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HEARING ON CLIMATE CHANGE: COSTS OF
INACTION

THURSDAY, JUNE 26, 2008

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

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:04 a.m., in room
2123 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Rick Boucher
(chairman) presiding.

Members present: Representatives Boucher, Melancon, Barrow,
Markey, Harman, Gonzalez, Inslee, Baldwin, Matheson, Matsui,
Dingell (ex officio), Upton, Whitfield, Shimkus, Blunt, Walden, Bur-
gess, Blackburn, and Barton (ex officio).

Staff present: Lorie Schmidt, Laura Vaught, Bruce Harris, Chris
Treanor, Rachel Bleshman, Alex Haurek, Erin Bzymek, David
lé/lcl?iarthy, Amanda Mertens-Campbell, Andrea Spring, and Garrett

olding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICK BOUCHER, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH
OF VIRGINIA

Mr. BOUCHER. The subcommittee will come to order. Much has
been said about the costs that are associated with mandatory fed-
eral actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In fact, concerns
about the costs of regulation were raised during this subcommit-
tee’s hearing 1 week ago today which focused on the various cap-
and-trade measures that are now pending in both houses of Con-
gress. While the costs of action are relevant concerns, underpinning
our goal of producing a regulatory program that confers the max-
imum environmental benefit at the least cost to society, we should
also recognize that failing to regulate emissions also carries a cost,
and in fact, it is a quite substantial one. The avoidance of enacting
a mandatory greenhouse gas control program does not mean that
we avoid cost, and the cost of inaction may well be greater than
the cost of acting.

Today, we focus on the cost of failing to act on the effect of cli-
mate change for our national security, for land and water re-
sources, for agriculture, and for biodiversity. Our discussions today
are guided by three reports, which evaluate various consequences
of Congress failing to act.

We are pleased to have as a witness this morning Lord Nicholas
Stern, author of “Stern Review: the Economics of Climate Change,”
a thorough analysis of the costs of inaction, which was prepared at
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the request of the government of the United Kingdom. Lord Stern
concluded that while the cost of reducing emissions can be limited
to approximately one percent of global gross domestic product, the
cost of not acting would equate to as much as 5 percent of global
gross domestic product. While his conclusions are not without con-
troversy, his report is authoritatively cited in the United Kingdom
and elsewhere, and we are pleased to welcome Lord Stern as our
first witness this morning.

Another report which is the subject of today’s hearing is the Na-
tional Security and the Threat of Climate Change, prepared by the
Military Advisory Board, an entity that is comprised of retired
United States admirals and generals. That report notes that while
there is some disagreement about the extent of future effects that
are due to climate change, risks are such that action is justified,
and that projected, uncontrolled climate change poses a serious
threat to national security.

We will also receive a review of the United States Climate
Change Science Program Agricultural Report, which assessed the
effects of climate change on U.S. land and water resources, on agri-
culture and on biodiversity. This report finds that it is very likely
that climate change is already affecting United States natural re-
sources and will continue to have significant effects over the next
decades.

An exact estimation of the cost which will be incurred as a result
of unmitigated climate change is difficult to make, and efforts to
do so, such as the Stern Review, are often subject to some extent
of controversy because of the economic and scientific assumptions
that necessarily must be made. While these predictions are difficult
to make, the reports that we examine today and other reports in
the field leave very little doubt that the effects of climate change
will result in cost. As sea levels rise, as storms become more se-
vere, as ecosystems are altered and drought and other climate ef-
fects occur, it is inevitable that there will be a cost of our respond-
ing. And examination of these effects is essential to our effort to
achieve a balance in the legislation that this subcommittee will
draft, between environmental benefit and the cost of conferring
that benefit.

We will turn to our first witness shortly, but prior to that, I want
to recognize other members for their statements, and at this time,
the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Upton, the ranking member of
the subcommittee, is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. UprOoN. Well, thank you Mr. Chairman, and I want to start
off by conceding that I believe there is a cost for inaction. There
is, however, also a cost for certain actions. Not every policy action
will yield the same results. In every decision we make here in the
Congress, we must properly weigh the costs versus the benefits.

The underlying purpose of the hearing today is to demonstrate
that the cost of inaction is so high that even the most costly and
least action, cap and trade, perhaps, is worthwhile, and some may
disagree. Given the complexities involved and the many moving
parts involving far more than just science and economics, accu-
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rately determining the cost of inaction is more difficult to predict
than the cost of various actions. In fact, a large number of highly
regarded economists have criticized the Stern Review on the Eco-
nomics of Climate Change as perhaps being outside of the main-
stream. One noted Harvard economist wrote that the Stern Review
consistently leans towards assumptions and formulations that em-
phasize optimistically low expected costs of mitigation, and pessi-
mistically high expected damages from warming. Stern’s analysis
sees increasing hurricane damage in the U.S. as a costly result of
global warming; yet, according to NOAA’s physical fluid dynamics
laboratory, findings do not support the notion that human-induced
climate change is causing an increase in the number of hurricanes.
While I have a great deal of respect, certainly, for Sir Nicholas
Stern, I have doubts about the accuracy of the report, based on
some scientific and economic grounds.

The British-sponsored fast-track assessment of global climate
change, a major input in the Stern Review, indicates that through
the year 2100, non-climate-related threats to human health and
welfare will greatly overshadow climate change, so for the next 100
years or so, climate change will not be the greatest threat facing
our planet. For arguments’ sake, if we were to halt climate change
by 2085, we could reduce mortality from hunger, malaria, and
costal flooding by 4 to 10 percent. However, if we are to focus spe-
cifically and directly on reducing those risks, I believe that mor-
tality could be cut by as much as 50 to 75 percent at a fraction of
the cost of the approach aimed at reducing greenhouse gasses.

As one who believes that climate change must be dealt with on
a global scale, I have advocated no-regrets policies that will achieve
the same, if not better results than arbitrary cap-and-trade, at per-
haps a fraction of the cost. In fact, there are policy options avail-
able that would have a net economic and societal benefit. We have
lost too many jobs already, certainly in my State of Michigan, and
the energy costs have already reached alarming levels, and we are
all paying the costs. Just ask Al Gore what his monthly power bill
is now. We can pursue options that won’t make matters worse.

At last week’s hearing I outlined five straightforward principals,
climate change policy that it must adhere to, and they are worth
repeating today: one, provide a tangible environmental benefit to
the American people; two, advance technology to provide the oppor-
tunity for export; three, protect American jobs; four, strengthen
U.S. energy security; and five, require global participation. These
principals deal with the issues of cost versus benefit, the cost of ac-
tion, as well as the cost of inaction. Any action on climate change
must achieve meaningful environmental benefits and should rely
on technological advancements and consumer choices rather than,
perhaps, mandates and bureaucracy. We won’t need costly man-
dates if we invest in clean-coal technology, remove the regulatory
barriers for nuclear power, and provide tax incentives for renew-
able power. We won’t need the developing world to remain in the
stone age if we export American technology, and we won’t need to
lose hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of jobs if we help our
energy-intensive industries and domestics and domestic auto man-
ufacturers with their R&D investments. Climate change is a global
problem, and it requires a global solution. Without joint inter-
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national action, jobs and emissions will simply shift overseas to
countries that require few, if any, environmental protections, harm-
ing the global environment as well as the United States economy.

The sky, I don’t think, is falling, but we can work together in a
thoughtful way to collectively ensure our economic energy and envi-
ronmental security. I yield back my time.

Mr. BOUCHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Upton. The gentlelady
from Wisconsin, Ms. Baldwin, is recognized for 5 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TAMMY BALDWIN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WIS-
CONSIN

Ms. BALDWIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am delighted to have
Lord Stern and our subsequent panel of expert witnesses before us
today. It is your work and your studies that have framed the dis-
cussion on climate change, and you have conveyed a message of ur-
gency on us to act to lower greenhouse gas emissions in a quick
and meaningful manner, and it is now up to us to heed your advice
and rise to this challenge.

We know that climate change comes with a very large price tag,
and costs are not just economic. Our emissions have also put our
environment, social structure, and national security at risk, and ac-
cording to the analysis, if we fail to act comprehensively, the im-
pacts will be felt through the loss of human lives and health, spe-
cies extinction, the loss of ecosystems, and social conflict.

As Members of Congress, especially as member of the People’s
House, we are generally prone to design and pass legislation that
will provide immediate or near-term relief to our constituents. It is
seemingly a challenge for us to even fathom enacting consequential
legislation that may raise near-term costs with benefits not reaped
for a generation or more, benefits that some of us may not live to
see. Yet this is the predicament in which we now find ourselves.
Do we make the investments now to avoid the worst impacts of cli-
mate change? According to Lord Nicholas Stern, the cost of acting
today is about 1 percent of global GDP each year. Or do we wait,
leave this issue for future generations, and watch the costs and
risks rise at a rate of up to 20 percent of global GDP per year?

I am of the opinion that the risks are far too great for us to fail
to act in the very near term. Just last week, the U.S. Climate
Change Program released a report that provides the first com-
prehensive analysis of observed and projected changes in weather
and climate extremes in North America. Among the extremes pre-
dicted are more frequent and intense heavy downpours. The report
concludes that the increases in precipitation are consistent with the
observed increases in atmospheric water vapor, which has been
linked to human-induced increases in greenhouse gases.

I have seen firsthand the intense rain, flooding, and devastation
that people in the district that I represent in Wisconsin, and across
the Midwest, are experiencing as a result of intense rainfall this
month. We lost homes, businesses, and farmland, not to mention
millions of dollars in lost productivity. I can only hope that we will
do everything in our power to ensure that these storms do not be-
come the norm in the future.
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Mr. Chairman, the scientific community has come together on
this issue, and now it is up to us, all of us, to educate the cynics
and the naysayers that climate change is real. It threatens our
economy, our environment, and our national security, and we will
pay a much greater cost in the future if we fail to act. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman, again, for holding this very important hearing, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BoucHER. Thank you very much, Ms. Baldwin. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky, Mr. Whitfield, is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. WHITFIELD. Well, Chairman Boucher, thank you very much
for conducting this important hearing on Climate Change: the Cost
of Inaction. Obviously, this subject matter is vitally important to
not only our country but the entire world.

I would say that cap-and-trade systems have come into vogue be-
cause many people say they are politically palatable more than im-
posing carbon taxes. I am pleased to say that Chairman Boucher,
Ranking Member Barton, Mr. Upton, Mr. Shimkus, and I have in-
troduced bipartisan legislation to create a fund for research, devel-
opment, and deployment of the carbon capture-and-store technology
that is so vitally important to help solve this problem. These types
of initiative, I believe, will put our country on the road to reducing
carbon emissions, rather than implementing overly ambitious, ex-
pensive, and maybe unworkable proposals that could damage our
economy and do very little to reduce carbon emissions globally.

I am delighted that Lord Stern is with us today, because I was
reading an article in the New York Times just a couple of days ago,
and the whole article was featured on the carbon markets in Eu-
rope, and it says Europe has had trouble handling its carbon mar-
ket. And it specifically pointed out that CO, emissions have risen
each year since the KEuropean cap-and-trade system went into ef-
fect, and that there are major problems that they are still strug-
gling with in this issue in Europe. And one of the major concerns
that I have about adoption of a strong cap-and-trade system to set
progressive targets to reduce carbon dioxide and greenhouse gas
emissions here in the U.S. is we don’t have the technology avail-
able to meet it, and so that presents a major problem.

So I know that many people refer to the cap-and-trade system
that was implemented to deal with acid rain, and that was and has
been successful because the technology was available to reduce NOx
and SOy emissions.

And then another major concern that I have when we talk about
cap-and-trade systems is that there seems to be a bias by many
people that coal can no longer be an important part of the United
States energy picture. And I would remind everyone that coal still
produces 51 to 52 percent of all of the electricity produced in Amer-
ica, and I think it is unrealistic to think that we can go to alter-
native energy sources without dramatically increasing the cost of
electricity, which increases the cost of production, which makes us
less competitive with other economies around the world and ulti-
mately can damage our economy.
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So we have this important balancing act that must be done, and
these types of hearings will help us focus on those issues and hope-
fully make the right decision. And I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. BoucHER. Thank you, Mr. Whitfield. The gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. Dingell, the Chairman of the full Energy and Com-
merce Committee, is recognized for 5 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. DINGELL, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHI-
GAN

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hear-
ing today. It is a very important one, and your leadership in the
matter of global warming and other things under the jurisdiction
of this committee has been exemplary, and I want to commend you
and thank you.

The hearing today addresses a very important topic, the risks we
face if the world fails to address climate change. And I would begin
my statement by observing that we will move forward as fast as
we can in achieving good legislation, which will address the con-
cerns and the problems of this nation and the world in a respon-
sible, thorough, and thoughtful fashion.

At last week’s hearing, and in the Senate, we have heard a lot
about how much reducing greenhouse gas emissions is going to cost
us, including projected changes in gas prices, electricity rates, and
gross domestic product in 2050. It is undoubtedly true that there
will be costs associated with this. It is also obviously true that
there will be costs associated with inaction, and so that leads us
to the point of finding what is the best way to address this concern,
and I intend to see to it that we do so, but we do so in a vigorous
fashion.

The basic point my colleagues are making is correct and one that
we must not lose sight of: reducing greenhouse emissions will cost
us money. But the projections of the costs of climate change pro-
grams as observed here today are only half the story. We must un-
derstand the costs of inaction, how much we will have to spend if
we refuse to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. That is the impor-
tant focus of today’s hearing. It is also an unsaid and unstated
matter that we have to address this problem because of the cost
of imported oil and the simple fact that this country can no longer
have that particular expenditure.

Understanding the costs of both action and inaction is necessary
for us to design fair and reasonable climate legislation. One econo-
mist suggests that all we have to do is set up a program where the
marginal costs of actions equal the marginal costs of inaction; fol-
lowing a simple, mathematical formula, we will then solve our
problems. I wish it were so, but I don’t believe it will be that easy.
First we cannot easily put a dollar value on many of the costs of
inaction, such as the loss of wildlife habitat, species extinction, loss
of quality of life. Second, there is a strong scientific consensus that
human-caused greenhouse gas emissions are warming the planet.
Scientists cannot tell us precisely what will happen at different
greenhouse gas levels, such as how much more people will suffer
or how many more people will lose homes and farms to flooding.
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It is said that we need to understand that the best they can do is
to tell us what the risks might be and the possibilities or prob-
abilities that physical changes will occur, and the costs that we will
incur to address those changes.

Third, the global warming problem and climate change means
that we will need to act in concert with other countries. The fact
that we lack certainty and precision about future costs of climate
change does not mean we should not act. When faced with even low
risk of a catastrophic event, we regularly buy insurance policies to
avoid, cover, or reduce those risks. Reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions could be thought of as protecting against risk of this mag-
nitude in a similar and thoughtful way.

I would prefer to legislate with more certainty from the scientists
who tell about the dangers we face in the future, but unhappily we
do not have that luxury. Scientists are already observing effects
now of climate change. Our witnesses today will tell us that our
failure to act could put the planet and our country at risk for even
bigger and graver consequences. Today’s hearing is going to help
us understand the potential severity of those consequences. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BOUCHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Dingell. I understand
that Mr. Markey intends to waive his opening statement, and in-
stead have 3 minutes added to his question time for the first wit-
ness. I am assuming that is correct.

Mr. MARKEY. I request that. Thank you.

Mr. BOUCHER. We will note the gentleman’s waiver. Now, now,
now. I am going to recognize somebody else while I still have a
measure of control here. The gentleman from Oregon, Mr. Walden,
is recognized for 5 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GREG WALDEN, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Mr. WALDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
this hearing and the others that you have held. They have been
most informative with really expert witness, and while I have to
step out for another meeting here in a few minutes, I do have the
testimony and plan to return.

Obviously, we have heard a lot about climate change. And Lord
Stern, we are delighted to have you here, and I know your report
has been the basis upon which a lot has been written, both pro and
con, and that is the way it is with any issue of this magnitude and
certainly scientists and economists are disagreeing on the mag-
nitude of this issue.

I represent a district of 70,000 square miles. We have home of
ten national forests, and my passion has been the role that forestry
can play, in a very positive sense, in dealing with greenhouse gas
emissions, and there are studies that show actively managed for-
ests could lead to 50- to 60-percent reduction in wildfires, which
equates to about a million tons of greenhouse gas annually. It could
be reduced in California alone, for example. Even though I am from
Oregon, there was a report done by Finney and others that indi-
cates that in California alone, if you had properly managed forests,
you could reduce greenhouse gas emissions by a million tons a
year. Managed forests sequester carbon at 1.25 tons per acre per
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year, and yet our federal forests sequester less than half a ton per
acre per year. If you use a ton of bone-dry biomass in a biomass
power plant to generate electricity as opposed to natural gas, you
can reduce a one-ton net reduction in greenhouse gas, compared to
natural gas, for every ton.

And so I think there is an enormous opportunity here to review
federal policies in this country as they relate to proper manage-
ments of forests. I have met with the U.S. Forest Service on mul-
tiple occasions. They have done a long-term look at climate change
and its effects on forestry and indicate to me that the forest cannot
keep pace with the change in temperature, in terms of northward
migration. And as a result, we will have more drought, more bug
infestation, more disease, overstocked stands, and as a result, high-
er fire ratios. In fact, in the last couple of years, we have set
records for the number of lands burned, not all of it forests, some
of it grasslands. I think it is upwards of 9 million acres a year.
Forty-seven percent of the Forest Service’s budget is now spent for
fighting forest fires.

And so I conclude with this comment that those who argue for
change in other sectors of federal law cannot any longer ignore the
need to change forest-management law so that we can more aggres-
sively get in, get these stands back in balance, so that when fire
occurs, it burns naturally and actually can be good for the environ-
ment, as opposed to these unnatural, catastrophic, high-emission
releasing fires that are very costly to society and to the climate.
And I hope at some point this committee will be able to look at
those issues as well. Lord Stern, thank you for being here. Mr.
Chairman, my time has expired, and I appreciate the opportunity
to be here.

Mr. BoUCHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Walden. The
gentlelady from California, Ms. Matsui, is recognized for 3 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DORIS MATSUI, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Ms. MATsUIL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very pleased to be
here today, and thank you for calling a hearing on such an impor-
tant issue. I would also like to thank today’s panelists for coming
today to share their expertise and add to our understanding of the
risk and potential cost of climate change.

All of us here today represent different areas of the country with
different climates. We have seen the very impact climate change is
having on our diverse landscapes, and the threat of new challenges
and dangers if this issue is left unaddressed. My district of Sac-
ramento, California exhibits many of the risks we face. We are sur-
rounded by ecosystems that are already beginning to see significant
changes. Sitting at the confluence of two great rivers, Sacramento
is considered to have the highest flood risk of any major metropoli-
tan city in the United States. Over 500,000 people, 110,000 struc-
tures, the capital of the State of California, and up to $58 billion
are at risk. Rising temperatures could mean earlier and more rapid
Sierra snowmelt, yielding disastrous consequences. Earlier
snowmelt and varying rainfall patterns may also lead to serious
drought and water shortages, already a constant worry in my
State. Currently, California is rationing water, and farmers are los-
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ing their crops. We simply can’t afford to see the Western United
States with even less water. Wildfires, heat waves, the spread of
tropical disease, and rising sea levels can also affect the future of
my constituents, their children and grandchildren.

We must take into account the cost of any legislation that would
touch so many aspects of our country and our economy, but we
can’t get stuck on the challenges; we must find the ways to build
consensus. We heard last week about some of the possible costs of
potential legislation, but it is clear that if we fail to act, the cost
to our country, economy, and environment will reach far beyond
just the monetary. The fact is that inaction is not an option. Invest-
ing our time and resources now will mean saving our children and
grandchildren much greater costs in the future.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your leadership and your commit-
ment to these issues, and I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BOUCHER. Thank you very much, Ms. Matsui. The gentlelady
from Tennessee, Ms. Blackburn, is recognized for 3 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEN-
NESSEE

Ms. BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do want to thank
you for holding the hearing, and I want to thank our witnesses who
are taking their time to come and testify before us today.

Assuming for the moment that climate change is happening, then
the questions before this committee and in this hearing would be
what should we do about it, if anything, and what would happen
if we fail to act? And climate change activists’ basic argument is
that current emissions of greenhouse gasses must be reduced by 80
percent. We hear that regularly. They claim that if not, then CO,
concentration in the atmosphere will cause an increase of 18 de-
grees Fahrenheit around the world and cause massive floods, fam-
ine, hurricanes, and drought that humans have never seen before.
Essentially, what they predict is a Doomsday scenario.

But history has quite a different perspective on this. When the
Earth was warmer 1,000 years ago, colonies and farms dotted the
landscapes in the upper latitudes, but the little ice age occurred,
and disaster befell most of those. Then warming ended this ice age,
and plants began to grow faster and larger and live in drier cli-
mates, providing diversity and enhanced sustainability of animal
life. But now, recent data shows that the Earth is cooling signifi-
cantly and could reverse that stated progress. And if current CO,
omissions are further reduced, these two factors could lead to an-
other ice age, with drastic reductions in food production. The earth
would become a less hospitable and less green planet.

Well, how about that for a Doomsday scenario? Well, Mr. Chair-
man, I urge my colleagues, I urge all of us to apply a little bit of
common sense and not go down expensive and dangerous paths
that some would advocate. These globalw arming scares only exac-
erbate society problems and offer no meaningful solutions. Costly
emissions regulations to mitigate global warming will not solve the
world’s major problem and could actually cause a reverse in the
world’s temperature gauge. But investment in simple, straight-
forward solutions, such as clean drinking water, sanitation, basic
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healthcare can, for a fraction of the cost. These investments will
provide a significant economic boost to developing nations, enabling
them to adapt to any climate change, whether it is cooling or
warming. These countries could flourish without suffering the fi-
nancial devastation caused by drastic, unwise carbon-reduction
policies, promoted through skewed political agenda.

I am looking forward to the discussion today. I do have to step
to another meeting, Mr. Chairman. I yield the balance of my time.

Mr. BoUCHER. Thank you very much, Ms. Blackburn. The gen-
tleman from Texas, Mr. Gonzalez, is recognized for 3 minutes. The
gentleman waives his opening statement and will have 3 minutes
added to his questioning time.

The gentleman from Washington State, Mr. Inslee, is recognized
for 3 minutes. He also waives his opening statement.

The gentleman from Louisiana, Mr. Melancon, is recognized for
3 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLIE MELANCON, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOU-
ISIANA

Mr. MELANCON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate you
holding this hearing.

I come from south Louisiana, and we have one of the fastest
sinking coastlines in the world. When we hear of the cost of climate
change legislation, it is easy to forget what it will cost to do noth-
ing. The State of Louisiana has crafted its own impressive master
plan to determine how best to protect our communities, and the in-
frastructure that supplies some 30 percent of oil and gas, flyways
for the migratory bird, and the nation’s seafood. Our master plan
calls for close to $60 billion in hurricane protection and costal res-
toration. Imagine these costs after decades of inaction, leading to
higher sea levels and stronger storms.

We are just one state in one country. The detrimental effect of
climate change affects the entire world, oftentimes hitting the poor-
est countries the hardest. I find it ironic that last night there was
a report where the EPA sent to the White House several years
back compelling evidence of climate change and global warming
and the White House chose to not open the email, but in fact just
sat on it. I think that this information could have helped compile
additional data which would help give him a better view of what
is going on.

I want to thank him for being here today, again, I thank the
chairman, and hope that we have some information that can help
us ferret through his whole process. Thank you.

Mr. BoucHER. Thank you, Mr. Melancon. The gentleman from
Texas, Mr. Burgess, is recognized for 3 minutes.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL C. BURGESS, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. BURGESS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for hold-
ing this hearing. I always appreciate the opportunity to discuss
these measures in committee.

Climate Change: the Cost of Inaction: it is a curious title. I used
to be a student of medical irony, and now I have branched out into
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legislative irony. I suppose the title is referring to the inaction of
the House of Representatives to come together as a body and make
a decision on climate change. The Senate has already produced ac-
tion, and it seems, at least on this topic, the lower chamber now
has become the more deliberative body. In fact, this morning’s
Washington Post article by Bjorn Lomborg, who has testified before
this committee in the past, makes a statement by itself. Lieber-
man-Warner, by itself, would postpone the temperature increase
projected for 2050 by about 2 years.

So I appreciate Chairman Boucher’s and Chairman Dingell’s sen-
sible approach to this issue. It is thoughtful and warranted, given
the complex nature, and the number of affected industries and con-
stituencies involved in this very broad potential action. Ultimately,
the question before us, does changing American behavior today
save lives in the future, and the word inaction assumes that noth-
ing is being done, but I can tell you that the behavior of the Amer-
ican public in my district is already in motion. In my part of Texas,
people are already acting. They are acting like fuel is expensive.
They are acting like it is affecting their livelihood. As a result, the
American demand for petroleum and petroleum-based products has
declined, and emissions in the United States have followed suit. It
turns out the economists were right, if you make something more
expensive, people will use less of it. I realize the issue of climate
change is not that simple, but I also realize that change is painful
with many results, some beneficial, and some not, but all con-
sequential.

Now, the Stern Review concludes that taking strong action now
to reduce emissions should be viewed as an investment in the fu-
ture. Page 15: “the benefits of strong, early action on climate
change outweigh the cost, with returns not realized for a few dec-
ades.” We must keep in mind the nature of this problem is long-
term, and the hearing today does not address the immediate prob-
lems of $4-a-gallon gas and what is happening to our commodity
and food prices. But rather, we are here today to find out how we
can put money in the bank for the future environmental effects on
our planet.

Securing our natural resources and sustaining our environment
are not mutually exclusive goals. They are actually mutually de-
pendent.