremental revenues from bonus bids, royalties, corporate taxes,
and individual taxes. And even though oil and gas production
doesn’t peak until 2039 from these projects, the slide summarizes
Federal revenues only during the first 10 years. And using that
3pﬁr0ach, we estimate incremental Federal revenues of $122 billion

ollars.

Now, that is a single point estimate, and it is really important
to recognize the range of uncertainty in estimating future oil and
gas production. Slide seven summarizes a landmark study by
Richard Nehring.

Now, the increased production is important, but actually what is
most important is the flexibility and the responsiveness of the U.S.
industry. And in the following slides I show how, as we increase
the responsiveness, what economists call the price elasticity of sup-
ply, we actually reduce the profitability of OPEC to make more
money by cutting production. They are currently cutting production
6 million barrels a day, which has an effect of raising oil prices
about $10 a barrel. If we make the U.S. industry more elastic,
more responsive to price changes, we can cut that incentive to
restrict production, and OPEC will have less this power.

I am happy to answer questions, look forward to the discussion.



11
[The prepared statement of Mr. Sweetnam follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GLEN SWEETNAM, DISTINGUISHED FELLOW, ENERGY
PoLricy RESEARCH FOUNDATION

1 Energy Policy

BN Research Foundation

Statement before the House of Representatives Committee an Natural Resources
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations

“Unleashing the Golden Age of
American Energy Dominance”

Testimony by:
Glen E. Sweetnam

Distinguished Fellow
Energy Policy Research Foundation, Inc.

Senior Vice President
Asia Pacific Energy Research Centre

Wednesday, April 2, 2025

Energy Policy Re:
25 Massachuse

etk

The full document is available for viewing at:

https://docs.house.gov/meetings/I11/1115/20250402/118088/HHRG-
119-1115-Wstate-SweetnamG-20250402.pdf



12

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you. The Chair now recognizes Ms. Gibson
for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF MEGAN GIBSON, SENIOR ATTORNEY, SOUTH-
ERN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CENTER, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ms. GiBSON. Chairman Collins, Chairman Westerman, Ranking
Member Dexter, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee
and Committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify here today.
My name is Megan Gibson. I serve as a Senior Attorney at the
Southern Environmental Law Center. We are a non-profit rooted in
the South, committed to ensuring clean air, clean water, and a
livable climate for all.

If we are serious about ushering in a new era of American energy
dominance, one that benefits every American household and
business, we must not look backward to fossil fuels, but forward to
technologies of the future. And the future is renewable.

Renewables are no longer a distant ideal; they are the engine of
American energy growth. In 2024 over 90 percent of new utility-
scale capacity came from renewables: solar, wind, battery storage.
These technologies are now the cheapest, fastest-to-deploy sources
of power. They are creating jobs, they are lowering bills, and
delivering resilience in the face of extreme weather.

In Texas, long seen as a fossil fuel stronghold, renewables are
transforming the grid, making it more reliable, more resilient.
During last summer’s record-breaking heat wave, solar and storage
supplied over 25,000 megawatts in Texas, keeping the lights on for
millions. In North Carolina, after Hurricane Helene knocked out
the grid, solar microgrids powered entire communities when
nothing else could. These are not hypotheticals. These are real,
lifesaving results right here, right now.

Clean energy isn’t just reliable and resilient, it is also an
economic powerhouse. In 2023 alone, 149,000 new clean energy
jobs were added nationwide. These are good-paying, accessible jobs.
Most don’t require a 4-year degree, and they are lifting up
communities across the country, especially in rural areas.

In North Carolina, solar has increased property tax revenue
without burdening local infrastructure. In Texas, renewables and
storage are expected to deliver nearly $50 billion that is with a B,
billion dollars in lifetime payments to local governments and land-
owners.

At the same time, fossil fuels are faltering under their own
weight. Today 99 percent of coal plants cost more to run than it
would cost to build a new wind or solar facility nearby. In the
Southeast, uneconomic coal generation alone costs customers $5.3
billion.

And natural gas, at best, it is a gamble. Price spikes like those
we saw in 2022 hit families and businesses hard. One utility in the
Carolinas saw its fuel costs jump by nearly $1 billion, and those
costs get passed on to people.

True energy dominance is about reliability, affordability, and
security for Americans, not what more fossil fuel reliance will bring
us: fuel price shocks, stranded assets, blackout risks. It is about
modernizing the grid so clean power flows freely, efficiently across
regions and within them. But right now, our outdated, fragmented
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transmission system is holding us back. We need to triple or
quadruple our transmission capacity to meet rising demand, unlock
clean energy’s full potential.

Fortunately, smart programs like the Department of Energy’s
CITAP program, an initiative that streamlines Federal
transmission permitting, could help us do just that. But we need
more strong Federal coordination, support, and the use of existing
tools like the National Interest Electric Transmission Corridor
designations, or full use of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s “backstop siting authority” to help get us there.

Let me be clear. Leading the world in energy isn’t about drilling
more wells or building more pipelines. It is about developing and
owning the technologies that will define the 21st century. China is
racing ahead in clean energy production. If we slow down now, we
risk ceding American leadership in the very industries that will
power the global economy.

We are at a crossroads. We can cling to the fossil-fueled past and
call it dominance, or we can invest in the clean, modern, resilient
energy system our future demands. This is our moment to lead, not
more of the same polluting, uneconomic systems, but in wind,
solar, batteries, high-voltage transmission lines that will serve as
the backbone of a resilient modern grid and American innovation.

Let’s build an America where no family is left in the dark during
a storm, where no family has to live next to a facility that spews
pollution or send their children to school where they go outside and
struggle to breathe. Instead, let’s continue to build an America
where electricity is cheap, clean, home-grown, where we are not
only energy independent, but clean energy dominant.

Thank you. I look forward to your questions.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD TO MS. MEGAN GIBSON, SENIOR ATTORNEY,
SOUTHERN ENVIRONMENTAL LAW CENTER

Questions Submitted by Representative Dexter

Question 1. During the hearing, Dr. Dayaratna claimed that even a full transition
to renewables would result in only a 0.2°C decrease in global temperatures—
suggesting this isn’t worth the cost. But isn’t 0.2°C in fact significant in climate
terms? Can you expand on the climate stakes of even seemingly small global tempera-
ture changes, and how the IPCC frames those figures?

Answer. Our country’s economy and public health have much to gain from climate
action within our own borders, even if the impact on the global temperature change
seems deceptively slight. Research from Duke University, NASA, and Columbia
University has shown that even if the U.S. acts alone in reducing emissions, this
would still avoid tens of thousands of premature deaths caused by air pollution and
heat exposure each year—adding up to millions of avoided premature deaths over
the next 50 years. (Schindell et al., 2021, Temporal and spatial distribution of
health, labor, and crop benefits of climate change mitigation in the United States,
PNAS, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2104061118) With global action to keep warming
under 2°C, things get even better. In this scenario the United States would see 4.5
million fewer premature deaths, 1.4 million fewer hospitalizations and emergency
room visits, 300 million fewer lost workdays, 1.7 million fewer incidences of demen-
tia, and 440 million tons fewer of crop losses over the next 50 years. But even if
you just consider the benefits from the U.S. decarbonizing the energy sector, the
country still realizes two-thirds of the benefits it would see under a global
decarbonization. Looking at a shorter timeline, serious emissions reductions in the
US could reduce air pollution deaths by 40% within just a decade. (Schindell et al.,
2021).

Moreover, even adopting Dr. Dayaratna’s generous assumptions, a few tenths of
a degree of global warming can carry profound consequences. The preeminent body
of climate science, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, makes clear
that every increment of warming intensifies multiple hazards and risks (IPCC,
2023: Climate Change 2023: Synthesis Report. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change [Core Writing Team, H. Lee and J. Romero (eds.)]l. IPCC, doi:10.59327/
IPCC/AR6-9789291691647). What might sound like a “small” 0.2°C difference is
actually quite significant: it can mean substantially more frequent and severe
heatwaves, heavier downpours, and other extreme events. For example, limiting
warming to 1.5°C instead of 1.7°C or 1.8°C could avoid exposing millions more
people to life-threatening heat. The IPCC emphasizes that risks are higher at 1.5°C
than they are today, and increase further at 2°C (IPCC AR6 Synthesis Report,
2023)—so an additional few tenths of a degree translates into markedly more
significant damage to lives, infrastructure, and ecosystems. In climate science terms,
0.2°C can be the difference between manageable impacts and truly dangerous ones.

Question 2. You testified that “American energy dominance” should be measured
by abundance, affordability, and energy security for all. Can you elaborate on what
that vision looks like in practice—particularly the role of high-voltage transmission
and renewables in securing long-term U.S. energy leadership?

Answer. True American energy dominance isn’t about drilling or burning more
fossil fuels—it’s about ensuring abundant, affordable, and secure energy for every
American through clean, modern resources. In practice, this means aggressively
expanding renewable energy sources like solar and wind (along with battery
storage) and building the high-voltage transmission infrastructure needed to deliver
that clean power where it is needed. Renewables are already demonstrating their
value: in 2024, over 90% of new utility-scale electric capacity added in the U.S. came
from solar, wind, and batteries and are projected to do the same in 2025. (https:/
www.npr.org/2025/03/12/nx-s1-5319056/trump-clean-energy-electricity-climate-
change, 2024 percentages calculated from figures in the article). This rapid growth
in clean energy is driving down costs for consumers and improving grid reliability.
We'’re seeing local economies benefit from new clean energy jobs, which grew at a
rate of 4.9% or more than twice the rate of the overall U.S. labor market (2%)
(https://www.energy.gov/policy/us-energy-employment-jobs-report-useer; see also
https://www.forbes.com/sites/energyinnovation/2024/06/25/americas-clean-energy-
jobs-boom-313000-new-jobs-and-counting/) and households benefit from lower elec-
tricity bills due to the fuel-free, stable cost of renewables. (See Direct Testimony and
Exhibits of Ronald J. Binz on behalf of Southern Alliance for Clean Energy, Docket
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No. E-2, Sub 1292, at 6:14 (Aug. 24, 2022) (discussing inherent volatility of gas
markets)).

However, unlocking the full potential of these resources requires a robust
transmission network. High-voltage transmission lines are the backbone of any
American Energy Dominant future—they enable us to connect the richest solar and
wind areas, often located in remote regions, to cities and communities that need
reliable, affordable power. (See generally Ted Boling et al., Niskanen Ctr., Evidence-
Based Recommendations for Overcoming Barriers to Federal Transmission Permit-
ting (Apr. 2024), https://www.niskanencenter.org/evidence-based-recommendations-
for-overcoming-barriers-to-federal-transmission-permitting/; see also Eric Larson et
al., Net-Zero America: Potential Pathways, Infrastructure, and Impacts 27-29 (Dec.
2020), https:/netzeroamerica.princeton.edu/img/Princeton NZA Interim Report 15
Dec 2020 FINAL.pdf (estimating increase in transmission capacity two to five times
that of 2020 levels would be needed to reach zero emissions)). By investing in mod-
ernizing and expanding the grid, we can transport inexpensive clean electricity
across regions, enhancing reliability and preventing bottlenecks. Studies show that
we may need to triple or quadruple our transmission capacity to meet rising de-
mand and fully tap into renewable energy. Id.

Achieving this means streamlining the planning and permitting of high-voltage,
interstate lines, while maintaining community and environmental safeguards. It
also means the continued use, development, and support of federal tools like the
Department of Energy’s new coordinated permitting program to expedite critical
transmission projects of national significance. (Coordination of Federal Authoriza-
tions for Electric Transmission Facilities Final Rule, 89 Fed. Reg. 35,312, 35,313
(May 1, 2024)). In practice, renewed support on and federal resources dedicated to
interstate transmission capacity development would help tie together America’s vast
clean and affordable resources into one resilient, reliable network. The result would
be an energy system wherein no matter the season or region, Americans would have
stable, resilient, low-cost power—and the United States leading the world in deploy-
ing the most modern grid of the 21st century. This is the true and achievable vision
of American energy dominance: a country powered by homegrown renewables, linked
by strong transmission highways, delivering affordable and reliable electricity for all.

Question 3. Some witnesses suggested renewables cannot support reliable baseload
power. But your testimony highlighted how renewables combined with battery storage
kept the lights on in Texas during a record heat wave. Can you expand on how solar,
wind, and storage—particularly when paired with demand response and regional
transmission—can provide dispatchable, firm power?

Answer. Real-world evidence shows that solar and wind, when complemented by
tools like battery storage, demand response, and regional transfers of power, can
absolutely provide reliable electricity. Texas offers a compelling example. In 2024,
during a blistering record heat wave, Texas’s grid hit its highest demand ever (over
86,000 MWs). Far from faltering, renewable energy helped meet that peak demand
and keep the lights on. Solar farms provided roughly a quarter of the record demand
with 21,000 MWs and utility-scale batteries contributed nearly 4,000 MWs. (https:/
gridlab.org/solar-storage-saved-the-hot-day/). These clean resources performed
exactly when needed, effectively acting as dispatchable power sources.

The reliability of renewables is further enhanced by geographic diversity and
strong transmission links within and between regions. Wind and solar output vary,
but they don’t vary uniformly across wide regions—so regional transmission allows
excess renewable power in one area to be sent to support other areas, smoothing
out local fluctuations. See Dept. of Energy, National Transmission Needs Study, 54—
55 (Oct. 2023): https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2023-12/
National%20Transmission%20Needs%20Study%20-%20Final 2023.12.1.pdf
(“IV]arious study findings demonstrate transmission can serve to accommodate
increased [Variable Energy Resource] integration and increase system reliability in
response to future changes in the generation mix.”). Coupling renewable generation
with demand response (programs that incentivize customers to reduce or shift usage
at peak times) and storage can effectively manage peaks and valleys in demand.

It’s also worth noting that traditional fossil plants can and do fail in extreme
conditions. For example, natural gas and coal plants were offline in large numbers
during recent winter storms due to planned outages, fuel shortages, and frozen
equipment. See, e.g., Fed. Energy Reg. Comm’n & N. Am. Elec. Reliability Corp.,
Inquiry into Bulk-Power System Operations During December 2022 Winter Storm
Elliott: FERC, NERC and Regional Entity Staff Report, 17 (Oct. 2023), https://
www.ferc.gov/media/winter-storm-elliott-report-inquiry-bulk-power-system-
operations-during-december-2022 (showing that gas units accounted for 63% and
coal accounted for 23% of the total unavailable MW during Winter Storm Elliott).
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By contrast, wind turbines and solar panels are not fuel-limited and can provide
essential power during extreme weather events. Last year, during the aftermath of
Hurricane Helene, Duke Energy used a microgrid powered by solar and storage to
keep the lights on in the town of Hot Springs, North Carolina. (https:/
www.newsobserver.com/news/politics-government/article294532699.html). Like Duke
Energy was able to do after Helene, grid operators across the country are learning
to treat portfolios of renewables plus storage as reliable, dispatchable resources.
Battery storage ensures that electricity generated by renewables can be stored or
dispatched when it is needed most. In short, when integrated thoughtfully,
renewables, storage, and demand-side measures can supply firm power during the
very grid emergencies that matter most.

Question 4. Several witnesses emphasized how quickly gas infrastructure can be
deployed to meet surging demand. But you mentioned that wind, solar, and battery
storage are now the fastest-to-deploy forms of energy. Can you explain how quickly
utility-scale renewables and storage can be brought online, and how that compares
to fossil fuel infrastructure timelines?

Answer. Renewable energy projects can be built and scaled up often faster than
large fossil fuel projects. Utility-scale solar farms, for instance, commonly go from
planning to operation in three to five years, depending on permitting and inter-
connection  times  (https:/seia.org/initiatives/land-use-solar-development/). In
contrast, large new natural gas power plants now take over five years to develop
(Slide 7, https://www.investor.nexteraenergy.com//media/Files/N/NEE-IR/news-and-
events/events-and-presentations/2025/2025%20March%20Investor%20Deck.pdf). In
2024, over 90% of all new utility-scale electric capacity built in the U.S. was solar,
wind, or battery storage. (See https:/www.npr.org/2025/03/12/nx-s1-5319056/trump-
clean-energy-electricity-climate-change). We are adding clean energy capacity at a
record pace in large part because these projects are quicker to deploy. None of this
is to say there aren’t challenges for quickly deploying clean energy resources. Trans-
mission upgrades, for example, are needed to support the continued deployment of
renewable energy, especially in areas where the electricity grid is currently con-
strained, but on balance, clean energy infrastructure is outpacing fossil fuel infra-
structure in deployment speed. That agility is a key advantage as we strive to meet
surging electricity demand and replace retiring older plants.

Question 5. In response to one of my questions, you questioned the accuracy of
economic projections used to justify expanded oil and gas leasing. Can you elaborate
on how such projections—like those assuming massive Arctic lease revenues—have
failed in the past, and what a more realistic modeling approach would consider?

Answer. Yes—too often we’ve heard rosy projections for fossil fuel leasing that
simply don’t pan out in reality. A glaring example is the plan to lease the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR) for oil drilling. As recently as January 2025, a
congressionally mandated lease sale in ANWR drew no bids. (US Department of In-
terior, January 8, 2025, https://www.doi.gov/pressreleases/arctic-refuge-lease-sale-
yields-no-interest)

This result is part of a longstanding pattern of overly optimistic leasing projec-
tions. Back in 2017, proponents advertised that Arctic drilling would generate over
$1 billion in federal revenue (a figure used to justify budget savings). But when the
first lease sale was finally held, the result was abysmal: it brought in a mere ~$15
million—barely a penny on the dollar of the promise—and most of the bids came
from a state agency, with virtually no interest from major oil companies. Subse-
quent lease sales saw zero bids offered at all. In other words, the market signaled
that this remote, sensitive area simply isn’t the bonanza that political calculations
had assumed. The nonpartisan Taxpayers for Common Sense later analyzed the
situation and estimated that future Arctic Refuge lease rounds might only generate
$3 to $30 million—a small return, especially when weighed against the
environmental and cultural costs.

This pattern—of overly optimistic projections failing to materialize—underscores
the need for realistic modeling in our energy decisions. Past economic justifications
often ignored key factors such as shifting market trends, the high cost of developing
frontier oil fields, and legal or community opposition.

In short, good policymaking requires “looking before we leap” with credible, sober
economic forecasts. We've seen what happens when we rely on wishful numbers:
public lands are put at risk for promises that never materialize. Going forward, we
need rigorous analyses vetted by independent experts (including looking at low-
demand scenarios and a credible metric or methodology to measure climate and
carbon emissions impacts), so that we don’t bank on fool’s gold. Our public lands
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and waters should be managed based on sound economics and stewardship, not on
industry-fueled mirages.

Question 6. The Trump administration and our Republican colleagues have
suggested that the weakening of critical protections enshrined in NEPA is a
prerequisite for responding to the so-called “energy emergency”. Can you speak to the
direct impacts that frontline communities will experience if NEPA’s fundamental
provisions are gutted in the interest of fast-tracking fossil fuel projects?

Answer. The idea that NEPA—the National Environmental Policy Act—is stand-
ing in the way of energy projects is a common misconception not supported by
empirical evidence. Studies of permitting delays have consistently found that delays
attributed to NEPA are usually caused by external factors such as funding interrup-
tions, understaffing, insufficient information from applicants, and compliance with
other laws. (See, e.g., Cong. Rsch. Serv., The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA): Background and Implementation 25-26 (2011); John Ruple, Jamie Pleune,
& Erik Heiny, Evidence-Based Recommendations for Improving National Environ-
mental Policy Act Implementation, 47(S) Columbia J. Env’t. L. 273, 350 (2022),
https://journals.library.columbia.edu/index.php/cjel/article/view/9479/4840; David E.
Adelman, Permitting Reform’s False Choice, 51 Ecology L. Q., (2024)). As stated by
Professor Jamie Pleune, “These findings demonstrate that the choice between speed
and environmental standards is a false dilemma. Each of the true sources of delay
can be addressed without compromising environmental standards that protect safe,
healthy, and clean communities.” (Jamie Pleune, Roosevelt Inst., Choosing Between
Environmental Standards and a Rapid Transition to Renewable Energy Is a False
Dilemma 11-14 (2023) (discussing studies finding that permitting delays “can be
summarized as: (1) agency capacity, (2) delays attributable to the operator, and (3)
permitting coordination”)). Moreover, simplistic calls to abandon environmental
review not only risk ecological and community harm; they can also backfire by
generating litigation and distrust, thereby prolonging project timelines.

Gutting NEPA would not necessarily expedite energy projects, but it would
directly harm frontline communities by stripping away their primary tool for
awareness, input, and mitigation of harms. NEPA is one of the most important—
and often only—tools available that gives communities (especially those historically
marginalized) a voice in proposed federal projects that if approved would signifi-
cantly and adversely impact communities’ lives, health, livelithoods, economy, and
environment. (Congressional Research Service, The National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA): Background and Implementation (Jan. 10, 2011) at 1). If its provisions
continue to be actively weakened, projects like pipelines, refineries, or export termi-
nals will rush forward without robust environmental review or public engagement.
For a community at the fenceline of a proposed fossil fuel project, that will likely
mean no meaningful consideration or even warning of how construction and
operation of a project will worsen their children and parent’s asthma, impact their
multi-generational fishing business, or how a pipeline route might raise the risk of
spills in or poisoning of their drinking water source. (See Alexandra B. Klass &
Matthew Appel, The Law of Energy Abundance, N.C. L. REV. 2, 28 (“NEPA’s
procedural protections continue to serve as an important check on fossil fuel projects
that, if built, will contribute to climate change and harm human health and the
environment.”).

Contrary to what advocates of “permitting reform” suggest, NEPA is not a
permitting statute. Its “fundamental provisions” include requirements to study a
project’s environmental impacts, consider alternatives, and solicit public comments.
In practical terms, weakening NEPA could result in agencies ignoring cumulative
impacts and climate effects. For example, if a new gas plant is proposed in an area
already suffering from high pollution, NEPA is what forces the government to con-
sider that cumulative pollution load. Rolling these provisions back would mean more
pollution and hazards being imposed on communities without their knowledge or
consideration of the “big picture” harm to public health, water, air, and climate.

Destroying NEPA would turn back the clock to a time when highways were
plowed through dense city neighborhoods and factories sited next to homes, schools,
or rivers with no public say. Public input and environmental review are not red
tape; they are lifelines. Affected communities are in the best position to identify
impacts and suggest alternative approaches. When NEPA review is executed and
supported properly, it can improve and help streamline the development of projects,
and lead to the identification and development of alternatives that are safer or less
damaging. (See Letter from SELC to White House Council on Environmental
Quality (Sept. 29, 2023), available at https:/www.regulations.gov/comment/CEQ-
2023-0003-30199). If NEPA is gutted to fast-track fossil fuels, we risk sacrificing the
health and safety of American communities throughout the nation. We also risk
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sowing chaos, confusion, and creating a void of guidance on how to responsibly and
reasonably conduct necessary environmental reviews of proposed projects. In other
words, we will fail to “look before we leap.”

Question 7. The “permitting reform” being advanced by our colleagues across the
aisle seeks to cut opportunities for public input in the NEPA review process. To what
extent would these changes to NEPA affect the federal government’s ability to
meaningfully engage with the communities and landowners affected by energy
development projects?

Answer. Drastically curtailing public input under NEPA would gravely undermine
the federal government’s ability to engage with, learn from, and earn trust in
communities potentially affected by energy projects. NEPA is the cornerstone of
public engagement for federal actions—it requires agencies to inform the public of
potential environmental impacts and to invite public comment and participation
before decisions are made. (Congressional Research Service, The National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA): Background and Implementation (Jan. 10, 2011)
at 1).

Many “permitting reform” bills would reduce those opportunities by establishing
timelines that would make meaningful public engagement impossible, further reduc-
ing the number of projects that would trigger NEPA’s transparency requirements,
and prohibiting affected communities from enforcing their rights. The result is that
communities and landowners would be largely left in the dark, with no ability to
participate in government decisions that affect them. This loss of engagement is not
just anti-democratic; it’s counterproductive. When agencies bypass meaningful
dialogue with the public, they miss local knowledge that can improve project design,
mitigate harms, and they foster resentment. Affected residents who are and/or feel
ignored are more likely to resort to courtroom battles or outright opposition. In
contrast, when communities are heard and their input incorporated, projects often
proceed more smoothly.

In fact, there is evidence that public engagement is an effective method o expedite
projects by reducing project delays caused by local resistance. (See Wyatt G.
Sassman, Community Empowerment in Decarbonization: NEPA’s Role, 96 WASH.
L. REV. 1511, 1562 (2021)) This is supported by a recent study from the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology that analyzed renewable energy and transmission
projects that have been delayed or stopped in recent years. Researchers concluded
that incorporating diverse perspectives early in the planning process would save
time and money, as projects could face months of delay when the affected
community feels “left out or disregarded.” (David E. Adelman, Permitting Reform’s
False Choice, 51 ECOLOGY L. Q. 129, 162 (2024))

By cutting public input, these NEPA changes would essentially tell communities
that their concerns don’t matter. Landowners might not get a chance to voice how
a transmission line or pipeline could affect their farm or drinking water, or to
suggest a less-damaging alternative route. This not only erodes trust in government,
it also increases the risk of agencies making uninformed and harmful decisions.
Engagement through NEPA often brings to light creative solutions or compromise,
and siting adjustments that reduce harm. Losing that means losing the chance to
identify and mitigate issues upfront. SELC staff have seen firsthand that when
developers and agencies take the time to sit at the table with locals—listening to
how a project could provide community benefits or be adjusted to avoid a church
or a school—the outcomes are better for everyone. NEPA is the framework that
makes many of those conversations happen. If reforms shut people and communities
out, federal agencies could revert to a one-way decision—making process, which is
likely to breed bad outcomes, the buildout of harmful and ill-informed projects, and
conflict. In summary, slashing public input from NEPA would severely impair the
government’s ability to work with the very communities proposed energy projects
impact, leading to greater frustration, less equitable outcomes, and potentially even
delays and litigation that smart and targeted permitting reform should seek to
avoid. (See, e.g., John Ruple & Heather Tanana, Debunking the Myths Behind the
NEPA Review Process, Natural Resources & Environment Vol. 35 No. 1 (2020) (not-
ing that measures like page and time limits make it harder for agencies to satisfy
NEPA’s requirements, leading to increased litigation-related delays)) Meaningful
engagement isn’t a box to be checked; it’s how we build projects that endure and
benefit all stakeholders.

Question 8. The impacts of fossil fuels on public health also demand that we
pursue a just transition to clean, renewable energy. Can you speak to how continuing
to prop up the oil and gas industry in the name of American energy dominance will
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increase risks to public health and affect the well-being of communities across the
country?

Answer. Propping up oil, gas, and coal in the long term will increase risks to
public health and affect the well-being of communities nationwide. Burning fossil
fuels releases a number of harmful pollutants that we know cause disease and
premature death. For example, emissions from coal—fired power plants include
sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides (which contribute to smog and respiratory
illnesses), particulate matter (which leads to asthma, lung disease, and heart
attacks), and mercury and other heavy metals (which cause neurological and
developmental damage). (https:/www.eia.gov/energyexplained/coal/coal-and-the-
environment.php#:~:text=Emissions%20from%20burning%20coal,
when%20power%20plants% 20burn%20coal). These pollutants have real and dev-
astating health impacts. Indeed, research indicates that pollution from aging coal
plants alone is responsible for countless premature deaths and hospitalizations each
year. (How Uneconomic Coal Plants Hurt our Health—and Drive Up Healthcare
Costs—RMI). Those are mothers, fathers, and children whose lives are cut short or
altered by preventable pollution. Continuing to rely on and subsidize these dirty en-
ergy sources means prolonging this public health burden.

The health toll falls disproportionately on certain communities—often low-income
neighborhoods or communities of color located near power plants, refineries, high-
ways, or oil and gas drilling sites. (https:/cdn.catf.us/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/
19170229/community-health-impacts-air-pollution.pdf at 6.). By contrast, a transi-
tion to clean energy means cleaner air and better health outcomes. Every fossil
plant retired and replaced with wind, solar, or energy efficiency directly translates
into fewer asthma attacks and heart emergencies. (https:/doi.org/10.1016/
j-crsus.2024.100105).

There’s also the climate angle: sticking with fossil fuels worsens climate change,
which is itself a public health threat multiplier. Extreme heat waves, made more
frequent by climate change, cause heat stroke and death; intensified wildfires choke
our air with smoke; and expanded ranges of disease-carrying insects threaten new
outbreaks. (https:/nca2023.globalchange.gov/chapter/15/). This means that doubling
down on fossil fuels in the name of “dominance” will boomerang back as higher
healthcare costs and graver health crises for Americans. Pursuing a just transition
to renewables isn’t just about economics or climate—it’s about an affirmative public
health strategy. We have an opportunity to alleviate asthma in kids, reduce cancer
risks, and ensure cleaner water and air for all. I've met residents living in the shad-
ow of petrochemical complexes who yearn for relief for their families from constant
emissions. Their and our collective well-being will only improve when we curb our
dependence on these polluting industries. In sum, clinging to fossil fuels undercuts
American health and prosperity—it imposes very real, very costly health burdens
on our people—whereas shifting to clean energy will yield cleaner air, longer lives,
and healthier communities across the country.

Question 9. How have the Trump administration’s actions affected the efficiency of
permitting?

Answer. Despite claims that the first Trump administration “streamlined”
permitting, many of its actions did not substantially improve—and in some cases
hindered—the efficiency of federal permitting processes. The Trump administration
rolled back portions of NEPA and other environmental reviews, aiming to speed up
project approvals by cutting analysis and public input. In practice, this approach
created uncertainty and litigation risk, and it ignored the real bottleneck: under-
resourced and under-staffed agencies. It’s telling that the most significant
improvement in permitting timelines in recent memory came not from gutting rules,
but from increasing agency capacity. For instance, during the late 2010s, additional
funding and staffing for environmental review offices helped shorten the median
time to complete Environmental Impact Statements from 3.6 years to 2.2 years.
(COUNCIL ON ENV'T QUALITY, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
TIMELINES (2010-2024) 3 (Jan. 13, 2025), https:/ceq.doe.gov/docs/nepa-practice/
CEQ _EIS Timeline Report 2025-1-13.pdf). That was achieved under the existing
NEPA framework by making the process work better, not by dismantling it.

The Trump administration’s sweeping 2020 NEPA rule changes—which, among
other things, tried to eliminate consideration of cumulative impacts like climate
change—led to confusion and did not markedly speed up approvals or construction.
Instead, they prompted legal challenges that actually threaten delay. Moreover,
sidelining public input and thorough analysis tends to spur more public opposition
down the line. If anything, previous attempts at ‘permitting reform’ traded short-
term paper cuts for longer-term conflict, confusion, and uncertainty. A smarter
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approach is what we were moving toward: retaining robust reviews but coordinating
them more efficiently among agencies, and dedicating more resources to hire experts
and use modern technology to process review of proposed projects faster. In short,
many of the proposed “shortcuts” to environmental review will simply not solve the
core issues. The efficiency of permitting is ultimately improved by rolling up our
sleeves and investing in the permitting system—updating outdated procedures, hir-
ing more staff, and leveraging existing tools such as programmatic reviews—rather
than by weakening environmental safeguards. As the CEQ’s January 2025 reports
shows, when agencies have what they need to do their jobs, reviews can be done
on time without sacrificing quality or community trust.

The current Trump administration’s efforts to revoke and dismantle NEPA, begin-
ning with an executive order rescinding the Council on Environmental Quality’s
(“CEQ’s”) centralized authority to promulgate NEPA regulations that are binding on
all federal agencies, will exacerbate the problems created during his first adminis-
tration. (See Exec. Order No. 14,154, Unleashing American Energy, 90 Fed. Reg.
8,353, 8,355 (Jan. 20, 2025)). Until President Trump’s second term, every president
had used CEQ regulations to ensure that federal agencies “use all practicable
means . . . to improve and coordinate Federal plans, functions, programs, and
resources . . .”” (Edward Boling, et al., CEQ Regulations Replaced by Guidance for
a Year of Living in Uncertainty, PERKINS COIE (Feb. 20, 2025) (citing 42 U.S.C.
§4331(b)),  https:/perkinscoie.com/insights/blog/ceq-regulations-replaced-guidance-
year-living-uncertainty (last visited Mar. 28, 2025). As experts at Perkins Coie
acutely observed, CEQ has undercut the long-established interagency framework
created by the NEPA regulations that applied to all federal agencies. Ironically, the
rescinding of CEQ’s authority is contrary to the Executive Order’s prioritization of
increasing “efficiency and certainty” in the NEPA process.. (Edward Boling, et al.,
CEQ Regulations Replaced by Guidance for a Year of Living in Uncertainty,
PERKINS COIE (Feb. 20, 2025) (emphasis added), https:/perkinscoie.com/insights/
blog/ceq-regulations-replaced-guidance-year-living-uncertainty (last visited Mar. 28,
2025).

Question 10. It is abundantly clear that the United States will be taking a step
backward if we acquiesce to the President’s declaration of an energy emergency and
double down on fossil fuels. Ms. Gibson, your work has focused extensively on cutting
our nation’s reliance on fossil fuels. Can you give some examples of how the
communities you've interacted with have benefited from regional clean energy
initiatives?

Answer. Across the Southeast, we've seen communities reap tangible benefits from
clean energy programs—often implemented at the state or regional level—that not
only cut pollution but also save people money and create local jobs. One standout
example is Virginia’s participation in the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative
(RGGI), a multi-state carbon trading program. Since joining RGGI, Virginia has
been investing the proceeds from carbon allowance auctions into community
programs. Over the past few years, tens of millions of dollars have flowed into the
state’s Community Flood Preparedness Fund and low-income energy efficiency
programs. (Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation, Community Flood
Preparedness Fund Grant, September 2024, https:/www.dcr.virginia.gov/dam-
safety-and-floodplains/dsfpm-cfpf) What does that mean on the ground? It means
coastal towns are receiving grants to build flood protections, improve stormwater in-
frastructure, or restore wetlands to better protect against recurrent flooding. It
means many economically disadvantaged Virginians are getting their homes weath-
erized—adding insulation, replacing leaky windows, upgrading old HVAC systems—
which lowers their electricity bills and makes their homes healthier and more com-
fortable. We've spoken with families who, thanks to these RGGI-funded upgrades,
saw their utility bills drop and no longer have to choose between heating their home
and other necessities in winter. These are direct, everyday improvements in quality
of life coming from a “regional” clean energy/climate initiative.

Other examples come from programs promoting solar energy adoption in schools
and city buildings through innovative financing (sometimes enabled by state legisla-
tion). These programs are saving taxpayer money previously spent on energy costs
that can be reallocated to public services. In South Carolina, after advocacy by
SELC and others, the state removed caps on solar leasing, which opened the door
for more churches and community centers to go solar with no upfront cost (South
Carolina unanimously passes solar bill to lift 2% net metering cap / Utility Dive).
These initiatives prove that clean energy isn’t just an abstract goal; it’s delivering
real economic and social benefits at the local level. Perhaps most importantly, they
empower communities.
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Whether it’s a town using RGGI funds to fix long-standing drainage issues, or a
churches and community groups adopting solar, people are seeing that solutions like
efficiency and renewables can address everyday problems—high bills, flooding,
pollution—in ways that fossil fuels never did. That is energy progress worth
celebrating and expanding.

Question 11. The fossil fuel industry is the major driver behind the climate crisis,
and climate change in turn is intensifying natural disasters by increasing the
frequency and severity of extreme weather events. Can you speak to the role that
renewables can play in bolstering community energy resilience and supporting
critical local infrastructure after such disasters?

Answer. Renewables are already proving their value as a resilience tool for
communities hit by extreme weather. An energy system built around distributed
solar panels, battery storage, and microgrids can bounce back faster from disasters
and even keep critical services running during a crisis, compared to a system
dependent on centralized fossil fuel power. (Xu et al., 2024, Resilience of renewable
power systems under climate risks, Nature Reviews electrical engineering, https:/
doi.org/10.1038/s44287-023-00003-8).

We have seen this firsthand in Western North Carolina: after Hurricane Helene
caused widespread power outages in the mountains, solar power came to the rescue.
Local organizations, partnering with the nonprofit Footprint Project, deployed 45
portable solar panel and battery systems to communities that were cut off from the
grid. (Microgrid Knowledge, 2024, After Hurricane Helene Pop-Up Microgrids
Powered Medical Clinics, Water Generators, Communications Equipment, and Other
Critical Resources, https://www.microgridknowledge.com/microgrids/critical-services/
article/55236920/after-hurricane-helene-pop-up-microgrids-powered-medical-clinics-
water-generators-communications-equipment-and-other-critical-resources). These
solar-battery units provided essential electricity for charging phones, running
medical devices, and powering community centers, all without needing a drop of
fuel. During the same storm, Duke Energy’s microgrid in Hot Springs, NC—which
consists of a solar array and battery bank—kicked on when the main grid went
down. It was able to power critical services downtown both day and night in the
hurricane’s aftermath. This is a concrete example of renewables supporting critical
local infrastructure: a small-town pharmacy could stay open and the fire station had
power, thanks to a resilient clean energy system. (https:/www.canarymedia.com/
articles/distributed-energy-resources/hurricane-helene-underscores-need-for-more-
solar-battery-microgrids).

Communities are also pairing solar with critical facilities: some hospitals in
Florida have solar+storage microgrids so that even if a hurricane knocks out the
wider grid for days, the ICU and emergency rooms stay powered. After Superstorm
Sandy, some New Jersey towns invested in solar-powered emergency shelters. All
of this adds up to a new vision of resilience: one where local renewable energy
resources provide a lifeline in disasters, ensuring that shelters have lights, medical
equipment can operate, cell towers stay online, and water treatment plants keep
operating when the larger grid is down. As climate change brings stronger storms
and more punishing heat waves, this kind of resilience is not a luxury—it’s essen-
tial. Renewables, combined with batteries and smart grid management, are giving
communities the tools to weather the storm and recover faster. In sum, clean energy
isn’t just about reducing emissions; it’s a cornerstone of disaster resilience strategy,
keeping communities safer when the unthinkable happens.

Question 12. What evidence do we have that renewables lead to lower energy prices
for consumers?

Answer. We have robust evidence from across the country that scaling up renew-
ables translates into savings on consumers’ energy bills. In fact, 19 of the 24 states
where renewables contribute more than 10% of the electricity generated in the state
have lower electricity bills than the U.S. average. (Slide 10, https:/
www.investor.nexteraenergy.com/~/media/Files/N/NEE-IR/news-and-events/events-
and-presentations/2025/2025%20March%20Investor%20Deck.pdf). One key reason is
that wind and solar have no fuel costs. When renewables supply more of the
electricity on the grid, they displace generation from more expensive resources, like
electricity generated by coal. This generally drives down the wholesale price of
power.

Another way renewables save consumers money is by insulating them from
volatile fuel markets. We've seen how spikes in natural gas prices (due to
geopolitical events or supply constraints) can lead to sudden hikes in electricity
rates or heating bills. By contrast, if your utility gets a large share of its energy
from solar, wind, or hydropower, your bill is less exposed to those fossil fuel price



23

swings. For example, in 2022, gas price volatility caused Duke Energy Carolinas to
incur nearly $1 billion more in fuel costs than it had forecast. (https:/apnews.com/
article/duke-energy-utility-power-bills-north-carolina-
2aa0bd1e246¢32a36090b5a523038128) Diversifying with more renewables is like a
hedge that protects customers from such shocks.

Question 13. How would reducing U.S. investments in our clean energy sector be
detrimental to the U.S. economy?

Answer. Pulling back on clean energy investments now would be economically
shortsighted and detrimental on multiple fronts. It would mean jeopardizing the
tremendous job growth and industrial development that is currently underway.
Recent federal investments and incentives for clean energy technologies have
spurred a manufacturing renaissance. For example, states like North Carolina,
Georgia, and Tennessee are landing major solar panel and battery plants, creating
thousands of good-paying jobs. If we cut those investments, we’d stall these projects
and likely send those jobs overseas. (https:/climatepower.us/wp-content/uploads/
2025/01/January-2025-Clean-Energy-Boom-Report.pdf). According to a recent report
by the think tank Energy Innovation, repealing the tax credits in the IRA would
decrease gross domestic product by $180 billion by 2030 and $250 billion by 2050,
largely driven by fewer clean energy manufacturing and construction projects.
(Energy Innovation, How Repealing the Inflation Reduction Act Would Harm the
Economy, https:/energyinnovation.org/wp-content/uploads/IRA-Rollback.pdf)

Second, reducing clean energy investment would undercut our economic
competitiveness. If U.S. companies aren’t supported to innovate and lead in clean
energy, companies in Europe or Asia will capture those export markets. That would
be a blow to our future trade balance and influence as countries around the globe
continue to aggressively invest and develop these technologies (https:/
carnegieendowment.org/research/2025/02/how-the-us-can-stop-losing-the-race-for-
clean-energy?lang=en).

Question 14. What will it take for America to achieve real energy leadership, and
is it possible to outpace China, Europe, and India in clean energy production?

Answer. Achieving genuine U.S. energy leadership in the 21st century will require
an unwavering commitment to building our clean energy capacity and innovation.
The good news is that we have the resources and know-how to outpace other
nations—if we choose to prioritize and invest accordingly. It will take a concerted
effort on multiple fronts including consistent and politically durable federal
incentives for domestic manufacturing of clean technologies, funding cutting—edge
R&D (for example, advanced batteries, grid modernization, and next-gen renew-
ables), and implementing smart policies that drive deployment of clean energy at
scale (How the U.S. Can Stop Losing the Race for Clean Energy/Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace). We also need to cultivate a skilled workforce
for these industries, which means job training programs and strong labor standards
so that clean energy jobs are high-quality jobs.

While it may be possible to outpace other international leaders in clean energy,
the window for success is narrow and the urgency is high. America still has un-
matched strengths—world-class research institutions, entrepreneurial companies,
vast renewable energy resources, and now a suite of supportive policies (like the
Inflation Reduction Act). We're already seeing the payoff such as onshoring some
solar panel production and ramping up battery factories at an unprecedented rate
(https:/climatepower.us/wp-content/uploads/2025/01/January-2025-Clean-Energy-
Boom-Report.pdf). Sustaining and expanding this progress will take consistent, bold
policy support, and public-private coordination over the next decade. Otherwise, we
may find ourselves permanently importing technologies invented elsewhere.

Question 15. How can expanding renewable energy in disaster-prone areas reduce
dependence on fragile fuel supply chains that can be disrupted by storms, wildfires,
or other disasters?

Answer. Disasters like hurricanes, wildfires, and winter storms often wreak havoc
on traditional fuel supply chains—they knock out pipelines, flood coal rail lines, and
disrupt the delivery of diesel for generators. By expanding renewable energy in
regions vulnerable to disasters, we make communities less dependent on brittle fos-
sil fuel logistics and more self-reliant (See Galvan et al., 2020, Networked
microgrids with rooftop solar PV and battery energy storage to improve
distribution grids resilience to natural disasters, Internat. Journal of Elect.
Power and Energy Systems, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijepes.2020.106239). Renewable
energy systems (especially paired with storage) can operate independently of contin-
uous fuel supply. For example, a coastal area with solar panels and battery backups
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can power critical facilities even if roads are washed out and fuel trucks can’t get
in for days or weeks. Unlike a gas or coal plant, solar panels won’t have fuel supply
issues in a disaster—the sun comes out after a storm and they start generating, no
supply deliveries needed. Wind turbines are engineered to survive high winds and,
once inspected, can resume spinning to produce power without waiting on a fuel
supply line, whereas a thermal plant might be offline for days due to flood damage
or because supply lines for fuel are disrupted.

Importantly, microgrids and distributed energy systems can island from the grid
during emergencies, which is especially important during extreme weather (See
Hussain et al., 2019, Microgrids as a resilience resource and strategies used by
microgrids for enhancing resilience, Applied Energy, https:/doi.org/10.1016/
j-apenergy.2019.02.055). It’'s a form of energy decentralization: power is generated
near where it’s used, so even if highways or pipelines are compromised, that local
generation can continue. And critically, renewables don’t experience “price shocks”
in disasters, because you don’t have to bid for scarce fuel on an open market. In
a storm’s aftermath, fuel prices can spike or supplies be rationed, but renewables
can still generate reliable electricity at the same low cost as before the storm.

In summary, building more renewables in disaster-prone regions cuts out the
weakest link in energy supply during crises—the fuel. It gives communities a more
resilient, continuous source of power when traditional fuel deliveries are halted.
This makes our overall energy supply chain more robust in the face of increasing
naturzill disasters, ensuring that recovery efforts aren’t bottlenecked by a lack of gas
or coal.

Question 16. What makes renewable energy, particularly solar and wind, a more
reliable option for emergency response efforts after disasters?

Answer. When disaster strikes, solar and wind systems paired with battery
storage offer a nimble and reliable lifeline for emergency response that diesel
generators or grid-tied fossil plants often cannot sustain (Hamideh et al., 2022,
Microgrids and Resilience: A Review, IEEE Access, https:/doi.org/10.1109/
ACCESS.2022.3211511). One reason is that renewables don’t depend on supply lines
that may be broken. After a hurricane or earthquake, transporting fuel can be one
of the toughest challenges—roads may be blocked, and fuel stocks may be limited.
Solar and wind, by contrast, draw energy from the environment (sunlight and wind)
that is available on site. For emergency responders, that means a well-placed solar
microgrid at a shelter, community center, or field hospital can keep operating
indefinitely, as long as there’s sun by day and batteries to carry through the night.
We saw this in Western North Carolina: in the wake of Hurricane Helene,
volunteers brought in mobile solar panel trailers with battery units, and they were
able to provide power to disaster relief sites immediately—without waiting for fuel
deliveries (After Hurricane Helene, Pop-Up Microgrids Powered Medical Clinics,
Water Generators, Communications Equipment and Other Critical Resources/
Microgrid Knowledge). They recharged by day and powered critical devices by night.
This kind of setup is inherently reliable because it has fewer points of failure; as
long as the equipment isn’t physically damaged, it will produce power. A diesel
generator, on the other hand, is just dead weight once it runs out of fuel or if water
contamination ruins its fuel supply.

Another important factor in emergency response is operational reliability. Solar
panels and batteries are very simple to operate—they can often kick on
automatically when the grid goes down. Modern inverters can disconnect from a
failing grid and form a “community island” almost instantaneously. Wind turbines,
if tied into a microgrid, can operate similarly. Renewable systems can be pre-posi-
tioned in disaster-prone areas, and many communities are now installing
solar+battery systems at schools or community centers designated as emergency
shelters. Having these systems already in place means that responders aren’t
scrambling to deploy energy resources when an emergency strikes. And in areas
where renewable microgrids are not already installed, small solar generators can be
airlifted or trucked into disaster zones by relief agencies, providing power where it’s
needed without worrying about ongoing fuel logistics. In Puerto Rico’s recovery, for
example, some of the earliest restored electricity in remote towns came from com-
munity-driven solar microgrids, precisely because they were simpler to get running
than coordinating diesel resupply (See Aros-Vera et al., 2021, Increasing the resil-
ience of critical infrastructure networks through the strategic location of microgrids:
A case study of Hurricane Maria in Puerto Rico, International Journal of Disaster
Risk Reduction, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijdrr.2021.102055).

For emergency response, renewables offer a consistent and quickly deployable
source of power. They ensure that critical operations—communications, medical
care, clean water pumps—can continue in disaster aftermaths, even if fuel logistics
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are cut off. By making power one less thing responders have to worry about
sourcing, solar and wind let them focus on their primary mission of saving lives.
This reliability and self-sufficiency make renewables an invaluable part of modern
emergency planning.

Question 17. Why are increased LNG exports detrimental to American energy
dominance?

Answer. Expanding liquefied natural gas (LNG) exports might sound like an
exercise in U.S. “energy dominance,” but in reality it poses significant risks to
Americans’ energy security and affordability. When we ramp up LNG exports,
among other risks, we tether our domestic natural gas prices to volatile global
markets. U.S. gas prices historically were relatively low and stable, insulated from
international swings. But as more LNG export terminals have come online, domestic
consumers increasingly feel the pinch of global demand spikes. For example, during
the 2021-2022 global gas crunch (exacerbated by Russia’s war in Ukraine), U.S.
natural gas prices soared to their highest in over a decade—driving up home heat-
ing and electricity costs here at home. (Energy commodity prices in 2022 showed
effects of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, U.S. Energy Information Admin.
(Jan. 2, 2023), https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?1d=55059.) In essence,
LNG exports enrich gas companies but leave American families and manufacturers
paying more for energy as our gas gets shipped overseas to the highest bidder. That
undermines the affordability prong of true energy dominance.

Moreover, focusing on LNG exports diverts resources and attention from the long-
term solutions that would genuinely secure our energy future—namely, developing
domestic clean energy. Every dollar and year spent on a new LNG terminal (which
can cost tens of billions and take many years to build) is a dollar and time not spent
on deploying renewables, improving energy efficiency, or modernizing our grid.
Those are the areas where the U.S. can build durable competitive advantage. By
doubling down on exporting fossil gas, we risk locking ourselves into a boom-bust
cycle. Global gas markets are notoriously fickle; today’s high demand can crash to-
morrow. (Purva Jain,Conflict Exposes Natural Gas to Price Volatility, INST. FOR
ENERGY ECON. & FIN. ANALYSIS (Oct. 2024),
https://ieefa.org/sites/default/files/2024-10/IEEFA%20Briefing%20Note
Conflict%20Exposes%20Natural%20Gas%20t0%20Price%20Volatility Oct2024.pdf).
If we over-invest in LNG infrastructure, we could be left with stranded assets if
global demand or prices fall (for instance, due to climate policies abroad or a surge
of LNG supply from other countries). That scenario would hurt U.S. workers and
regions that banked on export growth. Additionally, sending more of our natural gas
overseas can raise domestic supply concerns—during extreme weather events, gas
supply is already strained in parts of the U.S., and export commitments could exac-
erbate shortages. In short, true energy dominance means stable, resilient energy for
Americans, not becoming a resource colony for global markets. By prioritizing clean
energy at home, we shield our citizens from global turbulence and create a more
robust economy. LNG exports, in contrast, largely benefit a narrow sector while put-
ting households and industries at the mercy of international price swings and
geopolitical events. The smarter path to dominance is to lead in the industries of
the future, not to chase short-term profits from exporting a fuel whose era is gradu-
ally sunsetting.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you. The Chair now recognizes Dr.
Dayaratna for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN DAYARATNA, PH.D., ACTING DIRECTOR,
CHIEF STATISTICIAN, AND SENIOR RESEARCH FELLOW,
CENTER FOR DATA ANALYSIS, THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION,
WASHINGTON, D.C.

Dr. DAYARATNA. Chair Collins, Ranking Member Dexter, mem-
bers of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify
about energy policy. My name is Kevin Dayaratna. I am the Acting
Director, Chief Statistician, and the Senior Research Fellow at the
Heritage Foundation Center for Data Analysis. The views I express
in this testimony are my own, and should not be construed as rep-
resenting any official position of the Heritage Foundation.
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Access to affordable and reliable energy is not just a convenience;
it is the foundation of a thriving society. From brewing a morning
cup of coffee to powering lifesaving hospital equipment to
conducting this very hearing, energy is woven into every aspect of
modern life. And throughout history every major leap in human
progress, from the steam engine to the smartphone, has been
powered by greater access to energy.

At the Heritage Foundation my colleagues and I have explored
energy access in great detail. Our research has overwhelmingly
shown that countries with high energy access consistently out-
perform others on virtually every metric of human well-being.
Between 1900 and 2018 global energy consumption rose
dramatically, and so did global life expectancy, which more than
doubled, from 32 years to over 72. At the same time, real per capita
income rose by well over 500 percent, both domestically and
worldwide. In fact, no country achieves high income without also
consuming large amounts of energy. It is a near universal pattern:
more energy, more prosperity.

And access to energy doesn’t just improve economic output, it
saves lives. Countries that consume more than 30,000 kilowatt
hours per capita have lower child and maternal mortality and high-
er life expectancy. In contrast, countries such as Malawi or Sierra
Leone, with severely limited energy access, face crushing public
health challenges. Clean water, modern sanitation, and lifesaving
medical technologies, all powered by energy, have slashed mortality
rates. Denying this access is not just a policy failure, it is a moral
one as well.

Energy-driven innovation has also transformed agriculture. For
example, from 1961 to 2018 agricultural output has soared by over
70 percent both domestically and worldwide, as brilliantly designed
machines took on much of the heavy labor. To put it succinctly,
affordable, reliable energy is the engine of human progress.

So now let’s take a closer look at energy policy. Two facts become
clear.

The first fact is that ill-conceived energy policy retards progress.
Under the Biden administration, a range of mistaken regulations
had been aimed at phasing out carbon-based energy. These
included halting new oil and gas leases on Federal lands and
pushing zero-emission vehicles mandates, among others. At the
Heritage Foundation’s Center for Data Analysis we evaluated these
measures using the Heritage Energy Model, a clone of the Energy
Information Agency’s National Energy Modeling System. The find-
ings of these ill-conceived measures over an 18-year time horizon
were stark: an average employment shortfall of over 1.2 million
jobs; income losses for a typical family of four exceeding $5,000 per
year; and a total GDP loss exceeding $7 trillion.

And yet, what did these costly measures achieve in terms of
climate benefit? We ran climate projections using the model for the
assessment of greenhouse gas-induced climate change, an IPCC
model. Even assuming the U.S. completely eliminated fossil fuels,
a highly unrealistic scenario, the temperature mitigation by 2100
would be less than 0.23 degrees Celsius. There is no way around
it. Enormous economic sacrifice, negligible environmental return.



27

Now let’s turn to our second fact: clear-headed energy promotes
progress. America is rich in energy resources. The Institute for
Energy Research has noted that the United States has over 1.6
trillion barrels of oil and over 4 quadrillion cubic feet of natural gas
below our very feet. At current consumption rates, that is over 200
years of oil and 130 years of natural gas.

At the Heritage Foundation Center for Data Analysis we
simulated a high oil and gas scenario using assumptions identical
to the EIAs. The results were quite striking. Namely, over a 25-
year time horizon the results show an average employment gain of
5.3 million jobs annually, a $12,000 annual income increase for a
family of 4, and a $25 trillion boost to GDP. And the climate
impact? Practically zero. Even under extreme assumptions, our
climate simulations showed that this would raise global
temperatures by no more than a measly 0.03 degrees Celsius by
2100.

So the path forward is clear. Ill-conceived policies that restrict
energy access and pose real harm while offering virtually no
environmental benefit. But policies that promote energy abundance
through innovation and regulatory reform can deliver massive
gains for economic growth, public health, and long-term prosperity.
So it is no exaggeration to say expanding energy access isn’t merely
smart policy, it is a moral imperative.

Thank you for your attention, and I look forward to your
questions.
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Mr. BEGICH [presiding]. I thank the witnesses for their
testimony. The Chair will now recognize Members for 5 minutes
each for questions.

VOICE. You are up first, sir.

Mr. BEGICH. OK, the Chair recognizes himself for 5 minutes. My
first question is for Ms. Gibson.

Ms. Gibson, our Ranking Member cited traditional energy
subsidies of $15 billion annually. Given your expertise in
alternative energy, how much in subsidies was provided under the
Inflation Reduction Act?

Ms. GiBsON. Thank you for your question. I don’t, oh, thank you.
Thank you, sir.

Thank you for your question. I don’t know the exact number
offhand.

Mr. BEGICH. OK. Well, let me see if I can help a little bit. Accord-
ing to the University of Pennsylvania Wharton School, the CBO
dramatically underestimated the $391 billion in energy and climate
provisions, and that the true estimate is actually $1 trillion over
a 10-year period. The Cato Institute placed the number actually
much higher, between $2 trillion and $4.67 trillion. And that is
over 100 times the cited subsidy that was mentioned in the opening
remarks for an industry sector that makes up less than 10 percent
of domestic energy production.

The truth is that the subsidy that appears to be required for so-
called renewable energy to be competitive as an economic energy
source only masks the true cost of that energy and dramatically
increases the debt our Nation passes on to the next generation.

My next question is for Mr. Sweetnam.

Your analysis makes a critical point about energy transitions.
They take time and they tend to be additive, not subtractive. That
aligns with what Alaskans know, my home state, wind and solar
can complement but not replace baseload power in a State with 30-
below 0 winters and thousands of miles between grid connections.
So let me ask you, given what we have seen with recent grid
instability and surging demand, how dangerous is it economically
and strategically to over-estimate the speed of the renewable tran-
sition, particularly when it leads to sidelining proven resources like
Alaskan oil and gas?

Mr. SWEETNAM. Thank you for the question.

It is true that the grid has become less reliable as we increase
our dependence on renewable energy. It also makes the energy
more expensive, and we see that all around the world.

Because the wind and solar are weather dependent, they are
intermittent. And so they can produce when the sun is shining and
the wind is blowing. But there are periods, and sometimes there
are long periods, when the wind is not blowing. And of course,
every night you have to worry about not having solar. But even on
cloudy days you don’t have the peak capacity.

So what happens is that if you want the grid to be reliable, you
have to have dispatchable capacity equal to your peak load. And so
that means that you need to have gas or coal or nuclear, something
that you can turn on and off that is not weather dependent. And
when you have to have that capacity, but then you bring in the re-
newables and you run the renewables, the load factor, the capacity
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factor, those other facilities goes down. And that is what makes the
electricity more expensive. And we have seen it all around the
world in the U.S. and Europe, State by State, in Asia where I am
working. You can see, as you increase the renewables, the price to
the customer goes up. And that is because you have to have two
energy systems, and that is just more expensive.

The issue of sort of, yes, so I will leave it there. Thank you.

Mr. BEGICH. A follow-up question. We have noticed in Alaska, in
areas where there are microgrids deployed, the attempt to utilize
renewable energy sources as an adjunct to traditional diesel fuel
generation has led to actual increases in the consumption of diesel
fuel. Can you comment on perhaps why that may be the case?

Mr. SWEETNAM. I think I would have to know the specifics. You
are saying increases. If they are replacing, I don’t think that should
cause an increase. So I am sorry——

Mr. BEGICcH. Well, what we——

Mr. SWEETNAM [continuing]. I would need to know the specifics
here.

Mr. BEGICH. Yes, and I will provide you with some additional
specifics. So

Mr. SWEETNAM. Thank you.

Mr. BEGICH. Yes. So what we have observed is that that, in order
to continue to restart that diesel generation capacity, it actually
increases the amount of diesel consumption because of the
intermittent nature of the so-called renewable sources of energy.

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes. You have raised a very important point,
which is that because the renewable sources like wind and solar
are direct current, they have to go through an inverter to create
the alternating current that our electric grids run on. And they
don’t have the physical inertia associated with the rotating
machinery, the generators. And in fact, they follow the generators.

And what happens is, if there is a reduction in a renewable
energy, you can have a shortage and then a trip-off and a blackout.
In Australia in 2016 they had a black start problem where they
didn’t have enough rotating machinery. So the inertia associated
with the rotating machinery is very important to the stability of
the grid.

Mr. BEeGIcH. Thank you for clarifying that. Now I would
recognize our Ranking Member, Dr. Dexter, for any questions for
the witnesses.

Dr. DEXTER. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Ms. Gibson, you have read the testimony from other witnesses
and heard some of it today. Do those economic estimates of impacts
from digging up even more oil and gas from public lands seem
realistic to you? And why or why not?

Ms. GiBSON. Thank you, Dr. Dexter, for the question. No, they
do not.

And I will just say quite simply that we have seen this movie
before, and that in 2017 and 2018 there were pretty exaggerated
cost estimates as to what could be gleaned from the auctioning of
leases in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in the billions. And
what resulted from that auction was less than 1 percent of what
was originally put on the table.
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Dr. DEXTER. Thank you. and what evidence do we have that
renewables lead to lower energy prices for consumers? It has been
refuted here this morning. I just want to hear from you on that.

Ms. GIBSON. Yes, absolutely.

I mean, every year there is increasingly mounting empirical evi-
dence that renewables are our economic future. They are driving
economic growth. In the top 12 States in which renewables have
penetrated the grid more than anywhere else, 10 of those States,
prices are less for consumers. People don’t have to pay as much on
their energy bills. The proof is in the pudding.

Dr. DEXTER. OK. And if we meet our energy needs with
renewable energy, how will that impact our economy?

Ms. GIBSON. Overall, positively.

I mean, the economic benefits are tremendous in terms of
consumer savings, industry, development, jobs, manufacturing,
sales, as well as we will lead the world in energy innovation and
get ahead of our competitors such as in China.

Dr. DEXTER. And I am just going to add to that, as someone who
does care for folks who are impacted by toxic fumes and other
smoke exposures, that we know that the exposure to those sub-
stances in the air absolutely impact our health. And the dramatic
impacts of adverse health outcomes need to be factored into these
economic models.

I think that we will move on to public health now. We pursue
at this point, or we are discussing whether we pursue, a transition
to clean, renewable energy. And Ms. Gibson, can you speak to how
continuing to prop up the oil and gas industry in the name of
energy dominance could increase public health risks and affect the
well-being of communities across the country?

Ms. GiBsoN. Well, I would say, Dr. Dexter, you probably know
more than most, but dramatically it increases the likelihood of
premature death, of cardiovascular disease, of respiratory illnesses.

And I would invite anybody, including esteemed members of this
Committee, to come take a trip of Cameron Parish, Louisiana and
talk to the multi-generational fishermen that live there, who we
represent, whose families have been impacted by the LNG facilities
that they are building on top of their communities, and the impacts
it has had on their family, the very real health impacts that it has
had on these people’s families and lives.

Dr. DEXTER. I would also want to ask whether you believe that
NEPA is the barrier to expanding clean energy infrastructure and
development.

Ms. GiBsSON. No. NEPA is not the barrier. NEPA is not a
permitting statute. I know that it is often the scapegoat in a lot
of conversations. But NEPA, in fact, if used correctly, can increase
efficiency of the build-out of infrastructure.

Dr. DEXTER. Excellent. Thank you. And in our last few minutes,
Ms. Gibson, can you please briefly describe the work the Southern
Environmental Law Center does on the ground for communities
impacted by natural disasters?

Ms. GIBSON. Yes, absolutely. I would say that the most recent
example that comes to mind, unfortunately, is what happened in
western North Carolina when we were hit by Hurricane Helene.
Our organization worked directly with communities on the ground.
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Solar, I should add, was absolutely integral to supporting those
communities and providing power when gas and fossil went offline
after the hurricane hit. And our own staff members are members
of this community that lived through this horrible, horrific extreme
weather event.

And right now there are fires burning in North Carolina, South
Carolina, New Jersey. And we are, of course, seeing an increased
rise of weather events across the country, and we need to address
these issues, and we need to address them now.

Dr. DEXTER. OK. Thank you.

Mr. Chair, I yield back.

Mr. BEGICH. Thank you. The Chair now recognizes the
Committee Chairman, Mr. Westerman, for 5 minutes.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and, again, thank
you to the witnesses for your testimony.

Ms. Gibson, do you support nuclear power? And does your
organization support building more nuclear power?

Ms. GIBSON. We believe in safe, reliable energy.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Does that include nuclear power?

Ms. GiBSON. With increased research and more efficiency, there
is a possibility in the future.

Mr. WESTERMAN. So right now——

Ms. GIBSON. But right

Mr. WESTERMAN [continuing]. It doesn’t include nuclear power.

Mr. Sweetnam, The data shows that oil, gas, and coal produce 84
percent of the energy in the United States right now. And without
getting into a lot of detail, we know that solar panels take up 4,000
to 10,000 acres of land per gigawatt, whereas you build a nuclear
power plant, it is much, much less land than that. And the energy
density on oil and gas and coal is much greater. But do you see any
foreseeable way in even the next 100 years to not have any fossil
fuel component to our energy supply?

Mr. SWEETNAM. Well, you would have to have dispatchable power
if you want to have an electrical grid. And so relying solely on
interruptible power, you would need to have some way to store the
electricity. And so batteries are efficient and economic for storing
about 4 hours of electricity, but when you get into long-term
storage and seasonal storage it is very uneconomic.

So to me it is possible to have a completely renewable system,
but it has only been done in areas that are very small and very
specific. You really need to have the dispatchable energy or very
large electricity storage, which is difficult.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Which would more than likely include nuclear
power and advancing

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes, yes.

Mr. WESTERMAN [continuing]. More hydraulic.

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes, so the nuclear——

Mr. WESTERMAN. Hydro-electricity.

Mr. SWEETNAM. Excuse me.

Mr. WESTERMAN. And as we look at oil and gas production, we
saw a kind of a peak in conventional oil production in the 1970s.
And then fracking came along and we saw an uptick again. I
believe it was this week I saw an article in the New York—or the
Wall Street Journal that suggested the Permian may be peaking on
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oil production using fracking. But we also know there is a new

technology out there called CO, enhanced oil recovery, and I

believe some of the projections show we could get another 10 per-

cCecr)lt of the oil out of conventional wells and fracked wells using
2.

Can you comment on how important new technologies, and Mr.
Jensen, you may want to comment on this, too, are to being able
to get more energy production, and what our focus should be on
these new technologies?

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes, the new technology is extremely important,
and you are absolutely right that we were concerned that the U.S.
was running out of oil and gas. And now, as a result of the fracking
technology, we are the largest oil and gas producers in the world.

In addition to the new technology allowing more recovery of
resources, it also expands the competitiveness of the industry. In
the 1980s, with a higher computing capacity as computers became
stronger, small companies with just two or three people could
compete against the majors, who up until then were the only ones
who could do the seismic processing that was required. So the new
technology not only allows you to recover more resource, but it also
makes the industry more competitive.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Mr. Jensen?

Mr. JENSEN. I would add to that. As we expand the production
and we expand leasing, it will give new opportunities to develop
new technologies. And so, through a combination of executive
orders that are limiting the barriers to energy production and then
legislation that might expand production further, these things will
work synergistically with new technology, and they will all work
together to increase energy output more rapidly.

Mr. WESTERMAN. So we hear the argument that oil is a global
commodity, if we produce more it could drive the prices down,
maybe get to a point where we couldn’t afford to invest in
producing more oil. But oil is easily traded across the globe.

But can you explain how gas is different from that, how there is
such a huge demand for gas but the transportation restrictions on
gas are really hindering our ability to produce and sell more gas?

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes. Transportation is a much larger component
of the cost of distributing gas than of oil. So you are absolutely
right. Oil is very much an international commodity because the
transportation cost relative to the value of the commodity is so low.

Natural gas, it is different. Natural gas may sell for $2 or $3 an
MCF, but you need to spend an additional $5 to refrigerate it, ship
it across an ocean, and then re-gasify it. So that is why the inter-
national gas market is growing more slowly, but it is continuing to
grow, and we do fully expect that gas trade will continue to
expand, especially in countries who need more electricity, need
more dispatchable power, want the clean energy of natural gas.
And so they will be using more and more natural gas. This is
especially true in Asia.

Mr. WESTERMAN. And we have over four quadrillion cubic feet of
natural gas, which is pretty mind-boggling.

I yield back.

Mr. CoLLINS [presiding]. The Chair now recognizes Mr.
Hernandez for 5 minutes.



34

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member.

So I understand the fossil fuel industry is one of the major
drivers behind the climate crisis, and that climate change, in turn,
is intensifying natural disasters by increasing the frequency and
the severity of extreme weather events. Ms. Gibson, can you speak
to the role that renewables can play in bolstering community
energy resilience and supporting critical local infrastructure after
such disasters?

Ms. GIBSON. Absolutely. Renewables are more resilient, more
reliable than fossils. During Winter Storm Uri and Winter Storm
Elliot, Winter Storm Elliot, especially, wind produced four times
the amount of energy than was originally anticipated. And
meanwhile, fossils were completely offline. And they were providing
much-needed power to people in desperate times.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. And, you know, I come from Puerto Rico and we
have some of the highest electricity rates in the country, partly
because we rely on imported fossil fuels for energy. How could
expanding renewable energy in disaster-prone areas reduce
dependence on fragile fuel supply chains that can be disrupted by
storms, wildfires, or other disasters?

Ms. GIBSON. It would increase reliability, resilience, and, quite
frankly, safety and security of the communities and people.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. And would you say that, you know, utility-scale
solar and battery installations are easier to scale up rapidly in
response to energy crises than fossil fuel infrastructure?

Ms. GIBSON. It is not me that would say that, it is the evidence
and the empirical data. The writing is on the wall. It is faster to
deploy and it is cheaper.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Right now Puerto Rico faces a shortage of close
to 800 megawatts. It is expected in the summer. And, you know,
I will be very transparent. I will take whatever I can find in terms
of energy sources to prevent power outages in the summer, even if
tomorrow we discovered the dirtiest source of energy in the history
of the world. Obviously, it doesn’t have to be that way.

If we had to find a temporary solution to that generation
problem, could renewables be an alternative, given the ease of
scaling them up quickly?

Ms. GIBSON. Absolutely.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Could you provide maybe more -concrete
examples as to how you could address a 700 or 800 megawatt
shortage using renewables in a very short time frame?

Ms. GiBsON. Well, Representative, I am not an engineer, but I
am sure that there are people smarter than me that could provide
that answer to you.

But I will say that, again, it is faster and cheaper, period.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. OK.

Ms. GiBsON. That is what the evidence shows.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. OK. Mr. Sweetnam, I think you were nodding
in disagreement, and I would love to hear your opinion.

Mr. SWEETNAM. Well, my recommendation would be to get a gas
turbine on a barge. In other words, people who need power rapidly,
on the order of 800 megawatts, and you could—if you bring a gas
turbine on a barge and use that, you can hook right into the grid.
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And that would be done. You would use a re-gasification floating
vessel, which is also easily leased.

Puerto Rico, I think it is very interesting you mentioned that,
because the island communities are tougher for energy, and it does
make energy more expensive. The island of Kauai, if I might,
committed to going to renewable energy, and so they have gotten
very close with lots of solar. But it is a very small system, and it
has taken up a lot of land for a small population in Kauai. But that
would be an example to look at. But they did need to find a way
to guarantee reliability, and so they took their existing coal plant,
shut off the coal burner, and replaced it with a biogen generator.
But they haven’t got that up and running yet, so they are still
using diesel.

But that would be a way you could get dispatchable source with
solar and storage. But it is a big project. And so if you want to get
800 megawatts this summer, you just need to find a barge with a
generator on it and fuel it with LNG.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Oh, and I appreciate that. That is very helpful.
That is something that we have heard and that I believe the
Administration is considering. And like I said, I am more
interested in solving the problem right now than necessarily, in the
issue of energy.

Now, I have heard that the supply chains for natural gas
turbines are also very backed up, and it may take years to get the
necessary equipment. Do you have something to say about these
challenges?

Mr. SWEETNAM. It is true that there is a backlog for new turbines
for a permanent installation, and a lot of those are being purchased
for artificial intelligence funding. But there are companies that
rent them. So if you need 800 megawatts this summer, you are not
going to be purchasing a permanent installation for that.

Mr. HERNANDEZ. Right. I appreciate your responses, and thank
you both.

I yield back.

Mr. CoLLINS. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Stauber for 5
minutes.

Mr. STAUBER. Thank you very much, and thanks to our witnesses
for being here. I am going to change gears just a little bit.

Here in the United States we responsibly and ethically produce
our abundant energy and natural resources better than anywhere
else in the world. And when we do, we are able to bolster our
economy, create good-paying union jobs, and raise much-needed
revenue for the Federal, State, county, and local governments. We
have a decision before us today. We could either develop our own
energy and minerals resources here, enjoying all of the economic
benefits that come with it, or rely on foreign adversarial nations
like China or Russia.

I am glad that under the Trump administration and congres-
sional Republicans it is clear which path we will take over the next
4 years. While this morning’s hearing has focused primarily on
economic impact of developing Americans’ abundant energy
resources, I want to focus on the incredible prospect we have to de-
velop our Nation’s critical and other non-fuel minerals, including



36

the tremendous mineral wealth we have in the Duluth Complex
and elsewhere across northern Minnesota.

According to the U.S. Geological Survey’s latest data published
earlier this year, the development, processing, refining, and
recycling of non-fuel minerals in the United States contributes
nearly $29 billion to our Nation’s GDP annually. That is even while
this Nation is stuck currently with the Biden-era policies that have
locked up a vast majority of our Nation’s critical minerals like
those in the Duluth Complex in northeastern Minnesota.

It is policies like the Biden administration’s mining ban in the
Superior National Forest in northern Minnesota, which locked up
over 225,000 acres from responsible mineral development. And as
my colleagues all know well by now, this jeopardized development
of the Duluth Complex, where there are trillions and trillions of
dollars of mineral wealth. If we are able to develop our tremendous
mineral wealth in Minnesota, Arizona, Alaska, Colorado, Idaho,
Nevada, Michigan, Wyoming, Montana, and everywhere in be-
tween, that $29 billion annually added to our Nation’s GDP will
skyrocket.

I want to point out a figure that when we talk about mining from
the raw material, the gross domestic product to our economy, I just
mentioned $29 billion. That is just the original estimate on the
GDP. It doesn’t go downstream, which is hundreds of billions of
dollars that we can add to our GDP annually if we are allowed to
mine those critical minerals here. We have to mine them, process
them here, and then we can manufacture here.

Mr. Sweetnam, while your testimony and research has focused
primarily on oil and gas development, including the impact that
domestic production of oil and gas can have on OPEC’s ability to
control oil and gas prices, I believe the same arguments can be
made for global mineral commodities. Would you agree that, just
like the oil and gas development, domestic critical mineral
development would weaken China and other adversarial nations’
control over global mineral prices and their ability to artificially
manipulate mineral commodity prices?

Mr. SWEETNAM. So the concentration of these strategic minerals,
especially those needed for wind turbines and solar panels and
batteries, China dominates not only the extraction and processing,
but also the refining of those materials to an extraordinary degree.

So where OPEC+ has a market share of about 35 percent, for
many of these minerals China has a market share of 80 percent.
And they have been happy or willing to use that dominance when
they want to put economic leverage on other countries.

So I absolutely agree that the concentration of those minerals
and processing in China is a security risk, and it would be helpful
to address it with U.S. production.

Mr. STAUBER. With my 20 seconds left, I really appreciate that
comment. We can mine here, we can process here, we can manufac-
ture here. We do it better, in my opinion, better than anybody else
in the world. And when we know better, we should do better. We
cannot allow adversarial nations to control our destiny. As the
Under Secretary of Defense said when I asked what would it be
like if China stopped selling us their critical minerals, and it would
be devastating and dangerous. Department of Defense and Energy
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Under Secretaries said that to me. It would be devastating and
dangerous. When we know better, we do better. We do it better
here in the United States of America than anywhere in the
country.

I yield back.

Mr. CoLLINS. The Chair now recognizes myself for 5 minutes for
questioning.

Mr. Sweetnam, I just want to pick up right where Mr. Stauber
left off. Not to mention the fact that China uses child labor to mine
these critical, rare Earth minerals. But let’s look at China. China
processes nearly 90 percent of the global rare Earths. I think you
were alluding to that a few minutes ago. Sixty percent of
production and eighty-three percent of processing, and China is the
primary import source for fifty critical minerals here in the U.S.,
the primary processing source.

So given that China’s dominance in the extraction process and
refining of these critical minerals that are essential to the
manufacture of wind and solar equipment, what are those energy
risks that Mr. Stauber was talking about that are created by
accelerating our reliance on this renewable energy?

Mr. SWEETNAM. So it is truly economic risk because China, with
such a large position in these minerals, can decide what price they
will sell them at, and they can cut off customers. So if in the U.S.
we have manufacturers who are depending on those materials, they
can easily be cut off or the price can be raised. And because they
have so much more market power than OPEC did, similar to the
effects of the Arab oil embargo and the Iranian oil crisis when we
saw prices skyrocket, cutting off those materials would also have
that effect.

If I may, I would also like to point out we hear very much about
how the renewable energy is clean, the wind and solar. But in fact,
what you are doing is you are not eliminating emissions, you are
exporting emissions because the mining and processing and
manufacturing of those strategic critical materials for the
renewable technologies are being produced with coal energy in
China. So as you will see, the emissions of the world are continuing
to go up.

So even though it is correct that we have seen a lot more
installation of renewable energy, CO, emissions are not going
down. And the reason they are not going down is that the devel-
oped countries are exporting their emissions to the developing
world in China. And that de-industrialization that we are observing
in Germany, the de-industrialization is also happening in Japan
because of high energy costs. And so, hopefully, we will not do the
same thing in the United States.

Mr. CoLLINS. You are right. As a matter of fact, China is opening
up numerous coal plants every week. So we are just exporting
emissions. And the fact that China has made no bones about it,
they want to be dominant by 2045 in every category from economic
to military. And so we have got to get our processing and our own
refining and our mining back to America.

Mr. Jensen, I want to thank you for testifying today. I want to
talk to you about the energy costs for Georgia families. In your
written testimony you talk about the price reductions and say that
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a Georgia household of 3 in 2025 with a 10 percent price decline
will save $763. With a 50 percent reduction, Georgia families could
save $3,800. Can you tell me what is needed for Georgia families
to be able to save this money?

Mr. JENSEN. Yes. Thank you for the question, and I will tell you.
But first I will note that those numbers you just cited, that is only
the direct costs. And so, when you take into account the indirect
costs associated with energy prices, those numbers could be twice
to three times as high savings for Georgia families.

And for that to happen there needs to be an all-of-the-above
energy strategy in the United States to increase every stage of en-
ergy production, and we have seen this Administration start to
implement that strategy through executive order. But if we want
that to be as successful as possible and to be lasting, then the way
to do it is through legislation, as well.

Mr. CoLLINS. Well, expand on it. Why is the cost of energy so
high that families could save anywhere from $700 to $3,800 bucks,
depending on that price reduction?

Mr. JENSEN. We have seen for this previous Administration a
severe constraint on the types of energy sources that are most
widely used natural gas, oil and we have seen those constrained for
the last 4 years, driving up prices. And so now we have also seen
other kinds of energy like nuclear constrained. And so, if we start
to unconstrain America’s potential to produce these resources, then
we can snap up and start to see a dramatic increase in production.

The United States, I have been poking around these data
recently. We are huge in these energy markets, and so we actually
govern the global price of energy. And if we produce more, we can
influence the price of energy both in the United States and at a
global level.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you. I see my time has expired. I tell you
what, I think we are going to go with a second round of
questioning, and the Chair now recognizes Mr. Westerman for 5
minutes.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, thank you to
the witnesses.

Mr. Dayaratna, can you explain how the Congressional Budget
Office scores energy projects, and how you would do that
differently?

Dr. DAYARATNA. Thank you for the question, Congressman.

My understanding is that the Congressional Budget Office will
take legislation that is given to them and score it in a static
manner. What I would recommend doing is incorporating a
dynamic macroeconomic feedback, incorporating the larger mani-
festations of the increased supply of the various sources of energy
that are being altered by the proposed policy.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Thank you. And so I want to switch gears a
little bit and talk about the importance of permitting reform to be
able to not only produce energy, but also to do mining.

I know a couple of these gentlemen to my right have vast mining
deposits in their States, and America is blessed with a lot of
minerals and elements, except we don’t get them out of the ground.
And if you look at the report from USGS on critical minerals, we
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are 100 percent dependent on imports on a lot of these minerals
and elements, even though we have them right here in the U.S.
And recently I have had companies come to me and say they
have got deposits of, like, graphite, which we are 100 percent
dependent on graphite, and if you look at who is the dominant
world supplier of graphite, it is China. So why wouldn’t we develop
our graphite? And the feedback is it is because there is a concern
that China will dump graphite on the global market, drive down
the price, and make it uneconomical to have a project here in the

So if we could get past all the hurdles to permitting on some of
these mines, then you got the economic problems of dumping by
foreign countries. And these are things that are not only critical to
our national security, but also critical to energy, because when you
are talking about energy anymore, and especially electric energy,
you are talking about mining and minerals and elements.

So Mr. Jensen, I will start with you. Can you comment on the
importance for permitting reform, for developing more mining
materials, and how to combat dumping by our adversaries to keep
production out of the United States?

Mr. JENSEN. There is a combination here where, if you combine
the tariff approach that this Administration has taken for national
security reasons, and you combine that with permitting reform to
speed up the permitting with smart de-regulation to make it so
that there are not, you know, too many barriers to getting these
things out of the ground, then it will solve that issue where it will
at once allow for us to increase the domestic production here, and
at the same time it will put up barriers for our trading partners
who have their own barriers against us. And it can create this
reciprocity in the way that we treat our trading partners.

And so I think the key here is to combine the strategies where
you have tariffs and you have de-regulation and you have permit-
ting reform. And you put the three together, and then we can see
all of these resources that are on the ground here start to be dug
up and produced and refined, and then used in the markets.

Mr. WESTERMAN. And Mr. Sweetnam, could you elaborate on
that, as well, and maybe talk about—you know, the tariffs are a
way to incentivize more production here, but it is still going to take
time to get these mines up and permitted up and operating.

I know Mr. Wittman, who is on this Committee, has a bill called
the SECURE Act that would create a national repository for
critical minerals and elements that could maybe help in that area
in the interim while we get the mining up.

And also, can you comment on how important that is to the
overall energy picture?

Mr. SWEETNAM. So the permitting is extremely important for the
mining and also for the gas industry.

So with the mining, the permitting is very important, and I agree
with what Mr. Jensen just said about the importance of permitting
on mines. Even when you do get the permitting, it is my under-
standing that you are still talking about 10 to 15 years to open new
mines. So doing something in the interim, perhaps a strategic
reserve, is a very sensible thing to do with respect to those
strategic minerals.
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The other area where permitting is very important is in natural
gas transportation. And we have seen in the past where the
inability to permit pipelines has situations where we have enor-
mous reserves of natural gas in the Marcellus in Pennsylvania, and
yet in Massachusetts they are still importing LNG at a much high-
er cost, simply because we can’t get permits to build pipelines from
Pennsylvania to Massachusetts. So I think the permitting reform
is extremely important.

And also, with the increased electricity generation, increasing
electricity load associated with artificial intelligence, data centers,
and electric vehicles, on all of those you are going to want to be
able to have the permitting reform that allows natural gas to get
to where those generators are, in addition to the renewable
transmission lines.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Thank you. I know, talking about CO,
enhanced oil recovery earlier, some of the stuff I have been reading
and getting information on said we could use all of the CO;
produced in the United States in recovery, which would be
sequestering the CO,. But you obviously can’t do that without an
elaborate pipeline network, which

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes.

Mr. WESTERMAN [continuing]. You have got to have permitting to
be able to that.

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes. And in fact, the CO, molecule is much
larger, so the pipelines need to be even larger. The CO, technology
is not new. They have been doing it in the industry for decades.
And so you just have to have the right reservoir to be able to en-
hance the recovery with CO,. Right now we use naturally-produced
CO; from the ground. But if you capture the CO, from an indus-
trial plant or a generator, then you can use that to enhance the oil
recovery. They are doing that in Abu Dhabi right now, and we are
actually doing that also in Texas.

Mr. WESTERMAN. Thank you. I went way over time, Mr. Chair.

Mr. CoLLINS. That is all right. You are the Chairman.

[Laughter.]

Mr. CorLrLINS. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Begich for 5
minutes.

Mr. BEGICH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My first question here
is to Dr. Dayaratna.

You did a fantastic job providing some high-quality information.
I know that some of the conversation that we have had so far this
morning has focused on health outcomes, and health outcomes are
important. Public health is important. If we are polluting the
environment, we need to understand that.

What is fascinating about the data that you provided is global
per capita energy consumption and its relationship to four key
health metrics, one of those metrics being the number of doctors
per 1,000 people; another being life expectancy in years; another,
child mortality rate; and another, maternal mortality deaths per
100,000 live births. What we see in your data very clearly is an ex-
traordinarily strong relationship between energy production and
positive health outcomes. And we hear from folks on the other side
of this issue often that producing energy creates negative health
outcomes, but the hard data says the exact opposite. Can you
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provide us with some additional context to your research on these
matters?

Dr. DAYARATNA. Oh, absolutely, and that is a great question,
Congressman.

So as I was alluding to when I began my testimony, many people
take energy for granted. Like, when you flip on a light switch or
turn on your car, many people don’t understand the beauty that
goes on behind the scenes. This is exactly the case in terms of
health care, for example. Energy is needed to enable doctors to do
their jobs, to train doctors. So this is why you see more doctors in
areas that consume more energy.

In terms of life expectancy and child mortality and maternal
mortality, life expectancy increases, child and maternal mortality
plummet because in countries that consume more energy, they
have more access to this lifesaving medical equipment and they
have the ability to power them.

But this is, to me, actually one of the most interesting parts of
that analysis. And the paper that that is coming from is titled,
“Powering Human Advancements,” with my colleagues, Diana
Furchtgott-Roth, Richard Stern, and Miles Pollard, and it is pub-
lished on the Heritage Foundation website. If you look at deaths
due to dirty air and deaths due to dirty water, they plummet in
countries that consume more energy by over 90 percent compared
to the less-developed counterparts on the other side of the world.
And the bottom line is affordable and reliable energy is paramount
to being able to have clean air, to being able to filter water and
engage in modern sanitation techniques.

So the bottom line is access to affordable and reliable energy is
paramount to a flourishing society.

Mr. BEGICH. Thank you. Thank you for that additional context.
I couldn’t agree more.

You know, we have a moral imperative in this Congress to
ensure that we have inexpensive, abundant, reliable energy, no
matter where that source is coming from, because the data, the
hard data, shows that that is what is in the best interest of the
public health. And I appreciate that research that you have done
and the hard work that you have put in.

One additional question for Mr. Sweetnam. Expanding our
strategic reserve for critical minerals, we have an opportunity, I
believe, in this Congress to take a look at the critical minerals that
we hold in reserve and the critical minerals that we do not
currently hold in reserve.

Can you give us some additional context, or maybe just some of
your own thoughts on why we should have strategic mineral and
energy reserves, and why they are important to our national
security and economic interests?

Mr. SWEETNAM. One way I think about it is an example of when
Japan was trying to protect its fishing areas from the Chinese, and
the Chinese kept encroaching, and so the Japanese coast guard
captured a Chinese fishing vessel. The Chinese immediately shut
off the supply of iridium to Japan, which is the blue in CRT in
computer displays. The Japanese caved within a week and gave the
fishing vessel back. So that ability to have so much control over
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critical materials and ability to cut them off, I think, provides an
economic risk to us that we don’t want to live with.

Mr. BEGICH. Thank you for that insight.

You know, Alaska has nearly every critical mineral on the
critical minerals list. As our Chairman mentioned earlier, it does
no good if they stay in the ground. We have got to get them out
of the ground, we have got to mine those resources, process those
resources, and then ensure that we have the requisite storage of
those resources in strategic reserves in the event that they become
necessary for economic or national security purposes.

And with that I yield back.

Mr. CoLLINS. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Moore for 5 minutes.

Mr. MOORE of WV. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for
inviting me to the hearing. I really appreciate it, as one that comes
from an energy State, as well.

So I just want to start off here. So I am from West Virginia.
Obviously, we do coal, gas, and oil, so we do all three. And so my
entire life I have watched our industries under attack. I mean, that
is what has been going on, especially around coal, and so
regulations have really been a primary driver in that as it relates
to the fossil fuel industry.

And so for 2025 you got utilities plan to retire 12.3 gigawatts of
capacity, a 65 percent increase in retirement compared to 2024.
And of that you are going to see 4.7 percent of the total U.S. coal
fleet get retired in 2025. However, as has been pointed out here,
the energy consumption in the United States from AI data centers
alone could require as much as 14 gigawatts by 2030.

So let me ask. The regulatory environment has continued to
destroy the coal industry. FERC takes nearly 3 years to approve
for large-scale infrastructure projects. What are the ways in which
we can decrease the length of time for approval of this process?

Anybody, I am——

Ms. GiBSON. I can take that one——

Mr. MOORE of WV. Yes, sure.

Ms. GIBSON [continuing]. Representative.

I would say that we have little to no issues in permitting with
interstate gas infrastructure. The Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission approves close to almost 100 percent of the projects
that is before it. And these are large, complex projects. And they
complete an environmental impact statement for the larger ones,
as well as their jurisdictional authority over LNG facilities. 99 per-
cent of those get approved as well, and they sail their way through
permitting.

If we want targeted, smart permitting reform, we need to be
thinking about interstate transmission lines. We need to be
thinking about renewables.

Mr. MOORE of WV. Do you know how long it took to build the
Mountain Valley Pipeline, Ms. Gibson? Do you have any idea?

Ms. GIBSON. I know that the Mountain Valley Pipeline likely
never should have been built, Representative.

Mr. MOORE of WV. Yes, it took 14 years, 14 years to build it in
a country where we built, like, the Empire State Building in 1 year
and 45 days. It is a real tragedy, what is happening in this
country.
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And, you know, just out of curiosity here, Mr. Sweetnam, this is
your——

Mr. SWEETNAM. Yes, sir.

Mr. MOORE of WV. Just out of curiosity, I see—you know, maybe
you are just focused on oil and gas, but I don’t see coal mentioned
in this at all. Why is that?

Mr. SWEETNAM. At the Energy Policy Research Foundation we
are focusing on oil and gas permitting, and I thought that was the
primary

Mr. MOORE of WV. Yes.

Mr. SWEETNAM [continuing]. Focus of this, yes.

Mr. MOORE of WV. Yes. No, that makes sense. OK.

Well, in any event, yes, I just don’t understand. I mean, and we
have faced it. We have, like, 1,000 years of gas in West Virginia,
and we can’t build a pipeline in less than 14 years to get it out.
And I am just curious, since you are focused on that, maybe you
could touch on that a little bit.

Mr. SWEETNAM. No, I think absolutely the permitting of pipelines
does take way too long. I don’t agree that they get permitted in a
timely manner. And we also saw the pausing of the LNG export
facilities in the Biden administration, which was of great concern
to potential importers in Asia of U.S. natural gas.

But specifically with respect to pipelines, the inability to permit
the interstate pipelines, the example of getting Marcellus gas up to
the northeast, would greatly lower energy prices for consumers.

Mr. MOORE of WV. All right. Thank you.

I yield back. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CoLLINS. Thank you. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Stauber
for 5 minutes.

Mr. STAUBER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair.

Before I begin my second round of questioning, I would like to
ask unanimous consent to enter into the record from the USGS
figure 1, the role of non-fuel minerals commodities in the U.S.
economy estimated values of 2024, and it is this page in the book,
Mr. Chair.

With that being said, Mr. Jensen, you had talked about—you
mentioned

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Stauber, without objection, so ordered.

[The information follows:]
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Figure 1.—The Role of Nonfuel Mineral C dities in the U.S.

(Estimated values in 2024)
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Mr. STAUBER. Thank you.

Mr. COLLINS. Sorry about that. A little slow.

Mr. STAUBER. Mr. Jensen, you mentioned the all-of-the-above
energy strategy. I couldn’t agree with you more. And then the best
will rise to the top, right? So wind and solar may work in different
parts of our Nation, but don’t force northern Minnesota, who is
going through a snowstorm right now, to depend on energy that is
not reliable, that is intermittent, not affordable. So I love your
comments about all of the above, and I would add the best will rise
to the top.

Mr. Sweetnam, you had talked about the critical minerals and
the Chinese dominance. In the Congo 15 of the 19 industrial mines
are owned by the communist country of China. And even the Biden
administration agreed with this statement: Thirty-three percent of
the cobalt that comes into the United States is mined by child slave
labor out of those mines.

So with that being said, you had mentioned people are OK
driving their EV vehicles or their green technology as long as it
doesn’t come from our country. I had heard a term last week called
we are exporting our environmental guilt. We are exporting our en-
vironmental guilt. We are OK saying everything is green and we
want green technology, et cetera, yet we turn a blind eye when the
Biden administration agrees with a memorandum of understanding
to bring the cobalt here.

Ms. Gibson, you cannot agree with that, can you?

Ms. GIBSON. Of course I condemn child labor. We condemn——

Mr. STAUBER. Thank you. That——

Ms. GIBSON [continuing]. Child labor, I am a mother myself-

Mr. STAUBER. I agree. I agree with you. And Ms. Gibson, in
northern Minnesota we have been mining for 145 years. The
cleanest water comes right from the ground in the heart of mining
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country. Would you rather the Minnesota miners, under the best
environmental standards, the best labor standards in the world,
mined that cobalt so we can use it in our country, rather than get-
ting it from the communist country of China using those poor labor
conditions? Yes or no?

Ms. GIBSON. Again, of course——

Mr. STAUBER. Thank you.

Ms. GIBSON [continuing]. We condemn child labor.

Mr. STAUBER. Ms. Gibson, do you know how long, on average, it
takes to open up a mine from exploring to mineral extraction? Do
you know the average time it takes to open up a United States
mine?

Ms. GIBSON. [No response.]

Mr. STAUBER. I will give you a hint.

Ms. GiBsSON. Do you want me to answer?

Mr. STAUBER. I will give you a hint. It is not 30 and it is more
than 28. Can you imagine that? The only country that takes longer
is Zambia.

Here we are, we have a strategic national security issue in this
country. And we talk about permitting. Let’s get it done for all in-
dustries, as Mr. Jensen said. When we do that, we can hold the
security of this country in the palm of our own hands.

The only State that has more mineral wealth than Minnesota is
Alaska. And the Biden administration put more sanctions on that
State of Alaska than they did Iran. Unbelievable.

So we have an opportunity not only in this Committee, the
Natural Resources Committee, to extract the minerals here under
our labor standards. We are blessed with the abundance of these
natural resources. Let’s do it right and let’s lead the world. I will
be damned if I will let China control the destiny of this country.
When we know better, we do better.

Mr. Sweetnam, you gave the example of China and the Japan
example. Can you imagine that? Can you imagine that?

We are at the crisis point in our Nation as far as strategic
national security not only in energy, but critical minerals. We must
secure our Nation’s strategic national security by mining them here
using the American labor, American technology. It is American
communities for American economy. This is the fight of the 21st
century, in my opinion: energy and critical mineral dominance. And
there is not a country that is set up for it in the world but the
United States.

I yield back.

Mr. CoLLINS. The Chair now recognizes the Ranking Member
Dexter for 5 minutes.

Dr. DEXTER. Thank you so much, Mr. Chair, and I very much
appreciate the passion of this argument and the discussion we are
having here today.

I also want to just make it very clear that Ms. Gibson is here
for a certain testimony, certainly not to condone any of the things
that was just brought up by my colleague.

I also want to just mention that, despite the ongoing improve-
ments in safety for miners and other occupations, and despite
Minnesota’s high-quality protections, the Iron Range mining in
Minnesota has three times the rates of mesothelioma than is ex-
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pected. And as a lung doctor I have taken care of patients with
mesothelioma from time of service from mining. Certainly, black
lung and silicosis are things that we see. These are the costs of
doing mineral mining, in addition to the asthma, fires, and smoke
exposure that we put people through with our refineries, with our
oil production. We do not take into account the human impacts of
these challenges.

And so I just want to make it also clear, there were some
questions about subsidies, and the International Monetary Fund
estimates there is approximately $754 billion in direct subsidies in
the U.S. every year for oil and gas production.

I am just going to ask you, Ms. Gibson, did the Inflation
Reduction Act provide subsidies indefinitely for renewable energy?

Ms. GIBSON. No, Dr. Dexter.

Dr. DEXTER. Thank you. I would agree with that. I think we
certainly have subsidized oil and gas production. In fact, we have
abandoned mines and different infrastructure across this country.

And a stranded asset is an investment that loses value or
becomes unusable before the end of its expected useful life. And in
the energy context that could mean we build a methane gas plant
and finance it over 40 years, but we can’t use it after 10 years
because it is cheaper to use renewable energy. And that is the
trajectory that we are seeing as we continue to improve the
technology for renewables. Maybe we require it to be shut down to
deal with a climate emergency. These are costs that I believe are
not being taken into account in these amazing numbers that we are
being convinced of today.

I wanted to ask Mr. Dayaratna, sorry if I did not say your name
correctly. Does the model that you reference in your testimony
account for the economic risks of stranded fossil fuel assets as the
world continues to pursue decarbonization efforts?

Dr. DAYARATNA. I am sorry. The question was about the risks of
stranded fossil fuel assets?

Dr. DEXTER. Just the economic risk if we are building these
methane plants or CO, capture plants, and then we strand them,
as we know this is happening across the country. There is stranded
infrastructure that then has to be cleaned up by the government
because the industry is not doing that. Is that something that has
happened

Dr. DAYARATNA. I see.

Dr. DEXTER [continuing]. In the past?

Dr. DAYARATNA. The Energy Information Administration’s
National Energy Modeling System, I believe that they do not
incorporate for that. But at the same time, I think what you are
getting at, OK, well, anyway, go ahead.

Dr. DEXTER. No, please. Please——

Dr. DAYARATNA. No, I was just going to comment on broader
questions regarding the public health questions that I think you
might be getting at, that I think you suggested were not
incorporated in the analysis, which I am happy to address.

Dr. DEXTER. So let’s talk about the stranded infrastructure.

Dr. DAYARATNA. OK.

Dr. DEXTER. As we are building we are talking about taking
diesel turbines off the coast of Puerto Rico and other things that
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have to be created because there is a shortage. Correct? So if we
create infrastructure and it is abandoned, is that cost accounted
for?

Because we have a history of doing that throughout this country.
There is stranded oil wells across this country, correct?

Dr. DAYARATNA. So between the business-as-usual case and the
high oil and gas case and the simulations that I discussed, as well
as the carbon reduction simulations, those variables were all
considered equal between the cases. So I think it is like comparing
apples and oranges to ask a question like that, to be honest.

Dr. DEXTER. So you don’t think it is relevant that we
subsidize—

Dr. DAYARATNA. When you are computing the deltas——

Dr. DEXTER [continuing]. The development of this infrastructure?

Dr. DAYARATNA. Excuse me?

Dr. DEXTER. When we are subsidizing the development, and with
infrastructure there are tax deductions. We are certainly

Dr. DAYARATNA. Oh, I see your question. My personal opinion is
that there shouldn’t be subsidies, period, whatsoever in the
marketplace, if that is what you are asking.

Dr. DEXTER. I appreciate that perspective.

And with that I am over time, so I yield back. Thank you.

Mr. CoLLINS. The Chair now recognizes himself for 5 minutes.

Mr. Sweetnam and Mr. Jensen, I just want to make a comment
on both of you when you are talking about speeding up permits.
And one of the reasons I came to Congress is the fact that you have
got excess litigation going on out there that is actually harming
and making permitting extremely long. And until we get control of
these nuclear verdicts, these environmentalists that are out there
that have no skin in the game, that are just suing to sue to hold
up projects, until we get them and make them accountable and
make them pay for that, then you are going to see continued
permits to drag on and on for years. We need tort reform in this
country. We need it on a Federal level to make these people
accountable.

And as a matter of fact, you know, if they want to go somewhere
to have their trade, go to China. That would be a good place for
them to start, because we are the cleanest right here in the United
States of America.

With that I want to go with climate change a little bit. Ms.
Gibson, you mentioned moving away from conventional forms of
energy in order to curb climate change. Can you cite the actual
impact on global temperature as a result of moving toward an
American energy portfolio heavily?

And if not exclusively, then dependent on renewables, you know,
as you were talking about in your testimony.

Ms. GiBsON. Well, T will just respond to some things that Dr.
Dayaratna said earlier.

Mr. CoLLINS. Well, I would appreciate it if you would answer my,
I have got a number of questions, but can you cite the actual im-
pact on global temperature as a result of moving toward your
renewables?

Ms. GiBsON. Well, I would say even the number that was given
by the doctor earlier, even with very generous assumptions for the
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fossil fuel industry is bad news all around and doesn’t take into
account our collective responsibility

Mr. CoLLINS. But can you cite the actual impact of moving
towards your renewable? That is what I am asking. I am not ask-
ing for you to respond to anything that Dr. Dayaratna said. It is
just a simple question that you have in your testimony. You said
we were——

Ms. GiBsON. Of increased

Mr. CoLLINS. You said it was going to change. I am just asking
you how much. What is the actual impact on the global
temperatures?

Ms. GIBSON. The actual impact on global temperatures?

Mr. CoLLINS. Yes, what is it going to be?

Ms. GiBsON. I think it is very well established at this point that
increased harmful weather events that will impact not only our
energy infrastructure——

Mr. CoLLINS. All right.

Ms. GIBSON [continuing]. But our communities

Mr. COLLINS. It was a number question, but that is OK.

Dr. Dayaratna, as we just heard, some claim that increasing
drilling here in the States is going to exacerbate climate change.
That is essentially what Ms. Gibson in her testimony was talking
about. Does your modeling at Heritage offer any estimates of this?

And what about the policies that are seeking to reduce the
carbon emissions?

And you got any response to the no response?

Dr. DAYARATNA. Yes, sir. So again, we used the model for the
assessment of greenhouse gas-induced climate change, which is not
our model, it is a model by the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change. And taking into account the increased emissions
from the high oil and gas case, which—again, they are not our
assumptions, these are the Energy Information Administration’s
assumptions about a high oil and gas scenario. Using overly-
sensitive assumptions about the climate, there would be no more
than a 0.03 degrees Celsius temperature increase by the end of the
century.

Now, if you go in the other direction, which I think was the
second part of your question about reducing emissions through
carbon-based regulation, if the United States were to completely
abate fossil fuels starting today, there would be less than 0.23
degrees Celsius temperature mitigation by the end of the century,
again assuming an overly-sensitive climate.

You could play with our model online. It is the Heritage
Foundation Climate Calculator, where you have all these assump-
tions and you could play with them. And these are considered the
most extreme assumptions about the climate.

Mr. CoOLLINS. Good. Thank you. Thank you. That is all the
questions that I have, so I am going to yield back.

I want to thank the witnesses for their valuable testimony and
the members for their questions.

The members of the Committee may have some additional
questions to the witnesses, and we will ask you to respond to these
in writing. Under Committee rule 3, members of the Committee
must submit questions to the Subcommittee clerk by 5 p.m. on




49

Monday, April the 7th. The hearing record will be held open for 10
business days for these responses.

If there is no further business——

Dr. DEXTER. Wait, Mr. Chair, I wanted to ask for some records
to be submitted into the——.

So I would just like to introduce for the record a paper that,
thank you, Mr. Chair, paper that estimates the value of stranded
assets in oil and gas infrastructure in the U.S. under a scenario in
which climate change mitigation limits warming to 0.2 degrees
Celsius by 2100—or 2 degrees Celsius. Not the change, sorry. This
estimate puts the value at around $300 billion.

And we have two other documents I would like to submit for the
record. So thank you, Mr. Chair.

Mr. CoLLINS. Without objection, so ordered.

Mr. CoLLINS. So if there is no further business, without
objection, the Subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:44 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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ment models (TAMS), to determine the value of the social cost of car-
bon (SCCA defined by the EPA as the economic damage that a ton of
CO, emitted today will cause over the next 300 years. This study ana-
(yzes the TAM that generates the intermediate EPA results (the DNCE
model) and finds it flawed beyond use for policymaking. In addition to
more fundamental problems outlined by others. we find that reasan-
able changes in afew assumptions lead to order-af-magnitude changes
in estimates of the SCC.

he "social cost of carbon™ (S is a metric used by the Envi-

ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) to quantify the economic
impact associated with carbon emissions.” The EPA uses three sta-
tistical models toestimate the SCC: FUND{Climate Framework for
Uncertainty, Negotiation and Distribution), DICE (Dynamic Inte-
grated Climate-Economy}, and PAGE (Policy Analysis of the Green-
house Effect)* Although policymakers often refer to the results gen-
erated by these models to justify imposing burdensome regulations
on the energy sector of the U8, economy, the fundamental assump-
tions underlying these models have 3 number of serious deficien-
cies? In this study, we look at several of these shortcomings in the
DICE muxlel.

In particular, aside from the serfous questions concerning
the core of integrated assessment models {TAME in general, the
DICE estimates of the SCO shift substantially with reasonable

hitp: e part.heritage. o/ 260

Key POINTS

m Lzl the OMB-mandateddis-
countrate that the EPA omitted
reduces the 2020 estimate of the
“sacial cost of carbon" {(SCCh by
mare than 80 percent.

= Anupdated estimate of the ECS
distribution (C0, ‘s temperature
impact] reduces the 2020 estl-
mate of the SCC by mare than 40
percent,

= Withanupdated ECS distribu-
tian, & time horizenup to 2150,
and with the omitted discount
rate, the 2020 estimate of the
SCEC fallsto $4.03 from $37.79—
adrop of nearly %0 percent.

m Since moderate and dafansible
changesinassumptions lead fo
such large changssin the rasult-
ing estimates of the SCT, the
entire process is susceptibla to
palitical gZaming.

= While running the RICE model
(and similar Integrated assess-
ment models) may be auseful
academic exercise, the results
atthis time are nowhere near
reliable enaugh ta justify trillions.
ofdellars of government policies
ard burdenseme regulatians.
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CENTER FOR EMERGY, CLIMATE. AND ENVIROMMENT

The Unsustainable Costs of
President Biden’s Climate Agenda

Kevin D, Dayaratna, PhD, Katie Tubb, and David Kreutzer

ne of President Joe Biden's first actions in

office was Lo recommil the United States

to the Paris Agreement on dlobal warming.

The international accord aims to keep glohal warm-

ing below 2 degrees Celzius from preindustrial levels,

with the ultimate objective of limiting warming to 1.5
degrees Celsius,!

‘While the Paris Agreement’s climate impact will be

KEY TAKEAWAYS

The Biden Administration's climate goals
ara 56 urirealstic that the Heritage Enargy
Modal—a dlone of the ELA's model—
crashes before they can be achieved,

Atternpling bo mest thase goals thraugh a minimal at best (even when assuming that the signa-
carbon tax would reduce U5, GDP by $7.7 tory countries follow through on their commitments),
trillion aver 18 years and LS. employment the policies implemented by the Biden Adminis-

1 llign j ;. b Pl
by 1.2 milicn jofs, tration Lo reach itz intended targets will impose

significant costs on American families and businesses,
Elirminating all U.5. emissions would Amerieans are struggling under high inflation, exac-
tecluce global temperatures by less than erbated by record-high energy prices. Prohibitingand
0.2 degrees Calsius by 2100—wrecking
the aconomy for a negligible climate
banafit

restricting the use of natural resources while subsi-

dizing and mandating alternatives will only further

This paper. s entiraty. can ba faund at ttp:frepart. heritage.org/bp3T1E
The Heritage Foundation | 214 Massadwsatts Avenus. ME| Washington, OC 20002 | (202} 546-4400 | harftageorg

roned i recesa iy e of [hie e dation of s atf o hinder e pessae of any
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Time for U.S. Energy Dominance:
Unlocking America’s Oil

and Gas Potential through
Innovation and Policy

Kevin D. Dayaratna, Ph), Austin Gae, and Mario Layola

ceess Lo affordable and rveliable energy is
fundamentally important Lo the success

KEY TAKEAWAYS

and well-being of any society. Affordable
Tar Ll s oif i gas e s energy enhances quality of life by powering essential
facderal and state pelicyrmzkers should i 3 % 2 =
L infrastructure, including hospitals, schools, and trans-
pursue policies to unlock these resources 4 3 o
for the aood of all Americans. portation systems. Reliable energy soure: ncluding
fozsil fuels, have fueled global economic growth,
driving industrial productivity, supporting modern
Tapping these ressurcss would proaduce conve niences, and lifting millione out of poverty.
peak emplayment gains of 6 million jobs Ensuring a stable and cost-effective energy supply
and generate mare than §25 trillian in
GO from now until 2050,

remains erucial for fostering innovation, sustaining
economic growth, and advancing social progress.!
Prezident Donald Trump has pledged to fight

Ragardiess of assumptions about the for affordable and reliable energy for the American
severity of climate change, the global tem- people, continuing the commitment of his first term.
perature impact of tapping thase rasources In 2017, President Trump isswed an executive order
will b less than Q.03 degrees Calsius, to promote energy independence, directing federal

agencies to review, rescind, and potentially replace

This paper, in its antiraty, can be found at https:{report heritage.org/boSe88
The Heritage Foundation | 214 Massadwsatts Avenus. ME| Washington, OC 20002 | (202} 546-4400 | harftageorg
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Unfounded FUND: Yet Another EPA Model

Not Ready for the Big Game
Kevin Dayaratna and David Kreuitzer, PhD

Abstract
The Emvirennmental Pratection Agency (EPA) calls upon three statistical

madels, Enown as integrated assessment models, foestimate e value off
the socialcost ol carbor, defimed as the econamic damage thaf one tor of
CO emitted toduy will couse over the rrext 300 years. I 2013, the Heri-
tagre Foundations Certter for Doata Anelysts (CIAY rigorowsly exan-

fred ane of these models—the DICE model - and found it fo be “flaewed
beyornd wse for policymaking.” This study exemines another mode! the
EPA uses—the FUND madel As with the DICE model, the CDA finds
the FUND model to be fy zemiaitive fo assumy . dn fact. the

FUND model is so sensitive to assumptions that af times if even sug-

gests wel economic bevefils o OO emissions. Consequently. the CDA
researchers belfeve that both models are fundamentolly wnsound as o
Dasts for justifying stgriffcant regulelions of the Americen econony.

l ] nable toenact cap-and-trade legislation, even when he was sup-

portad by filibuster-proof majorities in Congress, President
Barack Cthama famously claimed, “Cap and trade was just one way

of skinning the cak; it was not the enly way.™ The primary alterna-

tive way to skin the cat i regulation by federal agencles, especlally
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) A disturbing tool

used to justify an inereasing number of costly regulations is suma-
thing called the social cost of carbon (SCC) that, for regulatory ben-
sa dollar cost to every ton of OO0 emitted,

efit-cost analysis, assign
which can dramatically tilt the cost-benefit calculus toward more
expensive regulation.

s e port.he ritape.org g2 897

The Heritage Fousdation
watl:

o Tha Herlags

KEY POINTS

® Usirig the OMB-mandated dis-
countrate of 7 percent, the Cli-
mate Framawoark for Uncartainty,
Megotiationand Distribution
(FUNDY model suggests an aver-
age sacial cost of carbon (SCC) of
essantially zero dollars, suggest-
ing no tel economic damages of
global warming.

= Uponusing the OMB-mandated
discount ratain conju nction with
updating the equllibrium climate
sensitivity distribution, the model
reducesits estimate of the SCC
for 2020 by nearly $34a ton (a
drop of more than 102 percent].

® The FUND medel even allows
negative estimates of the SCC,

In some instanoes, the chance of
the 500 being regative s rearly
T percent.

u With such great sensitivity to
assumptions producing results.
all over the map, the FUND
moded may remain aninterast-
ing academic exercisa, butit
is almast cartainly not reliable
enough toustify trillions of dol-
lars’ worth of additional eca-
namic regulations with which to
burden the ecanomy,
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Written Testimony of Professor Jamie Pleune,
University of Utah, 5.J. Quinney College of Law
Before the U.S, House of Representatives, Committee on Natural Resources,
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
May 11, 2023
Hearing on *The Biden Administration’s Executive Overreach
and its Impact on American Energy Independence™

Thank you, Chairman Gosar and Ranking Member Stansbury for the opportunity to testify today.
My name is Jamie Pleune. [ am an Associate Professor of Law (Research) at the 8.J. Quinney
College of Law, University of Utah and a Wallace Stegner Center Fellow.

The Wallace Stegner Center provides objective and actionable research on contemporary
environmental issues. The non-partisan Law and Policy Program at the Wallace Stegner Center
has done extensive empirical research into different aspects of the National Environimental
Policy Act and its implementation. My testimony today reflects the results of that research and
my personal shservations. T do not speak on behall of the University of Utah, and the views 1
express do not necessarily represent the views of the state of Tah, or the University of Tlah.

L. Research Does Not Substantiate the Claim that NEPA Causes Delays.

The National Environmental Policy Act is oflen blamed for delays in the permitling process.
However, research does not support that characterization. Multiple studies have found that the
NEPA analysis is rarely the primary cause of delay, even though delays may be reflected in the
NEPA process." Analysis on a project may stop and restart for external reasons such as funding,
engineering requirements, changes in agency priorities. delays in obtaining non-federal
approvals, or palitical opposition to the project.” These delays create the appearance of a long
NEPA process, because the NEPA process marks a public beginning and ending, even though the
NEPA analvsis did not cause the delay.’

T Ryan SuD, SANIAY PATRAIR & ROBERT GLICKSMAN, THE BRookmNgs INsTITUTE, How To REFORM FEDERAL
PERMITTIRG TO ALY SRATE CLEAN ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE: A NONPARTISAN WAY FORWARD 14 (Feb 2023,
* GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFLC] AD-14-379, NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT: LITTLE
INFORMATICON EX15TS oM NEPA ANALYSES 15 (Apr. 2014}, Livpa LUTHER, Cono. RES. SErRv., R4279, THE ROLE oF
THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS IMFEDERALLY FUNDED HIGHWAY PROJECTS: BACKGROUNT AND TS5UES FOR
CONGRESS 9 (Apr. 11, 2012) ("The envronmental review process may start, stop, and restart for reasons unrelated to
environmental issees. Local and state isswees have shown o have the most significant influence on whether a project
moves forwand relatively quickly or takes longer than anticipated. ™).
* EXECUTIVE QFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, COUNCIL ON ENVIRCKMENTAL (UALITY, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT TIMELINES {2010-201 8) 2 (June 2020} “For some EISs, the timeline does not represent continuous
sotivity. Dielays may be attributable to the ages the applicant, Congress, the needs of cooperaling agencies, Stales,
Tribes, and local interests, o public controversy ™), Jahn O Ruple, Jamie Pleuns & Frik Hei vidence-Based

it for Improving National Ervii I Palicy Act Impl ion, 46 COLUM, T ENVTLL. 273,
30 (2022) [hereinafler Ruple o al. Evidence-Based Recommendations for Inprovieg Implementation of NEFA]
(zenducting a detailed analysis of WEPA decisicnmaking times and ohserving that complex projects can be
completed quickly and simple projects subject to & truncated NEPA analysas may encounter delays); Executive
Ciffree of the President, Counil on Envirenmental Quality, Environmental Impact Statement Timelines (201 0-20183
2 (June 20207
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REPEALING FEDERAL ENERGY TAX CREDITS
WOULD COST AMERICAN JOBS AND
INCREASE HOUSEHOLD ENERGY BILLS

In 2032, Congress created clean energy tax credits and funding programs to reduce consumer costs, revamp
Armerica’s energy systemn, and stiract domestic manufacturing investment. These credits were established under
the inflation Reduction Act {IRA], which has since generatiad 3600 billon in private investrment across roughly
750 domestic chean-energy projects, creating more than 406,000 rew American jobs.

However, the 119th Congress is considering repealing exianting federal funding and tax credits, risking billions in
investments, undencutting ecanomic growth, eliminating jobs, and raising consumers” energy bills. Meanwhile,
Trump administration propasals to repeal ledeval policies, induding freszing funding for IRA programs have
stalkad more than 60 new projects, costing Americans more than 42,000 announced jobs and 557 bdlion in
irveestiment through February 2025,

Energy Innavation used its open-source, peer-reviewed Eneigy Policy Simulator to analyze the potentisl effects
of repealing these existing federal policies. This analysis compares a "Current Policies™ scenario that includes all
current legekation and regualations. and a "Repeal” scenario thal removes federal cean ene gy Tag credits and
other funding programs starting in 2025, This updates our previoas medeling. running the Bepeal Scenario on
the most up-to-date 0% platform with several methodalogical mprovements and bug fives.

We find that repealing sasting federal clean energy tax credits and lunding programs would increass annial
cumubative household energy costs by nearly 532 bilion from 2035-2035, with anneal consumer energy bilks
increasing by more than 56 billion across all American households in 2030, growing to more than 59 bilkon in
2035, It would cost our economy nearly 790,000 jobs in 2030 a= new investment in American cnergy falters and
GDP drops by more than 5160 billion.

Tax credits for clean energy technologies have already spurred significant imvestrment in domeshc
manufacthuring, with 77 percent of clean energy manufacturing and deployment investment flowing te
Congressicnal districts represented by Bepublicans. Under the Repeal Scenario, we find decreased clean
irmestments would reduce GOP by more than 5160 bdlion in 2030 and nearty $190 billion in 2085, compared to
the Current Palicios case. This is largely driven by fewer clean ansrgy manufacturing and construction projects.

B of lanuary 2014
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* Pre-Publication Drrafi +*
F'orlijn'ummgm 2 EnvrL. L. ___ (2020).

Measuring the NEPA Litigation Burden: A Review of 1,499 Federal Court

Cases

John C. Ruple*
Kayla M. Race**

1. Introduction
1L Background S
A. NEPA Overview
B. MNEPA Lihgation
C. NEPA Critics” Calls for Refomm mmimasssim s ssssisssianies
| 1 D B PSR o
A CEQ NEPA Production and Lingation Data.......
B. EPA EIS Filing Data
. L5, Attorneys’ Office Federal Environmental Litgation Data
IV. Analysis of NEPA Litygmiton....
A, How Burdensome s NEP f\f mphance
Mumber and Types of NEPA Documents Governmentwde.
EIS Production Trends over Tune and By Agency. ...
The Timing o f NEPA Compliance...
FE1& Production Time Compared to Litigation Rates
B. How Burdensome 18 NEPA Litiganont,

Ll

1. NEPA Lawsuit Filing Trends Governmentw

2. NEPA Lawsunt Filings Compared to All Civid Suits Agamst the U5,

3. Portion of NEPA Decisions Challenged in Coun

4. Type of NEPA Documents Challenged ... 2

5. Portion of Final EISs and Supplemental Final EISs Resulting m Court
Rulings ..

6. NEPA ]_lt;gatl.on Burden by Agency ..

. NEPA Lllugalwn C

1. MNEPA Litigation “Win™ Rute

2. Success Rates Based on Type of NEPA Review .

3. NEPA Outcomes by Lead Agency...

4. NEPA Litgation Outcomes Lompnn:d to Clthct Federal Cases..
V. Conclusion and Recommendaiton
20150606 Legt 1
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REPEALING FEDERAL ENERGY TAX CREDITS
AND FUNDING WILL HARM ALABAMA'S
ECONOMY

Federal energy tax credits and funding programs are supercharging America’s economy, As of lanuary, these
grant programs and tax credits have generated 560

406,000 new jobs. Prior medeling by Energy Innovation showed that just a few key Eedesal tax credits could
increase national GOP up to 3200 billion and create up to 1.3 million jobs by 2030,

Since Congress passed the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA} in 2022, roughly 52.76 billion jn _energy and
transportation investments and more than 4,300 new jobs have been announced in Alabama, alongside 5378
million in announced investments from federal grants and loans, 28 pew dean energy and transportation
have begun development, and 11 have begun manufacturing American-made products.

al
But Trump administration proposals to repeal federal policies could significantly harm this economic growth, In
just two months, administration actions, including freezing funding for IRA programs, have cost America nearly
42,000 announced jobs and stopped more than 60 announced clean energy projects representing more than 557
billion in investment.

Energy Inncvation used our free and open-source Energy Policy Simulator to analyze potential impacts on state-
level economic growth, jobs,? public health, and greenhouse gas emissions in Alabama from repealing these
existing policies.

The modeling finds repealing federal funding and tax credits reduces Alabama’s GDP by $5.09 billion in 2030 and
%6.34 billion in 2035, compared to maintaining current policies. Reduding new clean energy projects would
increase Alabama's air pollution by nearly 3 million metric tons (MMT) of carbon dioxide {CO:) in 2030 and 13
MMT in 2035-equivalent to the emissions from 2 and 3 coal-fired power plants, respectively.

Current federal policies, such as clean energy tax credits, grants, loans, and standards accelerate clean energy
project deployment and electric vehicle sales in Alabama. But repealing these policies would force Alabama
househalds to pay higher electricity bills beeause less low-cost clean energy is being built, while fewer EVs on the
road would force consumers to spend more on gasoline, Repealing existing federal clean energy tax credits and
funding programs would increase average annual household energy costs in Alabama [including electricity and
fuel expenses) by more than 510 per year in 2030 and more than 5200 per year in 2035,

Across all Alabama households, this increases cumulative household energy costs by more than 5878 million
through 2035, assuming a 7 percent discount rate.

of wark for or

ts five years is equal to five

eAsLTE siars.
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Stranded fossil-fuel assets translate to major

losses for investors in advanced economies
Gregor Semieniuk 5%, Philip B. Holden ©*", lean-Francois Mercure (%%, Pablo Salas 0%%

Hectar Pollitt %%, Katharine Jobson®®, Pim Vercoulen’, Unnada Chewpreecha’, Neil R, Edwards 0
and Jorge E. Vifuales®™

The distribution of ewnership of on rish associated with ded fossil-fuel assets remai y uneh d. We cal-
culate that global stranded maspmmnluwfw:hd profits in the upstream oil and gas sector exceed US$1 trillion

under plausible changes in expectations about the effects of climate policy. We trace the equity risk ownership from 43,439
i Most of the

oil and gas production assets H\Nudladdﬁi wuliyndwwluﬂ Bmllwn P

to their ultimate

5, BVEr dh
and financial markets, The ship distrib rlmh an i i et irmlfu ofrmm'lhin 'IE!&afxioha! stranded
mrumozcnm Rich y stakehwolders th |||qw oil and gas
P d, as of the fossil-fuel vy [ ially exposed of stranded assets.

and fast structural change that poses challenges for eco-

aomic adjustrment everywhese'. One key challenge both
for the real economy and financial markets is the fast phase-out
o fossdl-fuel production, which will necessitate the write down of
b, functioning capilal assets and reserves reflecied as assels on
fossil energy companle§ ba!ance sheets, But while over 100 stadies
Tave analysed early al sl
supply facilitles, this mlnemenl has not been linked to fnancial

I he transition to 2 global low carbon ecenony entails deep

e rate of industrial chaoge required for achieving a 2°C, let alone
1.5°C, gonl s 50 large' that the mpid collapse of fossil-fuel ‘sunset’
indust ries presents major transition deks®

Here we map comprehensively the carrent globsal financial geog-
rapliy of stranded ol and gos asel rid for equity swnemship, We
trace potential loses from extraction sites through corporate head
quarters and their immediate shareholders {including banks and
fanel managers) all the way fo U ullimate owners [government
and Individugd shx.mhold.elh) for ol and gas mmcrl.on Lompu.rlles

awnersiip, As a mesult, scademic and regulator studies undertal

Img stress tests of the flnancial system start from syothetic shocks
to flnanclal assets, rather than the underlylng real assets—, The dis-
triastion of financial cwnership and exposare ta loss risk remains
imsu ficiently understood.

Asset stranding is the process of collapsing expectations of fature
prrofits from invested capital (the asset) as a resalt of dsruptive policy
andior technodogical change™. This loss of value in fossil-fuel assets
s reflected in investor expectations of enterprise value and therefore
markel prices, inchading - where lsted - stods market indices, Such
price comections lead to a wealth [oss for the ultimate owners of
ke assels: additionally, furiher losses can propagate 1o ofher enti-
thes indirectly through highly connected financial networks,

Asset stranding becomes a social concern where these effects
destabilize financial markets with negative repercussions in the
real economy such & on pensbons and government finances'",
The [premature) ohsolescence of capital stock is a recurring feature
of dynamic, capitalist economies, as new products and industries
replace old sunset’ ones, and is not typically associated with sys-
temis financial risks because the financial sector is buoyed by the
new ‘sunrise’ sectors. Yet, in the case of the low carbon transition,

Hdwide, We compr limk fossil

transition risk studies 3t the ssset level for the transmission chanael
ofequity mispricing. We distinguish both geographic and functional
characteristics of the organizations aleng the equity ownership
path. We find that exposure to wealth losses is more evenly shaned
aeographically than the distribution of ol and gas production assets
may suggest. Therefore, private investors in rich count ries have both
alarger stake in continued fossil-fuel production and greater expa-
sl o stranded assats than the litermture has so fT aiggested.

Estlmaung stranded assats and wealth losses

W e sl strandi e effect of 4 change in expec-
Iallnns on the present vabue of discounted future profit streams. We
caleulate profits given expectations per assd. Energy & supplied
from 43,45 oil and gas production assets based on Ry ad's Urube
dataset. Whether an asset & expected to supply demand depeads on
its present-day production cost and reserve profils in relation to the
expected market clearivg ofl price. If investor expectations for tatal
demand for ofl and gas fall, some assets must become wnprofabls
relative to indtial expectations; that &, the oif or gas price falls below
he break evien price for those assets.

¢ Maxcachusetts Aman

Amberss, M, LSS,
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