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(1) 

OVERSIGHT HEARING ON THE CLEAN AIR 
ACT AND PUBLIC HEALTH 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 15, 2011 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS, 

Washington, DC. 
The full committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. in room 

406, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Barbara Boxer (chair-
man of the full committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Boxer, Inhofe, Carper, Lautenberg, 
Whitehouse, Merkley, Vitter, Barrasso, Alexander. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA BOXER, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Senator BOXER. Good morning, everybody. The Committee will 
come to order. 

I call this hearing to conduct oversight on one of the most suc-
cessful and significant public health statutes in our Nation’s his-
tory, the Clean Air Act. Before President Richard Nixon signed the 
Clean Air Act into law in 1970, the Nation’s air was heavily pol-
luted in many places in our great Nation. For example, a fog of pol-
lution covered Donora, Pennsylvania, for 5 days in 1948. Records 
indicate that 20 people died, 6,000 people were sickened and hun-
dreds were evacuated as a result of the pollution. 

In another tragic case, the eastern United States was blanketed 
by harmful smog in 1966. Scientists and researchers eventually 
concluded the smog caused the death of 24 people per day over a 
period of 6 days. 

The Clean Air Act, which has deep bipartisan roots, changed 
that. President Richard Nixon said, ‘‘I think that 1970 will be 
known as the year of the beginning, in which we really began to 
move on the problems of clean air for the future generations of 
America.’’ 

When President George Bush signed the Clean Air Act amend-
ments in 1990, he said ‘‘I take great pleasure in signing the legisla-
tion as demonstration to the American people of my determination 
that each and every American shall breathe clean air.’’ 

Now, 40 years after the Clean Air Act was created, many of the 
benefits to public health are clear and measurable. Let me show 
you how successful this landmark environmental law has been in 
protecting children and families in my State of California. In 1976, 
and that’s the peak of the line, the red line, there were 166 days 
when health advisories were issued in Southern California to urge 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 14:35 Jan 17, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 S:\_EPW\DOCS\21144.TXT VERN



2 

people with asthma and other people with lung sensitivities to stay 
indoors. 

In 35 years, the number of smog-related health advisories issued 
in southern California dropped from 166 days in 1976 to zero days 
in 2010. And I think that chart, if a picture is 1,000 words, this 
chart says it about the Clean Air Act. Thank you. 

While the Clean Air Act has dramatically improved health safe-
guards, more work remains to be done. A 2011 report by the Amer-
ican Lung Association shows that 154 million people live in areas 
with levels of toxic soot and smog pollution that current science 
demonstrates is dangerous. Last year the Pittsburgh Post Gazette 
reported on the oily black rain of pollution from an electric utility 
company that coated a local community in 2006. Because of the po-
tential impact of the pollution on public health, local farmers were 
told that livestock should not graze in their fields and families 
were told not to eat fruits and vegetables from their own gardens. 

In 2008, USA Today ran a series on toxic air pollution near our 
Nation’s schools. I remember, it was the first time I really met for-
mally with Lisa Jackson here, as she was coming up for her con-
firmation hearing. I asked EPA to help monitor for such threats, 
and she said she pledged she would do so. And now the agency is 
focused on addressing sources of toxic air pollution near schools. 
We all know that children are much more sensitive to these dan-
gerous pollutants than adults, given their size. 

The EPA is also helping my constituents in Mecca, California. 
Yes, there is a Mecca, California. There is a horrible odor ema-
nating from a soil recycling plant. It made people very sick. And 
Senator Inhofe, as you know, sometimes we see these issues in the 
local press, well, I saw it in the local press and I looked at it. Ev-
eryone was just shrugging their shoulders, what was it? What was 
causing it? These kids were dizzy, they were practically fainting. 
Teachers were being hospitalized. It was just a nightmare. 

And the kids were told they couldn’t go out and play. And you 
tell a little child they can’t go out and play, it is a prison sentence. 

So we got EPA activated, they got involved with the State, with 
the local people. And now they have identified the source of the 
pollution. The point I am making is, we need to enforce this law. 
Under the Clean Air Act, EPA is required to strengthen protections 
if the science indicates that pollution adversely impacts public 
health, again, including children’s health. And recently, EPA pro-
posed much-needed Federal safeguards to reduce toxic air pollution 
from old power plants, by requiring the use of modern pollution 
controls. These proposed safeguards would reduce mercury, lead, 
chromium, which are known to cause cancer and birth defects. 

The point is, this is the Clean Air Act at work. And Adminis-
trator Jackson has to do her job. Unless we repeal the Clean Air 
Act or portions thereto, which there are some attempts to do, which 
have failed, Lisa Jackson has to do her job, or there will be law-
suits and she will have to defend why she is doing nothing. So I 
hope colleagues will understand that this is her responsibility. 

When EPA reduces toxic air pollution, it helps families and chil-
dren. EPA recently conducted a congressionally required peer-re-
viewed analysis of the Clean Air Act showing overwhelming health 
benefits now and into the future. The annual benefits by 2020, and 
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I will show you this, it is a little small printing, but I think col-
leagues can read it, will include preventing more than 230,000 pre-
mature deaths, 200,000 cases of heart attacks, 2.4 million cases of 
asthma attacks, 120,000 emergency room visits and 5.4 million lost 
days at school. 

So in contrast to the unsupported claims by some polluters who 
argue health threats from mercury are exaggerated and other air 
pollutants are exaggerated, we will hear today from Administrator 
Jackson and representatives of the American Academy of Pediat-
rics, the nurses, the Thoracic Society, who are experts on this issue 
. And these witnesses will describe the critical steps that have been 
taken to reduce dangerous air pollution. 

Again, before I turn to the Ranking Member, to whom I will give 
an extra 2 minutes, I want to thank you personally for your in-
volvement in this Mecca situation. Because I went there, and we 
had a meeting. Everyone was around the table. It was so uplifting 
for the community. It is a poor community. And they really feel 
that their voices have been heard. I know we won’t stop until we 
get this all resolved. I wanted to thank you. 

Now I will turn to my colleague, and I will give you 7 minutes. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Madam Chair. I think a lot of peo-
ple don’t realize that what you said about the merits and successes 
of the Clean Air Act, I have said many times, and I agree. In fact, 
one of the things I was going to talk about today, both the EIA and 
the EPA data indicates that since 1970, coal use has increased by 
over 200 percent while SOX and NOX emissions have dropped by 
65 and 85 percent, respectively. It is a success story. 

This is the first time that we have had Administrator Jackson 
here to discuss the Environmental Protection Agency’s air quality 
regulations, so I am very glad you are here and look forward to this 
hearing. 

I would also like to thank the witnesses on our second panel, 
Cathy Woollums. It will be nice to hear how the regulations are af-
fecting the ratepayers. And Dr. Brenner, I think reference was 
made to you last week by Margo Thorning. You have a real inter-
esting testimony. So we can be learning more about how energy 
price increases and unemployment affect public health. There is a 
relationship there that nobody every talks about. So I look forward 
to that. 

There is always the propensity of people who want to over-regu-
late our lives to try to use such things as health and deaths and 
all that. But we don’t hear the other side of it. So we will hear 
some of it today. 

Over the past 2 years, the Obama EPA has moved forward in an 
unprecedented number of rules that will have enormous con-
sequences on families and businesses and the Nation’s fiscal well- 
being. Take for example the EPA’s new greenhouse gas cap and 
trade regulations. I appreciated your honesty, Administrator Jack-
son, gosh, it has been months ago, I guess, when I was saying, if 
we were to do something like that, either through regulations or 
through any of the legislation, like the Markey Bill and some of the 
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rest of them, would that decrease concentrations. And of course, 
you had stated it would not have an impact on greenhouse gas con-
centrations, obviously, since we are looking at where the problem 
is is not the United States, but it is countries like China and like 
India and elsewhere. 

I would take it one step further, and I have several times, these 
were not your words, but they were mine, that it could have just 
the opposite effect. Because as we lose our jobs, as hey are out 
seeking power and energy, they have to go to places where the reg-
ulations are not nearly as stringent as ours, it could have an in-
creased effect. 

The agency’s voluntary reconsideration of the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards for ground level ozone, a decision based on 
outdated data, could lead to significant economic constrains in the 
Country. It is another agency action of dubious merit. EPA projects 
costs of this rule to be somewhere around $90 billion. Meanwhile, 
the agency is planning to tighten the standards again in just 2 
years. 

The Obama EPA is aggressively moving forward to regulate 
nearly all aspects of American life. It is now regulating, has regula-
tions to cover dust on farms, in puddles of water along the side of 
the road, and it is businesses and working families who have to 
pay for all this. 

Today we have a witness from the electric power industry with 
us. So let’s focus on the regulations affecting her business for a 
minute. Just last week, in response to EPA’s rules, American Elec-
tric Power announced that they would be forced to close nearly 
6,000 megawatts of low cost coal-powered energy. Now, when you 
do the math on that, that works out to about 12 plants. 

As a consequence, the AEP, that is American Electric Power, es-
timates nearly 600 power plant workers will lose their jobs, total-
ing nearly $40 million in annual wages. These are good-paying jobs 
in rural areas in Virginia, West Virginia, Ohio, Indiana, and Texas. 
They won’t be easily replaced. 

Of course, the effects to the communities will be far greater than 
these direct job losses alone, as electricity prices increase in nearby 
businesses suffer in the wake of plant closures. A recent report by 
the National Economic Research Association anticipates this will 
be replicated across the Country, with an estimated 48 gigawatts 
in plant closures. This is just from two of the EPA rules. That is 
the AEP tragedy eight times over. 

Before this analysis is criticized, let me say that it is consistent 
with multiple projections, including that of the Obama Department 
of Energy, which estimates that plant closures could be as high as 
70 gigawatts. NERA, that is the National Economic Recovery Asso-
ciates, goes on to predict that these two rules, Utility MACT and 
the Transport Rule, will cause electricity prices to increase by as 
much as 23 percent. And by 2020, 1.4 million jobs could be lost. 
Now, that comes from the Obama administration, not from some 
other association. 

As I said in last week’s hearing, we all have an interest in deal-
ing with real pollution concerns and protecting public health. We 
also know that President Obama has a cap and trade agenda that 
is specifically designed to raise the prices of energy by forcing coal 
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and oil out of the market. That is coal, oil and gas. He couldn’t get 
it passed through the Senate, so now he is trying to do it with the 
EPA doing it for him. 

It is kind of interesting that everyone up here on this panel is 
always talking about great all this stuff is, and global warming is 
coming, we have to do cap and trade. And yet there probably are 
not, at the very most, 30 votes in the U.S. Senate that would sup-
port that when it comes down to a vote. So it makes for good con-
versation, but the votes aren’t there. It is something that no more 
than one-third of this Senate would vote for. 

Today, the Clean Air Act is being implemented in a way that 
bears no resemblance to what Congress intended. I have already 
said that I was a great supporter of the successes of the Clean Air 
Act in the past. Congress didn’t give the EPA the authority to set 
mandates that can’t be achieved. Congress didn’t give the EPA au-
thority to pursue an agenda that hurts the very people that it is 
supposed to be trying to protect. And we all know that Congress 
didn’t give the EPA authority to regulate greenhouse gases. But 
here we are. 

So we hear a lot about the Clean Air Act these days, and I will 
be the first to admit that industry and States have done a great 
job of cleaning up air over the past 40 years. But the Clean Air Act 
is in dire need of modernization. It needs to be updated to undo 
years of bureaucratic over-reach and messy court rulings, updated 
to meet the pollution challenges of today, and yes, updated to stop 
politicians from using it to pursue a reckless political agenda. 

I have to say to our first witness, Lisa Jackson, it is nice to have 
you back. I always really sincerely appreciate the fact that you do 
give direct answers, even when it is not popular to give them. So 
I thank you very much for being here. 

And also, I heard from one of the green publications yesterday, 
I was doing an interview. They had gone to your office and said you 
still have a beautiful picture hanging on your wall. I was glad to 
hear that. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Inhofe follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. INHOFE, U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

Madam Chairwoman, I appreciate your having today’s hearing. This is the first 
time this session we’ve had Administrator Jackson here to discuss the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s (EPA) air quality regulations. I’m glad you’re here. I’d 
also like to thank the witnesses on our second panel. Cathy Woollums, I’m anxious 
to hear how EPA’s regulations are affecting your rate payers. Dr. Brenner, I look 
forward to learning more about how energy price increases and unemployment af-
fect public health. I think your testimony will be particularly insightful in light of 
the sweeping job losses we expect from EPA’s rules. 

Over the past 2 years, the Obama EPA has moved forward with an unprecedented 
number of rules that will have enormous consequences for families, businesses, and 
the nation’s fiscal well-being. Take for example, EPA’s new greenhouse gas (GHG) 
cap and trade regulations. Administrator Jackson, you have admitted that regu-
lating GHGs in the U.S. will have no impact on global GHG concentrations, yet your 
rules will come at an estimated cost of $300 to $400 billion annually. The Agency’s 
voluntary reconsideration of the national ambient air quality standards for ground- 
level ozone—a decision based on outdated data that could lead to significant eco-
nomic constraints on the country—is an another Agency action of dubious merit. 
EPA projects the cost of this rule in the order of $90 billion. Meanwhile, the Agency 
is planning to tighten the standards again in just 2 years. 
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The Obama EPA is aggressively moving forward to regulate nearly all aspects of 
American life—it now has regulations covering dust on farms and puddles of water 
along the side of road. And it is businesses and working families who will pay the 
price. 

Today we have a witness from the electric power industry with us, so let’s focus 
on the regulations affecting her business for a minute. Just last week, in response 
to EPA’s rules, American Electric Power (AEP) announced they would be forced to 
close nearly 6,000 Megawatts of low cost (coal) power generation. As a consequence, 
AEP estimates nearly 600 power plant workers will lose their jobs, totaling nearly 
$40 million in annual wages. These are good paying jobs in rural areas of Virginia, 
West Virginia, Kentucky, Ohio, Indiana and Texas. These jobs won’t easily be re-
placed. 

Of course, the effects to the communities will be far greater than these direct job 
losses alone, as electricity prices increase and nearby businesses suffer in the wake 
of plant closures. A recent report by National Economic Research Associates (NERA) 
anticipates this will be replicated across the country, with an estimated 48 
Gigawatts in plant closures. And this is from just two of EPA’s rules. That’s the 
AEP tragedy eight times over. And before this analysis is criticized, let me say that 
it is consistent with multiple projections, including that of Obama’s Department of 
Energy, which estimates that plant closures could be as high as 70 Gigawatts. 
NERA goes on to predict that these two rules—the ‘‘Utility MACT’’ and the ‘‘Trans-
port Rule’’—will cause electricity prices to increase by as much as 23 percent. By 
2020, 1.4 million jobs could be lost. 

As I said at last week’s hearing, we all have an interest in dealing with real pollu-
tion concerns and protecting public health. But we also know that President Obama 
has a cap and trade agenda that’s specifically designed to raise energy prices by 
forcing coal and oil out of the market. He couldn’t get it passed the Senate, so now 
he has the EPA doing it for him. This is something that no more than one-third 
of the U.S. Senate would vote for. 

Today, the Clean Air Act is being implemented in a way that bears no resem-
blance to what Congress intended. Congress didn’t give EPA the authority to set 
mandates that can’t be achieved. Congress didn’t give EPA the authority to pursue 
an agenda that hurts the very people it’s supposedly trying to protect. And we all 
know that Congress didn’t give EPA the authority to regulate greenhouse gasses. 
But here we are. 

We hear a lot about the Clean Air Act these days. And I’ll be the first to admit 
that industry and states have done a great job of cleaning up the air over the past 
40 years. But the Clean Air Act is in dire need of modernization. It needs to be up-
dated to undo years of bureaucratic overreach and messy court rulings; updated to 
meet the pollution challenges of today. And yes, updated to stop politicians from 
using it to pursue a reckless political agenda that hurts working families. 

Senator BOXER. Thank you so much to my Ranking Member. 
I would say in the order of arrival, on our side, Whitehouse, 

Merkley, Lautenberg, and Alexander on the Republican side. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. SHELDON WHITEHOUSE, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. Thank you, Madam Chair. I would re-
spectfully differ with our Ranking Member that we don’t hear 
much from the polluting side. I think we hear relentlessly in this 
building from the polluting side. I think that is one of the reasons 
that we don’t have the votes yet on trying to do something respon-
sible about carbon pollution. 

But I would note that although there is a focus, because the pol-
luting side pays the benefits of cleaner air, pays the costs of getting 
the cleaner air, the value is more widespread, but it is very real. 
According to the Office of Management and Budget, the total eco-
nomic benefits of the Clean Air Act are estimated to exceed compli-
ance costs anywhere from four to one to eight to one. 

And the health benefits of the Clean Air Act are even larger. The 
direct health benefits of just the 1990 Clean Air Act amendments, 
which included the acid rain program and the program to phaseout 
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chemicals that deplete the ozone layer, exceeded the cost of indus-
try compliance by 30 to 1. The upcoming Clean Air Act rules have 
similar benefit to cost ratios. 

EPA will soon finalize the Transport Rule, very important to 
Rhode Island, because we get bombarded with pollution from 
States that we have no control over, creating one of the highest 
rates of asthma around. Eleven percent of children in Rhode Island 
have asthma. And the Transport Rule will help reduce that. In 
doing so, it will serve our economy by avoiding the significant 
health costs. 

The Transport Rule has a predicted benefit to cost ratio of any-
where from 55 to 1 to 145 to 1. What we hear from more than any 
place else is the one. 

EPA is also finally taking steps to control toxic air pollution from 
power plants. The agency is moving in response to longstanding 
peer-reviewed, scientific evidence that establishes the health 
threats of mercury, dioxin, acid gases and other toxic air pollution. 
The new Toxic Air Standards have a predicted benefit to cost ratio 
of anywhere from five to one to 13 to one. Again, we hear a lot from 
the one. 

The arguments against, I think, are very often not particularly 
well-founded. There was a Wall Street Journal op-ed recently enti-
tled The Myth of Killer Mercury. It was written by a consultant of 
the George C. Marshall Fund, whose role in fixing the science 
against the public health is chronicled pretty effectively in a book 
called Merchants of Doubt. I won’t go into it any further, but I 
think General Marshall is probably horrified that his name has 
been associated with this fund. 

The other author is a senior fellow at an Exxon-funded think 
tank and a former principal of an energy public relations firm. Up 
against that, you have the fact that every single one of our 50 
States has put out mercury advisories, warning pregnant women 
and children not to eat certain kinds of fish for fear of causing per-
manent neurological damage. Every one of our 50 States has that 
out. 

With respect to the AEP shut-downs, I take a bit of an interest 
in that, because years ago as attorney general of Rhode Island, I 
participated in a lawsuit that has provoked a lot of these shut- 
downs for the very health reasons that I have just described. Rhode 
Island was getting bombarded. Just the other day, when we were 
here a week ago, it was a bad air day in Rhode Island. Nothing 
we could do about it. Pollution from Midwestern power plants 
turns into ozone, and we get notices in drive time radio in Rhode 
Island saying, if you have infants, elderly, people with respiratory 
conditions should stay inside today, because the air is not safe to 
breathe. That is a cost when you have to stay inside because the 
air is not safe to breathe because of a downwind power plant. 

Forty-five hundred out of the 5,500 megawatts that are being 
taken offline are being taken offline because of that lawsuit. Not 
because of what it threatened, but because of what they did and 
the fact that it was wrong and the fact that they settled that case. 
And in that case, just by the way, on this question of cost benefit, 
the cleanup costs for AEP and for the defendants involved were 
$4.6 billion, and the savings in health and other benefits on the 
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other side were estimated to be $30 billion, not once, but annually 
thereafter. Four point six billion dollar investment to save $30 bil-
lion in health and other costs annually thereafter. I think that is 
pretty good business for the United States of America to be in-
volved in. 

And I thank the Chairman for the hearing and the Administrator 
for her hard work. 

Senator BOXER. Thank you so much, Senator Whitehouse. 
Senator Alexander. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LAMAR ALEXANDER, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 

Senator ALEXANDER. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Adminis-
trator Jackson, welcome. Good to see you. 

When the Nissan plant was thinking about locating in the 
United States 30 years ago, it thought of Tennessee. And the first 
thing the officials did was to go down to the State air quality board 
and get an air quality permit for their paint plant. Because the air 
was clean enough for them to get it, Nissan located there. And 
today, a State that had almost no auto jobs has about a third of 
its manufacturing jobs in the auto business. In other words, clean 
air for us means good jobs. 

Across the State of Tennessee, we have a lot of county officials 
who are struggling to meet the National Ambient Air Standards. 
They would like to get the next Volkswagen supplier. They want 
to be able to get their air quality permits. And they won’t be able 
to get it unless we have a strong national Clean Air law, which is 
why I have joined with Senator Carper for the last 6 years in intro-
ducing a law that regulated sulfur, nitrogen and mercury, and say-
ing while we argue about carbon, let’s go ahead and do the other 
three and do it right. 

I am also interested in the health effects, which have been talked 
about. And I am also interested, because we like to see the Great 
Smoky Mountains, and visitors don’t come there to see the smog, 
they come to see the blue haze that the Cherokees sang about. And 
it is the most polluted national park in America, because dirty air 
blows in from all over the Country, not just from TVA. 

That is why I support the Tennessee Valley Authority’s recent 
decision on coal, to either close its coal plants or put pollution con-
trol equipment on all of its plants by 2020. That is the right thing 
to do. It will make it easier for us to attract auto jobs. It will help 
our health and it will attract tourism jobs and give us a chance to 
see the mountains. 

It also means we will be able to use coal. Thirty-five percent of 
our electricity will be made by coal, more or less, by the year 2020. 
And if we can figure out a way to deal with carbon from coal 
plants, more of it will be from coal. 

So there are some things I like about the EPA’s rules, and there 
are some things I don’t like. The Clean Air Transport Rule is very 
much like the law that I wish we had passed in the last Congress 
on SOX and on NOX. It doesn’t have enough flexibility, as much 
as we did. I think you still have authority to grant more flexibility 
in dealing with sulfur and nitrogen. And I hope you consider that. 
I will be asking about that during my question time. 
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As far as mercury and the other pollutants, I believe coal plants 
should get rid of mercury up to 90 percent. The technology is there 
to do it. Mercury is dangerous. It comes down near the coal plants, 
shouldn’t be traded, I agree with all of that. But I want to make 
sure that when we lump all the other pollutants with mercury, I 
think it suddenly runs the cost up and takes it into an unrealistic 
range. So my question would be, wouldn’t it be better if we gave 
you the authority only to deal with mercury, which is what Senator 
Carper’s bill and I did. 

Finally, on the Boiler MACT provision, I think that rule belongs 
on another planet somewhere. It is completely unrealistic. It is not 
based on real world achievability. It may be the most expensive 
such rule ever proposed. And I don’t believe it can be fixed by the 
Environmental Protection Agency without some congressional ac-
tion. The EPA admitted, when it petitioned the court 15 months 
ago, that it was having a hard time with it. You have been forced 
to come up with a rule faster than you should. So today, I am going 
to be asking two questions of the Administrator. And if I have time 
to do it in my question time, I will do it then. And if not, I would 
appreciate very much a written response to the questions. 

One would be, do you have the legal authority to make the nec-
essary changes to the solid waste portion of the rules affecting in-
dustrial boilers? That is my first question. My second question 
would be, do you have the time to fix the rule considering the fact 
that courts have already forced you to move faster than EPA origi-
nally wanted and your administrative stay is already being chal-
lenged by a new lawsuit? 

And when the time comes, I will ask a third question about your 
mercury rule. Wouldn’t it be better if we gave you the authority 
only to deal with mercury, as Senator Carper and I proposed in our 
bill, rather than lump mercury in with other pollutants, which will 
cause utilities to have to spend too much money to deal with those 
pollutants. Having low-cost electricity is an important part of mak-
ing it easier and cheaper to create good new jobs in this Country. 

I believe we can do that with rules on sulfur and nitrogen and 
mercury over a reasonable period of time. But the Boiler MACT 
and the other pollutants send the cost into the stratosphere. 

Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. 
Senator BOXER. Thank you, Senator. And hopefully you can stay 

for questions. But I will make sure, and I know that Administrator 
Jackson will make sure to answer you in writing, if you can’t stay 
in time to get all those questions. 

Senator ALEXANDER. Thank you very much. 
Senator BOXER. Senator Merkley. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF MERKLEY, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 

Senator MERKLEY. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Welcome, Ad-
ministrator Jackson. 

I had a recent experience that reminded me of how important 
clean air is, in that the Senate had a bipartisan delegation to 
China. And everywhere we went, we were told it was the best air 
day they had had in the year, or possibly the previous 2 years. And 
we couldn’t see buildings 100 yards away. We were told by the em-
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bassy personnel that they were thinking that they should keep 
family members no more than 2 years in China because of the 
moral implications of exposure to family members in regard to 
health. We heard about the China cough syndrome, and heard it 
as well, and so on and so forth. 

It took me back to when, in my earlier days in Oregon, we used 
to have bad air quality days much more routinely. Nothing like 
L.A., we were happy to acknowledge, but certainly still were af-
fected. And so when I look at how the Nation’s health, and really 
its whole quality of life has been impacted by the Clean Air Act, 
it is a tremendous success. The statistics on 2010 alone, preventing 
160,000 cases of premature mortality, reducing heart attacks by 
more than 100,000, reducing lost work days by 13 million, reducing 
asthma attacks by nearly 2 million in a single year, and those pro-
jections continue. 

So I know it is often popular to attack the Clean Air Act on the 
basis that it will cripple our economy, cripple our industry or bring 
down our businesses. But the fact is that that has never been the 
case. It has always been the argument and it has never been the 
case. And indeed, there are costs of compliance, but those costs are 
outweighed by about a 30 to 1 factor in terms of reduction in 
health care expenses. And behind those health care expenses is not 
just an issue of the wallet, it is an issue of our daily quality of life. 

So I look forward to your testimony as we work to sustain and 
improve our air quality in America. 

Senator BOXER. Thank you, Senator. 
Senator LAUTENBERG. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK LAUTENBERG, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Senator LAUTENBERG. Thanks, Madam Chairman. Welcome, Ad-
ministrator Jackson. 

I always feel that the air is made lighter when I see you and 
know what you are doing for us. I congratulate you and urge you, 
don’t quit. That is what you have to do. Continue to enforce the 
rules. Continue to care about what the net gain is for America. Be-
cause costs are discussed here as if that is the ultimate goal. 

But we know darned well, that is not the goal. That is not the 
goal of those of us who think that we ought to be investing and 
protecting the health and well-being of our kids at stages of life 
when clean air is so important, living in a country where Code Or-
ange days say, children, the elderly, stay indoors. Stay indoors? Is 
that what we want to tell our children? I don’t think so. 

I don’t want to surprise people here, but I am a senior citizen. 
And I am told, get out here, no matter what the weather is. But 
that is a political thing. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator LAUTENBERG. Anyway, this year we have also experi-

enced Code Red, where even healthy adults are advised to limit 
their outdoor activity. The alarm is ringing and those on the other 
side just don’t see the urgency. They are good people and I know 
they care about their children and their families. But their priority 
would result in protecting the polluting companies that are causing 
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the problems. Not long ago that kind of thinking was the exception, 
not the rule. 

In 1990, both parties came together to strengthen the Clean Air 
Act, protect our Country from dangerous air toxics. But the big pol-
luters put their lawyers and lobbyists to work, spent millions of 
dollars to prevent EPA from implementing the law, setting rules 
that cleaned up the largest sources of deadly emissions. The 
Obama administration is trying to fix this, by putting limits on the 
largest sources of air toxics. But the other side attacks these new 
rules as too costly. How costly is it when life is at risk? We have 
to be clear. These rules now are more than a decade overdue. While 
industry and their allies in Congress keep stalling, Americans are 
paying a price that in many ways is irrecoverable. 

We know that dirty air causes asthma attacks, heart attacks, 
strokes, cancer. And on a personal side, my oldest grandchild, who 
is only 17, has asthma. And my daughter, when he goes out to play 
sports, first checks to see where the nearest emergency clinic is, so 
that if he starts to wheeze, she gets him there in a hurry. 

So when we look at things as dreadful and deadly as mercury, 
essentially brain poison for children, can damage a child’s kidneys, 
liver, nervous system and permanently a lower a child’s i.q., what 
is the cost? What is the cost there? In emotional and human terms, 
the cost is inconceivable that it would continue to be, that people 
would continue to be exposed there, as opposed to reducing health 
care costs and seeing children happy and able to go outside and do 
what kids normally do. 

So Madam Chairman, I ask unanimous that my full statement 
be included in the record. And I commend you for your pursuit of 
better health for our families, our children, and we all have to keep 
that in mind. I want to say this to my colleagues on the other side. 
I know that you are concerned about the health and well-being of 
children. But I would ask, if you could only at least consider that 
the primary cost of what we are trying to do is not the dollars in-
volved, but rather the results that we can get if we implement the 
rule as they are. 

Thank you very much, Madam Chair. 
Senator BOXER. Thank you so much. 
Senator BARRASSO. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BARRASSO, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WYOMING 

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. 
For 2 years, Madam Chairman, this Administration has had an 

economic policy that has not rescued our economy and has not cre-
ated jobs. In fact, this Administration’s policies have done just the 
opposite. They have made it worse. 

I believe in fostering economic growth through innovation, low 
taxes and less regulation. This will spur the private sector to create 
the jobs al across this great Country. This Administration has been 
picking winners and losers. It is attempting to create a green econ-
omy where you regulate one sector of the economy out of business 
and subsidize the other sectors to clean up the mess with taxpayer 
money. 
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For the last 2 years, this Administration and this EPA have pur-
sued their green wins while red, white and blue energy loses. That 
is the economic policy that they have been pursuing, and the result 
is 9.1 percent unemployment. 

Lisa Jackson, who is before us today, was quoted as saying re-
cently that ‘‘We want to make environmental protection and envi-
ronmental technology a central piece of our effort to win the fu-
ture.’’ Along with some very difficult spending cuts, she says the 
President is calling for investments in our schools and our teach-
ers, our innovators and small businesses, and the infrastructure 
that keeps our economy running. She calls this essential ingredi-
ents to a robust green economy. 

Where can we look, Madam Chairman, to see where these green 
economy policies have been in effect? Well, in September 2009, at 
the Second Annual Governors Global Climate Summit, Jackson 
stated ‘‘California has been out front on energy efficiency, green-
house gas reduction, transportation innovation and so much more.’’ 
She goes on to say ‘‘In many ways the Country is once again catch-
ing up with what is happening here.’’ She is referring to California. 

Two years since that statement, 2 years since that statement was 
made, the unemployment rate in California is 11.9 percent, well 
above the national average. If that is how an only green economy 
works, the 9.1 percent of the Country looking for jobs aren’t inter-
ested. Even green American businesses that are receiving Govern-
ment support are finding it hard to compete. As President Obama 
touted the success of LED light bulb manufacturers in North Caro-
lina, he failed to mention that one of the companies he toured was 
having significant financial difficulty, and their stock value was cut 
in half over the last year. This was despite the company receiving 
a $39 million tax credit through the Obama so-called stimulus law. 

Explaining this phenomenon was Jeffrey Bencik, a green tech-
nology analyst for the New York investment banking firm, who 
stated that U.S. makers of LED products, energy-efficient light 
emitting diodes, will have a hard time competing unless anyone 
can get their costs down to compete with the Chinese companies. 
Wishful thinking and the political ideology of this Administration 
and this EPA simply fail to account for the economic realities of the 
global marketplace. 

This Administration’s steadfast vocal support of green energy ini-
tiatives and a green economy doesn’t make American companies 
more innovative at home or more competitive abroad. At some 
point, I would like to see this Administration’s policy dreams of to-
morrow actually acknowledge the economic reality of today. The 
economic reality is millions of Americans still unemployed, looking 
for work to provide for their families. Many families with children 
are sliding into poverty as the bills pile up. 

This Administration can’t continue to pick the winners and losers 
in America’s energy debate. We need it all, green, red, white and 
blue energy jobs I believe our job is to make sure that things don’t 
get any worse and create an economic environment where things 
can actually get better. 

During the testimony of Dr. Margaret Thorning during last 
week’s Clean Energy Subcommittee hearing, she quoted Professor 
Brenner of Johns Hopkins University, who is scheduled to testify 
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today, whose research showed that economic growth leads to actu-
ally the lowering of mortality rates, including child mortality. In 
addition, according to the National Center for Health Statistics, 
American children in poverty are 3.6 times more likely than non- 
poor children to have poor health and five times more likely to die 
from an infectious disease. 

That is the concern I have regarding the economy, Madam Chair-
man. It is our responsibility to make America’s air as clean as we 
can as fast as we can. And let us do it in a way that doesn’t hurt 
American families during this economic crisis. Costly job-crushing 
regulations, heavy tax burdens, and investment in non-competitive 
industries does not foster economic growth, does not create jobs, 
does not promote commerce and does not make the public 
healthier. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman, and I look forward to the testi-
mony. 

Senator BOXER. I am sure you do. 
Senator VITTER. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID VITTER, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

Senator VITTER. Thank you, Madam Chairman, for this hearing. 
I will submit my full statement for the record, but I did want to 
make a few comments. 

Certainly this hearing is timely, in my opinion, particularly since 
over the last 6 months or so EPA, I believe, has lost enormous 
credibility in terms of the core fundamental issue of the soundness 
of its science and its scientific reviews. We have seen this in a 
number of instances, I have been particularly involved in one 
where I was pushing for an independent review and study by the 
National Academy of Sciences. We finally got that, and quite frank-
ly, it confirmed my concerns about the validity and soundness of 
the science work going on for EPA. 

I think that is a very important backdrop to all of these discus-
sions. And I agree with the call for everything to be based on sound 
science. I think we have a lot of work to do to ensure that that is 
happening under this Administration. 

So I will submit the rest of my comments for the record. But that 
is the fundamental backdrop and concern I have. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Vitter follows:] 

STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID VITTER, U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA 

Thank you Chairman Boxer and Ranking Member Inhofe for holding this hearing 
today on EPA regulation under the Clean Air Act and public health. 

If anything this hearing is timely. Over the last sixth months or so EPA has lost 
credibility as an agency capable of handling scientific reviews in an unbiased man-
ner. EPA has lost credibility as an agency capable of doing comprehensive economic 
analysis on the impacts of the suite of new regulations it wants to impose on Amer-
ican businesses. EPA has also lost credibility with the courts as an agency capable 
of operating within its statutory authority. All of which has led to the EPA being 
apply nicknamed the ‘‘Employment Prevention Agency.’’ 

For the several years leading to 2011 this committee was holding regular hearings 
on why we needed Cap and Trade to create jobs and spur economic growth. As those 
arguments collapsed under further scrutiny we were told Cap and Trade was needed 
to protect public health. Fortunately, republicans saw through the disingenuous ar-
guments and were able to thwart that legislative effort. Had we not prevented Cap 
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and Trade from becoming law it clearly would have exacerbated the 9 percent unem-
ployment rate we see today as well as the soaring energy prices American con-
sumers and businesses are suffering through this summer. 

Unfortunately, the Obama administration and the EPA see a litany of new regula-
tions as a consolation prize to Cap and Trade, and are aggressively hoping to imple-
ment what is both scientifically dubious and economically unsound. 

The National Academies reported about a month ago on the scientific review proc-
ess being done at EPA at both Administrator Jackson’s and my request. Adminis-
trator Jackson and I negotiated aggressively to have that work done by the NAS. 
Their findings in April confirmed what many intuitively knew. The report confirmed 
that EPA has very serious and chronic flaws in scientific work being conducted, and 
in particular the methodologies and lack of weighting scientific evidence, which in 
turn leads to routinely biased conclusions. 

Additionally, EPA seems bent on ignoring the economic realities of today and rou-
tinely fails to produce even semi-respectable economic analysis on the impacts of the 
Agency’s decisions. As well, EPA routinely ignores requirements under section 
321(a) of the Clean Air Act. We see this in particular in EPA’s ongoing saga in regu-
lating commercial, institutional and industrial boilers. In fact, EPA’s economic anal-
ysis was so bad that the Department of Commerce had to get involved with their 
own analysis, which reportedly showed far worse an impact than EPA had con-
cluded. EPA officials have since been forced to acknowledge their failure to ‘‘cal-
culate standards that fully reflected operational reality.’’ 

Confounding these problems EPA has aggressively taken steps to exceed its statu-
tory authority. Just last month Judge Richard Leon of the Federal district court for 
the District of Columbia found that EPA’s use of the Environmental Appeals Board 
to extend review periods for permits under the Clean Air Act was in contradiction 
to clear statutory authority. Quite similar to the Interior Department, EPA has a 
permitting problem. And unfortunately for the American worker and businesses, the 
permits these agencies are mismanaging are the permits companies need to create 
jobs. In the words of Judge Leon ‘‘how absurd.’’ 

In opposition to a free market economy crony capitalism has been given new life 
in the Obama administration. It’s become this simple: If you are not a favored in-
dustry you are going to have trouble getting your permits. If you are a favored in-
dustry and endorse the Administration’s agenda you will not only be more likely to 
get your permits, but you may even get Federal financing and there is a good chance 
you will be appointed as an economic advisor to the President. Jeff Immelt and John 
Bryson can attest to this fact. 

Finally, there exist two very serious public health problems ongoing in the U.S. 
today. They are unemployment and poverty, both of which are being exacerbated by 
a dysfunctional Environmental Protection Agency. Unfortunately, the prescription 
this administration is prescribing is a combination of crony capitalism, agency over-
reach, biased science, poor economic analysis and selective permitting. That is not 
an elixir that will cure what ails our economy. And the unemployment perpetuated 
by this strategy will continue to be the single greatest public health issue facing the 
United States. 

Senator BOXER. Thanks. I am just going to address a couple of 
comments. 

Senator Barrasso’s comments, and it will go off my time, don’t 
worry about it, Senator Barrasso’s comments lead me to believe he 
lives in an alternate universe. Red, white and blue, he says, about 
the energy supports, like oil that we import from countries who 
want to do us in. Really, that is not red, white and blue. It is the 
opposite. We have to get off of that. And harness the energies here 
in our Country and do it in a smart way, which, I think with the 
Clean Air Act help, we have shown we can do it. 

Senator Inhofe proved that when he talked about how we have 
had an expansion, for example, in coal. But because of the Clean 
Air Act and its work, we have managed not to lose control of the 
quality of the air. 

Then, and this is supposed to be a hearing on the Clean Air Act, 
he attacks the President on job creation. Again, an alternate uni-
verse. When President Obama took the oath of office, we were 
bleeding 800,000 jobs a month. The auto industry was on the brink. 
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So let’s talk about the facts. Let’s not get so emotional about our 
political wishes for the next election that we lose site of what we 
are doing. 

Senator INHOFE. OK, let me respond also. 
Senator BOXER. You can respond on your time, just like I have 

responded. 
Senator INHOFE. Well, let me go ahead and respond to this, be-

cause I think—— 
Senator BOXER. No. No. You are out of order. 
Senator INHOFE. We are not going to have enough time as it is. 
Senator BOXER. You are out of order. I am going to get to my 

questions. 
Senator INHOFE. With 9.1 percent unemployment, that is not 

what I call successful. 
Senator BOXER. When somebody stands here in this Committee 

and attacks the President of the United States for not doing 
enough on jobs when he took over and there was a bleeding loss 
of 800,000 a month, I am going to respond. Now there is free 
speech around here, and everybody has it, everybody can say what 
you want. But that doesn’t mean it isn’t responded to, and my 
friend can respond to me in his time. 

Senator INHOFE. In all respect, Madam Chairman—— 
Senator BOXER. You can respond to me on your time. The Com-

mittee will come to order. I will add time to your opportunity to 
respond to me. 

Now, another myth around here is that greenhouse gas emissions 
are not covered in the Clean Air ct. It was repeated by my friend, 
the Ranking Member. I would tell him to look at te Supreme Court 
decision, which says because—this was a decision that was made 
when the Bush administration said exactly what my friend said, 
greenhouse gas emissions are not included in the Clean Air Act. 
This is what the Supreme Court said. ‘‘Because greenhouse gases 
fit well within the Clean Air Act’s capacious definition of air pollut-
ant, we hold that EPA has the statutory authority to regulate the 
emissions of such gases.’’ 

So let’s not make things up. Let’s deal with it. Now, people didn’t 
like it, on the other side of the aisle. That was this Supreme Court 
in a five-four ruling. 

So the other thing my colleague said, and this is my question to 
you, Administrator Jackson, my friend said, my friend Senator 
Inhofe said that the Clean Air Act is being implemented ‘‘in a way 
Congress never intended.’’ And I don’t, he was not that specific 
about it. Could you respond to that charge? Are you doing anything 
that is out of the ordinary in terms of implementing this? Or are 
you following what the law says? 

Ms. JACKSON. To the contrary, all of our rules are authorized by 
the Clean Air Act. The mercury standards are authorized by the 
Toxics Rules, Chairman, and the standards for soot, the standards 
for smog, the standards that are designed to fight asthma, bron-
chitis, heart disease and premature deaths are all specifically 
called out in the Clean Air Act. 

Senator BOXER. OK. I just realized that you didn’t give your tes-
timony. My friend was right. 
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So what I will do is, at this point I will stop and turn it over to 
Senator Inhofe for 5 minutes to respond to me, and then we will 
get to you. I apologize. 

Senator INHOFE. Oh, all right. Well, I will make it short. 
First of all, because of the length of this thing and I see the par-

ticipation that will be here, I will have to leave a little bit before 
12 o’clock. So I am really concerned about the second panel. 

I would just say this. When our friend, Senator Barrasso, talked 
about the red, white and blue and about all of the above, it is so 
frustrating when we sit here and we look at the CRA that came 
out less than a year ago and it documented that we have the larg-
est recoverable reserves in coal, oil and gas in the United States 
of America, and we could be completely weaned off of all Middle 
Eastern oil, if we would only develop our own resources. It is so 
ridiculous to even suggest that somehow if we restrict our recovery 
of coal, oil and gas, that somehow, somewhere down the road, that 
is going to reduce our reliance on the Middle East. 

Just the opposite is true. I go back to Oklahoma and I talk to 
people and they say, how can they possibly come up with that? I 
say, well, only in Washington will they do that. 

So I would say that we have those resources. We are going to be 
able to supply the energy for this Country. I think during the ques-
tion and answer time, we will be able to pursue this whole idea of 
what we are talking about in terms of the health situation. We 
have an excellent witness on the second panel, I just wish I could 
be here for that. 

The last thing I would say, yes, you are right in terms of what 
you read in terms of the court decision, the five-four decision. It 
says, you have the authority if you want to do it, it does not man-
date that you do it. I think you all understand. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
Senator BOXER. Well, I promise I am not going to rebut you on 

this, but I will do it later. 
[Laughter.] 
Senator BOXER. I am very pleased to call on Hon. Lisa Jackson 

for her time to talk to us. And bring us all together. 

STATEMENT OF HON. LISA P. JACKSON, ADMINISTRATOR, 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Ms. JACKSON. Thank you, Madam Chairman. That is a big order. 
It is good to see you and the Ranking Member and the other mem-
bers of this Committee. Thank you for inviting me to testify about 
EPA’s ongoing efforts to protect our health by reducing the air pol-
lution that affects millions of Americans. 

I know this subject very personally, because my son is one of the 
more than 25 million Americans battling asthma. Let me begin my 
testimony with a matter of fact. Pollution, pollution like mercury 
and particulate matter shortens and reduces the quality of Ameri-
cans’ lives, and puts at risk the health and the development of fu-
ture generations. 

We know mercury is a toxin, a toxin that causes neurological 
damage to adults, children and developing fetuses. We know mer-
cury causes neurological damage, including lost i.q. points in chil-
dren. And we know particulate matter can lead to respiratory dis-
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ease, decreased lung function and even premature death. These 
pollutants and others, including arsenic, chromium and acid gases, 
come from power plants. These are simple facts that should not be 
up for debate. 

However, Madam Chairman, while Americans across the Coun-
try suffer from this pollution, special interests who are trying to 
gut longstanding public health protections are now going so far as 
to claim that these pollutants aren’t even harmful. These myths 
are being perpetrated by some of the same lobbyists who have in 
the past testified before Congress about the importance of reducing 
mercury and particulate matter. Now, on behalf of their clients, 
these lobbyists are saying the exact opposite. 

The good news is that to address this pollution problem in 1970, 
Congress passed the Clean Air Act, which was signed into law by 
a Republican President and then strengthened in 1990 under an-
other Republican Administration. Last year alone, the Clean Air 
Act is estimated to have saved 160,000 lives and prevented more 
than 100,000 hospital visits. Simply put, protecting public health 
and the environment should not be an historically has not been a 
partisan issue. 

Despite all the distractions, let me assure you that EPA will con-
tinue to base all of our public health protections on two key prin-
ciples: the law and the best science. Allow me to focus on two of 
our current activities. 

On March 16th, after 20 years in the making, EPA proposed the 
first ever national standards for mercury and other toxic air pollu-
tion from power plants. While many power plants already comply, 
the standards will level the playing field by requiring additional 
power plants to install widely available proven pollution control 
technologies. Deployment of these technologies will prevent an esti-
mated 17,000 premature deaths, 11,000 heart attacks, 120,000 
cases of childhood asthma symptoms, 11,000 cases of acute bron-
chitis among children, 12,000 emergency room visits and hospital 
admissions, 850,000 days of work missed due to illness. 

This proposed rule, which is going through a public comment 
process, is the product of significant outreach to industry and other 
stakeholders. 

As we work at EPA to cut down on mercury and other toxins 
from power plants, we are also trying to reduce sulfur dioxide and 
nitrogen oxide through the Clean Air Transport Rule we proposed 
last year. This rule requires 31 States and the District of Columbia 
to reduce their emissions of these two pollutants which contribute 
to ozone and fine particle pollution across State lines, thereby sig-
nificantly improving air quality in cities across the United States. 
Utilities can achieve these reductions by investing in widely avail-
able technology. Once finalized, this rule will result in more than 
$120 billion in health benefits each year. 

EPA estimates this rule will protect public health by avoiding 
14,000 to 36,000 premature deaths, avoiding 21,000 cases of acute 
bronchitis, avoiding 23,000 non-fatal heart attacks, avoiding 
240,000 cases of aggravated asthma, avoiding 440,000 cases of 
upper and lower respiratory symptoms, avoiding 26,000 hospital 
and emergency room visits, and 1.9 million days of work or school 
missed due to illness. 
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These numbers represent a major improvement in the quality of 
life for literally millions of people throughout the Country, espe-
cially working families, children and older Americans. While some 
argue that public health protections are too costly, history has re-
peatedly shown that we can cleanup pollution, create jobs and grow 
our economy all at the same time. Over the 40 years since the 
Clean Air Act was passed, the U.S. gross domestic product grew, 
grew by more than 200 percent. In fact, some economic analysis 
suggest that the economy is billions of dollars larger today than it 
would have been without the Act. 

Simply put the Clean Air Act saves lives and strengthens the 
American work force. As a result, the economic value of clean air 
far exceeds the cost. Expressed on dollar terms, the benefits of the 
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 alone are projected to reach ap-
proximately $2 trillion in 2020, with an estimated cost of $65 bil-
lion in that same year, a benefit to cost ratio of more than 30 to 
1. 

With legislation pending in Congress to weaken and gut this 
proven public health protection law, I urge this Committee to stand 
up for the hundreds of millions of Americans who are directly or 
indirectly affected by air pollution. I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Jackson follows:] 
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Senator BOXER. Thank you so much. 
Because I already asked one of my questions, I am going to give 

my turn over to Senator lautenberg, and I will ask last. 
Senator LAUTENBERG. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
I listen carefully to what our colleagues say. And I must say, I 

have to scratch my head in wonderment. When I hear that Presi-
dent Obama, such an ogre, that he wants to prevent everybody 
from exercising their free will to poison the atmosphere, to use ma-
terial that we know is dangerous to the human race, and when I 
look and I hear that, and I think, I ask myself, and forgive me, I 
am asking my first question of me, if you don’t mind, and that 
is—— 

Senator CARPER. Who is going to answer? 
Senator LAUTENBERG. You are listening? Senator Carper is lis-

tening. 
When do we hear about the courageous decision that President 

Obama made to take a huge risk to eliminate a giant terrorist 
threat to our people, and the post-mortem shows that they had 
more plans to kill our people and disrupt our functioning? So 
frankly, I have to tell you, I don’t get it. And I know that o the 
other side, they read the same papers and everything else. But the 
interpretation is quite different. 

What is the cost of having a healthy child, of having a child that 
doesn’t need constant medical attention? What about the financial 
side of that, that drains family incomes and doesn’t permit them 
to think about positive things and how to have their families 
progress, but they have to take care of that sick child, they have 
to make sure that the environment is right? 

So things sound a little backward to me, I must tell you. And I 
hope that the American people understand that cut, cut, cut, cut-
ting brings wounds, often, and wounds that are lethal in their final 
outcome. 

Thanks, Administrator Jackson, for those wonderful comments. 
Our planet has warmed at an unprecedented rate since we began 
burning fossil fuels for energy on a massive scale. What is the ef-
fect of these warmer temperatures on air quality, public health? 

Ms. JACKSON. EPA’s endangerment finding includes information 
that shows that as the climate changes in those areas that become 
noticeably warmer, that exacerbates what we talked about earlier, 
ozone alert days. Certain types of pollution in warmer tempera-
tures actually combine to form ground level ozone, which is smog, 
which is one of the major triggers for asthma, bronchitis, res-
piratory problems in our children and in the elderly. But also, as 
you noted, in some healthy adults who are particularly susceptible 
to ozone. 

Senator LAUTENBERG. Madam Chairman, since I have very little 
time, I have to ask myself another question. And that is, do we 
look at the President and understand some of the things that are 
so positive, rescued the automobile industry, which was an Amer-
ican finding, and going down the tubes, and people are back to 
work and the companies are competing, jobs exist there. 

So the easiest thing to do, and we saw it the other night in the 
Republican debate, almost to a person, the only thing they could 
do was talk about how bad President Obama is, not offering any 
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solutions that are positive. And that is what we get to see here as 
well, I am sorry to say, is that we hear about jobs that are lost, 
because we don’t permit pollution to take place. You are darned 
right, that is what we are going to keep on doing. 

Madam Chairman, I have exhausted my questions of me. Thank 
you very much. 

Senator BOXER. Well, I thought your questions and the answers 
that you gave to them were excellent. But I know there is some di-
vision about that on the panel here. 

So we will go to our first Republican here, Senator Barrasso. 
Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
Administrator Jackson, I would like to highlight a letter that was 

sent on June 10th to you by Congressman John Dingle and by 26 
other House Democrats. As you know, former Chairman Dingle is 
one of the architects of the Clean Air Act. The letter states, and 
I have a copy of the letter, I don’t know if you have had a chance 
to read it yet, this letter, signed by Congressman Dingle as the 
first signator and then 26 others. 

The letter states that the Utility MACT rule is ‘‘unparalleled in 
its size and scope for maximum achievable control technology rule, 
presents a set of new regulations with possible wide-reaching im-
pacts on the way our Country generates and consumes electricity.’’ 
The letter goes on, he says ‘‘We must be mindful of the economic 
impact new regulations could have, especially with the complexity 
and breadth of applicability for this rule being so significant.’’ 

The letter continues: ‘‘By the EPA’s own analysis, this proposed 
rule will cost nearly $11 billion per year with retail electricity rates 
increasing.’’ The letter also highlights errors in calculations that 
have come to light since your rule was proposed. The letter asks 
for extension of the public comment period for this rule. Given that 
one of the authors of the Clean Air act is asking for an extension, 
will you grant the extension of the public comment period? 

Ms. JACKSON. EPA has not responded to the letter. I am cer-
tainly aware of it, Senator, and we will be responding shortly. We 
have made no determination yet. 

Senator BARRASSO. Well, I am not a signator of the letter. But 
I am a member of this panel. Do you intend to expand the time 
for which comment can be made? 

Ms. JACKSON. As soon as we have a decision, I am happy to give 
it to you, sir. 

Senator BARRASSO. OK. Let me ask you a question about particu-
late matter. It is a revision that the EPA is currently undergoing. 
The particulate matter revisions include what we in the west call 
farm dust. You have said it is a myth that you intend to regulate 
farm dust. But yet you set the standard and the States have to im-
plement that standard. 

So isn’t it true that one of the recommendations that your staff 
has made was to lower the standard for farm dust in the final pol-
icy assessment that came out earlier this year? 

Ms. JACKSON. Yes. The staff recommended either lowering it or 
retaining the current standard. 

Senator BARRASSO. So I want to give you an opportunity to clear 
this up right now. Just, if you could please, tell rural America right 
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now that you plan to retain the current standard and reject the 
recommendation of lowering the standard. 

Ms. JACKSON. Senator, I know you are not asking me to, but to 
answer your question today would be to violate the administrative 
procedures that require us to propose, take public comment and 
then finalize a new National Ambient Air Quality Standard. So we 
have, and I have said several times, that we will propose that 
standard some time this summer. My words to rural America are, 
and I have said it myself as I have gone out to Iowa, to California, 
and will continue to go out and speak directly to people in rural 
America, is that we are concerned about your health, but we also 
are pragmatic and practical people. And our standards and pro-
posal will reflect that. 

Senator BARRASSO. You have already said it is a myth that you 
intend to regulate farm dust. So what—— 

Ms. JACKSON. No, sir, it is a myth for people to promulgate and 
continue to say that we are planning to do it. Because we have 
made no proposal. And so you cannot characterize our actions when 
there is no proposal for the American people to comment on. 

Senator BARRASSO. Respectfully, it just sounds like a lot of bu-
reaucratic response to some legitimate questions that a lot of peo-
ple around the Country have. So I look forward to the response 
coming out of the agency. 

Ms. JACKSON. I have to say that if someone says that we are 
doing something we are not doing, that is a myth. And we have not 
made a proposal to change the coarse particulate standard. We are 
required by law every 5 years to review the science, ensure that 
people in this Country are protected, including in rural America. I 
take very seriously that obligation. 

But I also am a practical woman who will look at how that plays 
out on the ground. Our staff have had listening sessions in rural 
America to do just that. 

Senator BARRASSO. We appreciate that approach. 
My final question, according to the National Cattlemen’s Beef As-

sociation, out of all the other agencies that regulate food safety and 
animal health, your agency is responsible for 65 percent of the reg-
ulations that they face. These regulations are affecting the smallest 
producers around the Country, who can’t afford the number of reg-
ulations coming at them. 

What I hear from our members of the Cattlemen’s Beef Associa-
tion, is this proportional? Have you done any kind of a cost esti-
mate on the impact that this has on smaller operations and how 
they may end up having to consolidate and move to bigger compa-
nies? 

Ms. JACKSON. Certainly our regulations do impact some, some of 
the cattlemen and ranchers and members of that organization. We 
work quite closely with them and will continue to do so. 

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Madam Chairman. My time has 
expired. 

Senator BOXER. Thank you very much. 
Senator Whitehouse. 
Senator WHITEHOUSE. I show up and I immediately get called on. 

How fortunate. My timing is right. 
Senator BOXER. Well, you were here, the first person here. 
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Senator WHITEHOUSE. We have had a lot of discussion around 
the Clean Air Act on the costs of compliance with the Clean Air 
Act. And in my opening statement, I mentioned the cost benefit 
comparisons. Clearly there is a cost here. There is also a benefit. 
And they were as low as four to one, benefit exceeding cost by four 
to one, and as high as 145 to one, potentially, for the Transport 
Rule. 

I have a particular interest in the AEP situation, because of the 
claims that they are shutting down because of something that you 
are doing. I thought it was that they were shutting down because 
it was something that a number of us did many years ago. I gather 
that the vast majority of that megawattage that is going, being 
taken offline is going to, is being done in compliance with that set-
tlement from years ago. And my recollection of that settlement is 
that release that went out that AEP itself I don’t believe objected 
to was that they would have to pay $4.6 billion to clean up to com-
ply, but that the EPA indicated the savings to the Country from 
that cleanup would be not just one time $30 billion, but $30 billion 
plus every year. 

Could you tell us a little bit about the methodology and the rigor 
by which EPA and in some cases I guess OMB go about creating 
those cost comparisons? Are they fictional? Are they fancy? Are 
they well-founded in science and data? How do you do them? 

Ms. JACKSON. Senator, both our cost analysis as well as our esti-
mate of benefits are done by economists and by specialists in the 
field who have literally decades of experience in understanding the 
Clean Air Act rules. In general, our costs are an over-estimate and 
our benefits are accurate. We know that because there have been 
peer-reviewed studies and peer-reviewed economics which we cite 
in our analyses that have confirmed the numbers we have. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. You have been doing this for a long time, 
it has been subject to criticism, critique and review. 

Ms. JACKSON. We have heard doomsday stories—— 
Senator WHITEHOUSE. And in response to those criticisms, cri-

tique and review, it has held up. 
Ms. JACKSON. Excuse me, Senator. Yes. Yes, it is not, it is com-

mon practice for industry to make doomsday claims about the cost 
and the impact of EPA regulations. It is why we have an entire 
Center for Environmental Economics to estimate costs. Because we 
do agree that those are critical in making decisions about the costs 
and benefits of rules. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. And of course, on the health side, some 
things are hard to cost. 

Ms. JACKSON. I think that is right. I think every equation has 
two sides. One side is cost, but the benefits side, the things we can 
cost, we already know the benefits far outweigh the costs. But one 
of the more odd discussions we had early on is what is the value 
of a human life. And we actually have to value it, but of course, 
that doesn’t value all the pain and suffering that goes along with 
illness and chronic disease. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. We had a witness from Rhode Island at 
that table a week ago describing the asthma problem in Rhode Is-
land. Again, completely caused by out of State pollution sources, 
like the AEP plants that are being taken offline, thankfully, for 
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Rhode Island’s sake. And that the average length of stay in the 
hospital for a child who gets admitted to the hospital for an asthma 
attack is 2 days. As a parent, you think, if your child is in the hos-
pital for 2 days, those aren’t two regular days for you as a parent. 
Those aren’t days when, particularly if you are a single parent, 
those aren’t 2 days when you are going to work. If you are paid 
by the hour, those aren’t 2 days when you are getting a pay check. 
Those are 2 days you are probably going to have to cover for later 
on. 

And is that the kind of cost that is hard to catch, and therefore 
you often underState the true cost? 

Ms. JACKSON. We can calculate days away. But the cost to the 
economy, the cost to that employer who now has to make do, if she 
or he is compassionate, with one less employee for the day. But let 
me just say, as someone who has done that 2-day stint, I think it 
was a 3-day stint, I will never forget being under an oxygen tent 
with my less than a year old son, hoping he could breathe. 

And children do die. I received a letter last week from a mother 
in Philly, her 17 year old son died of asthma. My son is 14, my 
other son is 16. It really hit home for me. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. And that whole cost of worry and concern 
is completely not counted in the industry equations, correct? 

Ms. JACKSON. I think it is probably underestimated. We can 
count days, but we can’t count everything that it means to a fam-
ily, and their own economics, if they lose a job because they are not 
there. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. Thank you. 
Senator BOXER. Thank you, Senator. 
Senator Inhofe. 
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I am just going 

to cover two things real quick here. 
First of all, a lot of us contend that the EPA doesn’t really need 

the Air Toxics rule to regulate utility emissions. The EPA already 
has the National Ambient Air Quality Standards for PM 2.5 and 
a variety of other regulations, to make sure that these standards 
are met. The regulatory impact analysis, that is yours, that is the 
EPA, for the MACT rule estimates that the rule would create some 
30,000 construction jobs during the compliance period and perhaps 
another 9,000 that would be more permanent jobs in the electric 
sector. 

However, it also states, and I am going to quote from it now, it 
says, ‘‘Industries that use electricity will face higher electricity 
prices as a result of the Toxic Rule, reduce output and demand less 
labor. We do not currently have sufficient information to quantify 
these as a potential employment gains or losses.’’ 

We talked about for quite some time trying to be able to deter-
mine the cumulative effect of all these things. You have heard this 
so many times from me and from others of what all these things 
are actually costing in terms of jobs, in terms of money. And we 
have heard from a lot of the labor unions that have been testifying. 

But anyway, I have on the floor right now, the bill that I have, 
I have turned into an amendment that would go on the EDA that 
I am going to try to offer that would provide in advance the cumu-
lative effect, financial effect of all these regulations. Would you 
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support that? I am talking about looking forward, not looking back. 
Because you were just talking about this, and you were kind of 
analyzing what has that cost. I am talking about in anticipation of 
new rules would you support what we—— 

Ms. JACKSON. Senator, I believe that the economic analysis that 
EPA does is it proposes the rule. You cited one of our regulatory 
impact analyses. It is thorough, it is complete and goes very far in 
estimating what the real impacts of a rule will be. 

Senator INHOFE. My problem with that is, that is one rule at a 
time. I am talking about the cumulative effect. Right now there are 
some six different rules. And the cumulative effect is what really 
concerns me and what affects jobs. 

Ms. JACKSON. Well, two points, sir, and I am happy to take a 
look at your legislation. Does it include benefits? Does it look at the 
cumulative benefits on American health? 

Senator INHOFE. Yes, at the net. 
Ms. JACKSON. And so how is it—I would wonder about the dif-

ference in the OMB peer-reviewed report that shows that EPA’s 
regulations have benefits that are literally an order of magnitude 
more than their cost. 

Senator INHOFE. All right. In the benefits and costs of the Clean 
Air Act from 1990 to 2020, that is a 30-year period, and it is your 
report, it makes some claims, the benefits of about $2 trillion a 
year and possibly as high as $5.5 trillion a year. And your state-
ment to Congress and to the public led many to believe that this 
$2 trillion in benefits means the economy will be $2 trillion larger. 

Do you expect, or let me ask you three questions real quick here. 
Do you expect the $2 trillion in benefits would result in higher 
economy growth as measured by GDP by 2020? And will the $2 
trillion that is referred to in estimated benefits result in any addi-
tional tax revenues at the Federal or State level in 2020? And do 
you think benefit would result in any way in higher wages, per-
sonal or household income for the American public? 

Ms. JACKSON. OK, let me first—— 
Senator INHOFE. They are all the same question. 
Ms. JACKSON. Yes, let me give you a couple of facts that may an-

swer those three questions. First, over the 40-year history of the 
Clean Air Act, our GDP has grown 200 percent. So if history is any 
guide, we can do this. We can have safer, healthier air, and have 
a growing economy. 

No. 2, the study you referenced is a peer-reviewed study. So al-
though it is an EPA work, it has been reviewed by others who look 
independently at real benefits. And in my testimony, I noted that 
some say our GDP would be even larger. I don’t think dollar for 
dollar, I am not an economist, I am not claiming that there would 
be $2 trillion more in our GDP. But those are health care costs 
avoided in many cases. That means more money for someone to 
buy groceries, some money to pay bills that they would not other-
wise have. And those things are all part of the—— 

Senator INHOFE. My time has almost expired. But the study sug-
gests that the effect of Clean Air regulations from 1990 to 2010 will 
lower GDP by over .5 percent in 2020 and lower overall economic 
welfare by .3 percent. It is important to note that these are, that 
even these estimates don’t reflect over $1 trillion of new costs. 
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Let me make one comment about the farm dust thing, because 
it was kind of funny, when I go back to Oklahoma, they say, they 
are talking about regulation of farm dust, and there is no tech-
nology there. So I had a news conference. And a lot of people had, 
we two people that had never been west of the Mississippi before. 
So we are down in Southwestern Oklahoma. I said, this brown 
stuff down here, it is dirt. Now, that round green thing, that is cot-
ton. This up here is wind. Now, are there any questions? 

How do I tell these people that there is some kind of a technology 
up there that is going to allow them, in States like Oklahoma, 
States out west, that there is any kind of technology that is going 
to allow us to regulate farm dust? 

Ms. JACKSON. Two things, Senator. First off, farm dust is already 
regulated under the coarse particle standards of the Clean Air Act. 
It is done because health studies show that by minimizing that you 
protect the health of people in rural America. It is done oftentimes 
by States who work very closely with conservationists at ways to 
try to keep the dirt on the farm, which I now know from my trips 
to rural America is a very good thing for farmers. They want their 
dirt on their farm. 

Senator INHOFE. Yes, they do. 
Ms. JACKSON. So again, I would ask you to tell your constituents 

for me, until I can see them myself, that the EPA is mindful of the 
limits of practicality in trying to protect their health. But I don’t 
think we want to turn our back on it. 

Senator INHOFE. All right, and I appreciate that. Because they 
contend that with everything they have and the technology avail-
able, they have reached that limit. And they look forward and say, 
what are we going to do? 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
Senator BOXER. Thank you. Thank you so much. 
Senator Carper. 
Senator CARPER. Thanks very much. 
Ms. Jackson, great to see you. Let me just say, from the outset, 

you have been before us any number of times. We have had a 
whole lot of other administrators, your predecessors who have been 
before us, and many other witnesses, as you know. It is a joy to 
watch you do your job before this panel. Never lose your cool, al-
ways good with your answers. Just a great way about you. Don’t 
change. 

I have just come from addressing the folks from the Ozone 
Transport Commission here on the East Coast from I guess Maine 
down to Virginia. I apologize for being late. One of the things I said 
to them I just want to mention here at the outset. I have worked 
with them and with a number of folks here on this Committee for 
almost a decade to try to reduce harmful emissions into our air. 
And by doing so, we sought to provide greater certainty to industry, 
some predictability and to States about the time tables, about the 
reductions that need to occur in the next decade. 

Ultimately, we have not been successful enacting legislation, to 
my disappointment. So it falls, my colleagues, it falls on EPA to do 
the job for us, to ensure we continue to clean our air and to 
strengthen at the same time our economy. And I contend that we 
can do both. 
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I just want to go on record here today to say, I can do everything 
in my power to work with the Administration, to work with my col-
leagues, Democrat and Republicans, to protect the Clean Air Act. 
And the reason why is I am convinced that by doing so, we will 
go a long way toward ensuring that our children will have a chance 
to live longer lives, healthier lives, more productive lives and 
happier lives. So I just wanted to start off with that. 

I always like to quote different people of note. I like to quote 
Harry Truman. And one of my favorite Harry Truman quotes is, 
the only thing that is new in the world is the history that we forgot 
or never learned. That is a paraphrase. But if you go back to 1970, 
the guy who signed into law the Clean Air Act was not a Democrat, 
he was a Republican, as I recall. 

The other thing that I recall, I was over in Southeast Asia at the 
time as a naval flight officer in the Vietnam War when he signed 
this. But as I recall, there was a lot of naysayers who said, you 
know, it is going to kill the economy. And, why are we doing this? 
And it didn’t kill the economy. We did clean the air, we saved a 
lot of lives, and we did it in a way that was actually good for the 
economy. 

In 1990, another Republican comes along, George Herbert Walk-
er Bush. And what does he do? He signs the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments of 1990, and some of the naysayers said at the same time, 
same thing, history repeats itself here, said, you know, this is going 
to kill the economy. Well, it didn’t. It did clean the air, and we did 
it in a way that, tried to enact the legislation and implement it in 
a way that actually strengthen the economy. And ultimately, it did. 

And here we are again, 20 years later, and people are saying, you 
know, we have not done our job here. We should have passed the 
legislation. God knows some of us tried. But we have not done our 
job. And now it falls on you to make sure that we actually comply 
with the Clean Air Act. 

And folks are again saying, well, we can’t do that because it is 
going to kill the economy. There is a lot of, room for a lot of empir-
ical data to say that is not the case. 

The other thing I want to say, I just want to get this off my 
chest. I live in the State of Delaware. I used to work very closely 
with Christine Whitman, when she was Governor of your State, 
and later when she was EPA Administrator, we were part of the 
National Governors Association. Very active players in the Na-
tional Governors Association. And it burned the heck out of us that 
in our States we had, I could literally close down my State. I could 
have closed down the highways, I could have closed down our 
plants, and we still would have been out of compliance for attain-
ment for a number of Clean Air, dirty air emissions. We could have 
put our States out of business. 

It is not fair. I would just State to my friends that don’t have 
to face this problem, there is a moral imperative here. In terms of 
the equity of the issue, that why should some States have to suffer, 
not from bad stuff that we put into the air, but the bad stuff that 
others do? It is like Sheldon was saying, it is just not fair. We need 
to level the playing field for all of us. Part of what we are doing 
here is to try to be fair. 
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Here is my question. It deals with mercury. It is my under-
standing that we have a whole lot of scientific knowledge on the 
health effects of mercury. We have talked about it here before. 
Since the late 1990’s, the EPA has found that mercury emissions 
from uncontrolled and from coal-fired plants are a health hazard 
to our kids. Is that correct, and can you take just a minute or so 
and give us a little more detail on what we know about mercury 
exposure and developing children’s health? 

Ms. JACKSON. Certainly, Senator, and thank you for your kind 
words. 

Mercury is inhaled and can cause serious neurological toxicity, 
pre-natal toxicity and toxicity in young children. So the concern 
then becomes reproductive or developmental defects as a result of 
exposure to mercury. Power plants are still overwhelmingly the No. 
1 source of mercury in the air. And localized pollution from power 
plants that emit mercury end up in water bodies and can have sig-
nificant impacts, well over 50 percent of the impact. Because there 
is some global transport of mercury. But there is still a significant 
localized problem around those plants that emit it. 

Senator CARPER. If I could just ask a quick followup to that, 
Madam Chair? Could you just give us a snapshot of what it is like 
for folks who are, particularly young people, to inhale, whether it 
is mercury or other toxics like dioxin, what is it actually like? What 
does it do to their health, if they live near one of those uncontrolled 
coal-fired plants? Are the health benefits from reducing these pol-
lutants in EPA’s cost benefit analysis of the air toxic regulation? 

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, absolutely. For mercury, because of its neuro-
logical impacts, the end points are things like lost i.q. points. Very 
measurable and in children who are exposed before birth, we see 
impacts on thinking, cognitive thinking and memory and attention 
and language development and fine and visual motor skills. In ad-
dressing mercury, there are also other metals. You heard me speak 
about arsenic and cadmium. There are acid gases, hydrochloric acid 
and other acids that are emitted and are also toxins and are being 
addressed by this rule. 

Senator CARPER. All right. I just would close with this. To my 
colleagues, I would say, we are in a battle, an economic battle with 
the rest of the world. Competition is a lot tougher than it was 
when some of us were born. And we need to be on our A game. And 
we need to be not taking away i.q. points, we need to be adding 
them if we are going to have a work force that is going to be able 
to compete. 

And with a health care system whose costs don’t crush us, as 
they are today. Thank you, Madam Chair. 

Senator BOXER. Thank you. 
Senator Vitter. 
Senator VITTER. Thank you, Madam Chair, and thank you, 

Madam Administrator. 
Madam Administrator, a lot of the discussion has been, and I 

think properly so, about science at EPA being fully objective, being 
sound science. And just as a comment, I think a lot of our disagree-
ment and a lot of our debate is the fact that this side of the po-
dium, certainly myself included, doesn’t have that confidence on a 
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regular, ongoing basis, that decisions are based on rigorous, sound 
science. 

I truly feel, I know you are going to disagree, but forget about 
our disagreement, I am just trying to communicate a problem that 
is objective, it exists. I feel that there is a lot coming out of EPA 
based on ideology and not objective, sound science. I mentioned a 
particular experience we have had together regarding formalde-
hyde. I pushed for and eventually got a National Academy of 
Sciences panel to work on that. 

Do you agree that as an organization, National Academy of 
Sciences has with good reason a lot of credibility in terms of sci-
entific assessment? 

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, sir. 
Senator VITTER. And so I assume you would agree it is not some 

industry-captured group? 
Ms. JACKSON. No, sir. They ensure that they are, do conflict of 

interest and rigorous review on their panels. 
Senator VITTER. Right. Well, as you know, there has been a lot 

of concern in general about the IRIS process across the board be-
fore that. And that National Academy of Science formaldehyde 
study was about the IRIS process. And they found that the risk as-
sessment policies and practices of the IRIS office fell well short of 
meeting the benchmarks of objectivity and scientific accuracy and 
transparency in a number of significant ways. 

So my question in light of that is simple. What specific changes, 
reforms to the IRIS office and process overall have been made as 
a result of that report? 

Ms. JACKSON. Well, thank you. First, let me just acknowledge 
that there were changes to the IRIS process prior to the report. Be-
cause upon becoming Administrator and Dr. Paul Anastas, as he 
came in as head of the Office of Research and Development, after 
he was confirmed, agreed and believed that there needed to be 
more transparency in the process, there needed to be peer review, 
there needed to be opportunities that brought the process out pub-
licly, but also brought it to a close. Because we have so many IRIS 
assessments that because we haven’t closed them, we are not able 
to say to the American people what risks they may or may not face. 

So that was done before the study. I have since charged Dr. 
Anastas, although he didn’t need me to do it, but he has been 
charged with giving us further recommendations to respond to any 
unmet suggestions and recommendations made by the National 
Academies. Because I do agree with, I think your point, which is 
their review on formaldehyde made broader recommendations 
about EPA’s process. 

Senator VITTER. Correct. 
Ms. JACKSON. And I am committed to ensuring that each and 

every one of them is implemented to get the most robust risk as-
sessment process we can have. 

Senator VITTER. Well, first of all, in terms of any changes prior 
to the report, I just point out that you and EPA fought like the 
dickens to avoid the NAS report. And you were basically, in that 
formaldehyde case, absolutely defending the IRIS process as fully 
competent and fully adequate. So to say that—— 

Ms. JACKSON. Well, I would say—— 
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Senator VITTER [continuing]. already making changes to that 
process that produced that flawed analysis seems to me completely 
inconsistent with that. 

Ms. JACKSON. Well, let me just respond, because I would say 
that, fraud is not a word I would like to use in a U.S. Senator. But 
I disagreed strongly with your hold on Dr. Anastas’ confirmation. 
Because I believe strongly that someone of his caliber and integrity 
was essential to ensuring we got the best science at EPA, which 
I am very much committed to. 

The formaldehyde assessment has indeed come out since that 
time. Just recently the National Toxicology Program listed form-
aldehyde as a carcinogen. And formaldehyde, as we both know, 
being from Louisiana, is an interest of primary importance to resi-
dents down there who feel that they were poisoned by FEMA trail-
ers that included high levels and emissions of formaldehyde. So it 
is an emotional issue and one which I could not agree with you 
more, we need to bring the best science to bear on. 

Senator VITTER. Two quick questions. And I will close. Would the 
NAS report have happened without the hold? 

Ms. JACKSON. No, sir, not at all. 
Senator VITTER. Just point that out for the record. 
Ms. JACKSON. Absolutely. 
Senator VITTER. Second, go back to my original question. What 

specific reforms, what specific changes to IRIS after the NAS report 
have been made? 

Ms. JACKSON. Why don’t I get you, in writing, exactly what we 
are doing to change the IRIS process? All I would say is that the 
changes, if they were done before the report I would think we could 
both applaud. Because if they are responsive to the report and we 
have already instituted the changes, they will happen. And prob-
ably sooner than the report came out. 

Senator VITTER. Well, you can include that, but I would like to 
specifically know what changes and reforms have been made after 
the report, responding to what I think are clearly significant find-
ings of the report that go to the broader integrity of the broader 
IRIS process. 

Ms. JACKSON. Yes, sir. 
Senator VITTER. Thank you. 
Senator BOXER. Thank you, Senator. 
I am going to put in the record the Department of Commerce re-

port that since the Clean Air Act was passed and signed into law 
by Richard Nixon, we have seen a 210 percent increase in gross do-
mestic product. And you mentioned that, but I think it is impor-
tant. Because what we are seeing here is hostile questions, in my 
opinion, this is the eye of the beholder, you may not feel that way, 
but I feel they are hostile questions from the other side of the aisle, 
the Republican side of the aisle, during this entire hearing. And in 
general, whenever we have a hearing on the environment. And 
they have every right to be hostile about it or feel, not support it. 

But I think it is important that we understand that the support 
among the American people for the work you do and your prede-
cessors did and those who will follow you is huge. We have a chart, 
69 percent of the people, and this was just done February this year, 
69 percent think EPA should update the Clean Air Act standards 
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with stricter air pollution limits. Stricter air pollution limits. Sixty- 
eight percent, this is a national poll, 68 percent believe that Con-
gress should not stop EPA from enforcing Clean Air Act standards 
and 69 percent believe that EPA scientists, not Congress, should 
set pollution standards. And this was a poll done by a Democratic 
and a Republican polling firms, and their source here on the chart. 

Now, I would say, rhetorically speaking, again, probably asking 
myself a question, as Senator Lautenberg was asking himself, why 
on earth can’t we come together on something that almost 70 per-
cent of the people agree with is important to protect their health, 
protect their safety, and support the laws that are the foundation 
for a healthy America and sound economic growth? And I answer 
it, I don’t understand why we can’t come together. And I will keep 
trying to do that, as Chairman of this Committee. 

But again, respectful of a counter view, there are 33 percent of 
the people who don’t believe that. So I guess they are represented 
very well over here. Thank you. 

And I want to probe a little bit about these economic advantages. 
We know from this study, from 1970 to 2010, we saw an annual, 
annual prevention of more than 160,000 premature deaths. I hope 
the press hears this. Not just over the period of time, that would 
be terrific, if every year an average 160,000 premature deaths are 
avoided. 

So when my friends talk about the economic costs of regulation, 
let me ask you, just as a human being, and a family member, in 
your family, if the bread winner dies 10 years early and doesn’t 
work, isn’t that a cost to the family? Let the record show he is nod-
ding his head yes. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator BOXER. It is a horrific situation. If you suffer in your 

family a premature death because of the air pollution, if your child, 
as you mentioned, this horrible experience that you had, and it is 
so graphic, it just gives me the chills, as a mother and a grand-
mother, to think about what you went through, seeing a person you 
love more than yourself under an oxygen tent, struggling, and that 
little tiny body, to breathe. And I know what that is like. I had two 
premature babies. Just watching them gasping and trying to get 
the air, the fact that we can do something about that ought to 
bring us together, not having us interrupting each other and argu-
ing. 

What a wonderful moment this is today, to look back at this. 
How good you must feel to head an agency that has that type of 
record. I don’t know of any other agency I don’t know any other 
agency, State or Federal, that could say that, in the first 40 years 
of this Act, we prevented in every year 160,000 premature deaths. 
And that is why Richard Nixon lauded it. And that is why George 
Bush lauded it. This was brought to us by Republican Presidents, 
and now we struggle with our Republican colleagues who say, you 
can’t, you shouldn’t be doing anything about carbon pollution, you 
shouldn’t, you know, you have to do what Congress said you ought 
to do, when that is exactly what you are doing. 

Let me talk about dust. My home base, my home is in a desert. 
And it is called Riverside County. And it has a tough air pollution 
problems, by the way, one of the worst in the Country. One of the 
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reasons is, we have a huge amount, not surprising, of dust. And 
that dust carries problems with it. And what we do in our State, 
it is a combination of Federal, I am not talking about farms here, 
it is a combination of Federal and State law, there are very simple 
rules so we can mitigate that problem. They are dampened down, 
if you pass by a constructionsite, those trucks are going back and 
forth with recycled water, making sure that that dust stays down. 
Sometimes if an area is going to be vacant, they will put, they will 
plant it. They are doing that in Mecca, putting some of those, that 
greenery on top, so that we control it. 

So there are so many ways that we can move forward to protect 
the health and safety. And when that child was, your child, was 
struggling for life, for air, and you were there, you weren’t working, 
as Senator Whitehouse eloquently said. And you were missing your 
work. Or you were missing doing things that you needed to do for 
your family obligations. 

And so to me, it is so clear. And that is why almost 70 percent 
of the people want you to do your job, no matter what other people 
are saying. 

And I will close and ask you this. We saw the GDP growth. But 
here is the other thing that is overlooked. We are the largest pro-
ducer, American is, of environmental technology, goods and serv-
ices that are going to the rest of the world. I too was in that bipar-
tisan trip to China, never saw the sun. Was there 9 days. And they 
were bragging 1 day, you barely saw it, barely saw it behind the 
clouds. They said, oh, what a great day. Meanwhile, everybody is 
thinking, I can’t wait to go home and see a blue sky. We never saw 
that. We take that for granted. 

That didn’t happen because we sat back. It happened because we 
put our environment and the quality of life of our families and 
their health and yes, economics, we put that into the mix. So what 
we see here in this sector is $300 billion in revenues coming from 
the environmental technology, goods and services, supports 1.7 mil-
lion jobs. With small to medium size companies making up 99 per-
cent. 

So I would ask you, in addition to the GDP growth, do you not 
see this as an economic benefit that is often overlooked in our 
Country? 

Ms. JACKSON. Certainly. Even aside from the public health ben-
efit and the money saved for American families, there have been 
estimates now on the benefits of the Clean Air Act alone with re-
spect to the pollution control industry. The Economic Policy Insti-
tute just recently released a study saying that the Air Toxics rule 
would have a modest net impact on overall employment, likely cre-
ating 28,000 to 158,000 jobs between now and 2015. The University 
of Massachusetts and CERES released a study not long ago esti-
mating that the standards, just two of our standards for mercury, 
for soot and smog, in addition to being lifesaving standards, will 
create nearly 1.5 million jobs over the next 5 years. 

So these are jobs that would be created in the next 5 years at 
a time when our economy is certainly, and our President is working 
to bring jobs to our economy. So it is not our primary job, but one 
of the happy, I guess outcomes, of an American public and a Con-
gress who have always supported protecting clean air and our 
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health, is that we have created an entire industry of Americans 
who lead the world in knowing how to do it. 

Senator BOXER. I want to thank you very much, Administrator 
Jackson. You have been very forthcoming. You had some softball 
questions and some hardball questions, which is good. And I just 
want to put in the record a letter signed by various members of the 
utility industry, including Austin Energy, Grid USA, PG&E, 
Calpine, defending the EPA. It was a letter in the Wall Street 
Journal. We are OK with the EPA’s new air quality regulations, 
have you seen that? I think that is a testament to you, the way 
you handle yourself, the way you reach out to people. And I just 
want to say, every member here has a right to ask you tough ques-
tions and so on and so forth. 

But I just want you to know, I believe, my personal view, the 
American people are on the side of clean air and what you are 
doing. And I thank you from the bottom of my heart for your work 
and we say goodbye to you, and we call up our panel. 

Sarah Bucic, American Nurses Association, Jerome Paulson, Dr. 
Paulson, American Academy of Pediatrics, Dr. Harvey Brenner, 
Ph.D., Professor at the University of North Texas, Cathy Woollums, 
Senior Vice President and Chief Environmental Counsel, 
MidAmerican Energy Holdings Company, Dr. Alfred Munzer, Pul-
monary and Critical Care at Washington Adventist Hospital. 

We are so pleased to have you here. We are sorry we ran late, 
but it just shows you the importance of this issue. And many Sen-
ators feeling very strongly about it. 

Senator INHOFE. Madam Chairman. 
Senator BOXER. Yes, sir. 
Senator INHOFE. I would like to ask if it would be permissible, 

you just took 8 minutes, I would like to have 8 minutes, which I 
am sure you will give me, but I would like to ask my questions 
first. As you know, I have to leave at 5 minutes til. If I could have 
my 8 minutes of questions, it would be primarily for Dr. Brenner 
and for Cathy Woollums. 

Senator BOXER. So you are going to ask—— 
Senator INHOFE. Before their opening statements. 
Senator BOXER. You want to ask your questions and get answers 

to your questions before the opening statement? 
Senator INHOFE. Yes. 
Senator BOXER. Well, that would be highly unusual. 
Senator INHOFE. Well, I am highly unusual. 
Senator BOXER. Well, I want to accommodate you. So this is 

what I am going to recommend. Let’s just start the opening state-
ments and we will stop in time for 8 minutes—— 

Senator INHOFE. That won’t work with me, as you know. 
Senator BOXER. You have to leave at noon? 
Senator INHOFE. No, I have to leave at five til. And right now 

we are looking at—— 
Senator BOXER. Fine. At five to, we will stop and we will turn 

to you for questions. 
Senator INHOFE. No, no. I have to leave—— 
[remarks off microphone]. I just request that I could go ahead 

and ask my questions now and get answers since I have to leave 
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at 5 minutes til, and I appreciate the fact that Senator Barrasso 
is back. 

Senator BOXER. Well, go ahead. It is very unusual and I don’t 
like this. But because I am so fond of you as a human being, I will 
say yes. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator INHOFE. I will always remember the first thing I said 

after the 2010 elections, when it came in, I said, I just want you 
to know I am going to be just as nice to you 2 years from now as 
you are to me. So here we go. 

Dr. Brenner, my understanding is that a typical regulatory im-
pact analysis for the rule proposed doesn’t attempt to quantify the 
adverse health effects of negative economic impacts. Now, given 
your work in this area, and by the way, we had some comments 
about you from our witness last week, do you believe that we would 
obtain a better understanding of the total impact of EPA’s pro-
posals if the agency quantified the adverse health effects of nega-
tive economic impacts? 

Mr. BRENNER. Thank you, Senator Inhofe. What we have been 
missing, I think, in the entire conversation over the impact on 
health of environmental regulations is the fact that we treat these 
pieces of legislation as either yes or no, either we have clean air 
or we do not have clean air. There is no one that I have ever heard 
of who is not in favor of clean air. 

The question is in terms of regulations, how much. Not whether 
or not. The issue of adverse health effects pertain not just to the 
quality of air and water and soil, they pertain to the implications 
for changes in the structure of the economy that would be brought 
about by changes in regulations generally. The most important im-
plications are in income and employment. GDP is the single most 
important factor in the health of countries. There is nothing, there 
is no single factor of greater importance to life expectancy across 
the world or in industrialized countries or in our Country than the 
GDP, national income and wealth. 

Additional to that, and related to that, is the economic position 
of individuals, which of course is heavily influenced by their em-
ployment rate. Studies going back to those of the Joint Economy 
Committee of Congress back in 1976 and 1984, under the Hum-
phrey-Hawkins legislation, which were fundamentally much of the 
basis of the Humphrey-Hawkins legislation, which I was respon-
sible for, studies of this kind, demonstrated clearly, measurably an 
impact over between six and 10 years of the loss of employment to 
increases in morality from cardiovascular diseases, suicide, homi-
cide, cirrhosis, diabetes and so on. 

So there is another entire side of the equation which the discus-
sion legislatively has not been taking into account. The problem 
can be resolved mathematically. What it requires is a balanced 
model in which we estimate the implications of regulations for 
health, which we have begun to do, and we have heard a bit about 
that so far in the last discussion. But what has been missing from 
the entire discussion, and what needs to be placed forward, are the 
implications for health of any change in the economy, especially in-
come and employment. 
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Just to point out the general statement, in all of epidemiology, 
that has to do with the health of national populations, there is no 
single factor in industrialized countries that is more important 
than economic status. 

Senator INHOFE. For health? 
Mr. BRENNER. For health. 
Senator INHOFE. And the reason I wanted to hear this is that is 

because that is all we hear up here, it is so easy to talk about bad 
health and we must like kids and all this stuff. But the effects of 
the economy, I spent a lot of time in Africa. That is where it is evi-
dent, when they go in there and they say, we are going to have re-
strictions on emissions there, which would just have a devastating 
effect on them, because it is related directly to their ability to live, 
to eat, to survive. 

So I appreciate that. So I would just say, in your opinion, would 
significantly higher energy costs carry with it an adverse public 
health consequence and would be the leading indicator, is that cor-
rect? 

Mr. BRENNER. To the extent that such higher energy costs affect 
the rate of inflation, that is, increase the rate of inflation, or reduce 
income per capita, or increase the unemployment rate, they would 
have measurable substantial damaging effects on health. 

Senator INHOFE. I appreciated that very much. 
Ms. Woollums, according to the United Mine Workers of America, 

EPA’s new regulations will force American energy companies to lay 
off over 250,000 workers. National Economic Research Associates 
estimates that the new regulations will cost the American economy 
almost 1.5 million jobs. Is the MidAmerican Energy Holdings con-
cerned the impact of the EPA’s actions on the company’s employ-
ees? Are these job losses even more troubling in light of Dr. Bren-
ner’s testimony on the impacts of economic decline and public 
health? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. Certainly, Senator. Any time we talk about mas-
sive changes in employment within our industry, certainly there 
are concerns there. We have 1,200 people who work in the gener-
ating facilities around our company. The average level of income 
for those employees among those 1,200 is $70,000 a year. Those are 
pretty high-paid, high-skilled jobs to lose, given a fundamental 
shift in the method of generation. 

Senator INHOFE. Were you here during my opening statement? 
Ms. WOOLLUMS. I was, indeed. 
Senator INHOFE. I talked at that time, and since that time I had 

an occasion to talk to Stuart Solomon, who is the President of the 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma, which is a subsidiary of the 
American Electric Power. He said, due to the EPA rejecting Okla-
homa’s regional haze SIP, and imposing the Federal FIP, it will 
cost PSO, that is in Oklahoma, $800 million in the installation of 
scrubbers at two units over a 3-year timeframe, which cannot be 
met. It is just kind of like the dust regulations, the technology is 
not there, it can’t be done. 

Further, another Oklahoma electric company, our other big one, 
the OG&E, must install scrubbers at four units, costing $1.2 bil-
lion. That is $2 billion in increased electricity bills for Oklahomans 
instead of the EPA working with the State to develop a plan con-
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sistent with the Clean Air Act to provide the utilities fuel flexibility 
and realistic timeframe to implement the new emissions limits. 

Do you pretty much agree with these figures? Is Stuart pretty 
much on target on these? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. I can’t speak specifically to the individual com-
pany costs. What I can tell you, however, is that one of our utili-
ties, PacifiCorp, who has been similarly preparing for the regional 
haze requirements, and from whom we have gotten an indication 
by EPA that our plan is not acceptable, in terms of the emission 
reductions. But we currently have a plan that includes $1.3 billion 
of expenditures to comply with those requirements. 

Senator INHOFE. Well, things are always of most concern when 
you hear the figures back home. So I appreciate that very much, 
and thank you, Madam Chairman, for that opportunity. 

Senator BOXER. Thanks. 
So what I am going to do in my first round is to just, before you 

each speak, I am going to ask the two witnesses some questions 
also. 

Well, Mr. Brenner, you should have been heartened by the fact 
that since the Clean Air Act was signed into law by Richard Nixon, 
our Nation’s GDP has increased by 210 percent, No. 1. No. 2, I 
think rhetorically we all know if someone dies, the breadwinner in 
the family dies because they keel over and have a heart attack, and 
we know that in 2010 alone, is that correct, that 160,000 lives were 
spared, because of the work of the Clean Air Act, clearly you ought 
to put that into your little diagrams. Because if somebody is unable 
to work, their income goes way down. 

So I just would hope you would do that. 
And then I wanted to ask you, Ms. Woollums, do you agree with 

this following statement: Scientists generally believe that fossil fuel 
combustion and other human activities are the primary reason for 
an increased carbon dioxide concentration in the earth’s atmos-
phere. 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. As a general proposition, Madam Chair, yes. 
Senator BOXER. OK, good. I am very glad to hear that. And we 

will put in the record that MidAmerican Energy Holdings rep-
resentative agreed that fossil fuel combustion and other human ac-
tivities are the primary reason for an increased carbon dioxide in 
the earth’s atmosphere. 

And also, would you say that MidAmerican’s expenses incurred 
by its reducing emissions of toxic air pollution are prudently in-
curred costs? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. Yes. 
Senator BOXER. Good. So it is important that your organization 

believes that any expenses dealing with reduction of emissions of 
toxic air pollution are prudently incurred costs. And that really 
makes me happy, and I wish Senator Inhofe was here to hear that. 

Yes, sir? 
Mr. BRENNER. May I respond to your question, Senator Boxer? 
Senator BOXER. Yes. Well, you already responded to it. But do 

you disagree with my point that—— 
Mr. BRENNER. Yes, I disagree, Madam Chairman. 
Senator BOXER. You disagree that GDP went up 210 percent? 
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Mr. BRENNER. No, I disagree with the implications of causality. 
It is a little like saying, anything that goes up with GDP is a cause 
of increase in GDP, or that the GDP is responsible for it. There is 
no necessary relationship between those two things. 

Senator BOXER. Well, there is a relationship when people say the 
opposite, that you had said, that our GDP will suffer because of 
these rules and regs. Then it seems to me there is a way to dis-
prove or prove your point. And your point is disproven. 

Mr. BRENNER. I did not say that the regulations would nec-
essarily disrupt the GDP. That is a function of other studies. My 
studies are on health. What they demonstrate is that increases in 
GDP are the fundamental basis for increase in life expectancy. The 
idea that two factors move together through time has no implica-
tion for causation. It would be a little like saying, because our 
health care expenditures in the United State have gone up astro-
nomically, that has been good for GDP. It has been horrible for 
GDP, and it is a fundamental debate in our Country. 

Senator BOXER. Yes, well, here is what I find so interesting about 
you. You are here to make a point. And I thought your point was 
that GDP is a very important part of any country’s quality of life, 
right? 

Mr. BRENNER. Essential. 
Senator BOXER. We agree so strongly. Economic growth is crit-

ical. And I believe, and this is where we may or may not agree, 
that if you can’t breathe, you can’t work. And the GDP is a result 
of people working. And if you can’t function, and if you’re in the 
hospital with a heart attack premature, it is a problem. 

So I think if I take your very interesting comments, I just think 
the whole notion that cleaning up the environment harms our eco-
nomic growth is a myth that has been with us since the time I first 
got elected to office. I hate to tell you when it was. But the first 
time I got elected—I won’t tell you—no, it was 1976. I was an envi-
ronmentalist then, and that was the first argument that you got. 

And here is the beauty. All these years have gone by and we see 
the proof. That in fact, we see an industry developing clean energy 
technology. There are only a couple of industries in America that 
actually export product here to the tune that we do with our clean 
energy. The other happens to be the entertainment industry. That 
is a different hat that I wear in another day. 

But thank you both. Now we are going to go back to regular 
order and call on our representative from the American Nurses As-
sociation, Sarah Bucic. 

STATEMENT OF SARAH BUCIC, RN, MSN, AMERICAN NURSES 
ASSOCIATION AND DELAWARE NURSES ASSOCIATION 

Ms. BUCIC. Good morning, Chairman Boxer, members of the 
Committee, congressional staff and guests. My name is Sarah 
Bucic, I am a registered nurse with a master’s degree in psychiatric 
mental health. I am currently pursuing a master’s in environ-
mental health and will be a clinical instructor in the fall. 

I have been a registered nurse for 10 years, practicing in a vari-
ety of settings, including inpatient and outpatient mental health, 
research and geriatrics. It is a privilege to appear before you today 
on behalf of the American Nurses Association and the Delaware 
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Nurses Association to discuss the importance of the Clean Air Act, 
the positive impact it has had on our Nation and the fundamental 
importance of continuing to support the Act that protects public 
health. 

The ANA is the only full service professional organization rep-
resenting the interests of the Nation’s 3.1 million registered nurses 
through its State nurses associations, including the Delaware State 
Nurses Association. Nurses constitute the single largest group of 
health care workers. And the ANA clearly recognizes the funda-
mental tie between the quality of our environment and the health 
of the Nation. 

Since the early years of the nursing profession, nursing leaders 
such as Florence Nightingale and Lillian Wald have recognized the 
role of nurses in controlling the influence of environmental factors 
on health. Florence Nightingale herself sated, ‘‘Keep the air within 
as pure as the air without.’’ I too now understand the connection 
between the environment of our health, having been diagnosed 
with cancer shortly after the birth of my daughter. Since its initial 
enactment and subsequent amendments, the Clean Air Act has had 
a proven track record of success, cost effectively cutting dangerous 
pollution and positively impacting our environment and health. 

The American Lung Association’s 2011 State of the Air report 
shows, despite the Clean Air Act Amendment’s successes, we have 
a long way to go. The American Lung Association’s State of the Air 
report looked at levels of ozone and particulate matter, types of pol-
lution with the most significant known health impacts at moni-
toring sites across the Country from 2007 to 2009, and it revealed 
some startling facts. 

While the study identified clear improvement in both categories 
over past years, serious problems remain. More than 154 million 
people, that is just over half the Nation, endure pollution levels 
that make the simple act of breathing hazardous to their health. 
For nurses, these are our patients. They receive Albuterol treat-
ments in the ER, they stay to rest sometimes in the hospital for 
several days. This is an avoidable consequence of pollution that has 
a direct impact on people’s lives and on our Country’s health care 
costs. 

The negative effects of exposure to pollutants are premature 
death, increased mortality, exacerbation of asthma and more. Ap-
proximately 1.2 million children and 3.8 million adults with asth-
ma live in areas with high levels of short-term particulate matter 
pollution. A bad air day for them isn’t just an inconvenience when 
they have to wait until late at night to go get their gas. A bad air 
day can mean life or death. A bad air day can keep people from 
living their lives. 

I have a straw here. This is the size when you have an asthma 
attack. Your throat gets smaller than that. During nursing school, 
we did an experiment, when we were nursing students. We had to 
breathe through it and hold our nose for about 30 seconds or a 
minute, and imagine trying to do any productivity during that. It 
is very difficult. And I have heard by people with asthma that it 
is even worse than this, because you actually have less profusion. 

Your airway is much smaller than this during an asthma attack. 
I want to make it clear that asthma isn’t a condition where you get 
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your medication and move on . It can be deadly. According to the 
National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute and the National Insti-
tutes of Health, each day 11 Americans die from asthma. That is 
4,000 Americans each year. In addition, individuals need to be seen 
in the emergency room. 

A friend of mine, while driving her son to the emergency room 
during an asthma attack, had to answer the following question: 
Mommy, am I going to die? Imagine having to answer and say, no, 
you can’t die from asthma, but in truth, you don’t really know. Be-
cause this is the reality for asthma patients. 

According to the EPA, by 2016, cleaning up toxic emissions from 
power plants will save 17,000 lives each year, prevent 11,000 heart 
attacks each year, prevent 110,000 asthma attacks each year, 
eliminate 12,200 hospitalizations and emergency room visits each 
year, add 850,000 days when people don’t miss work each year. 
Healthy people means more work days, more productivity. 

Human health is linked to our environment. We are all in this 
together. As nurses, we encourage our patients to make respon-
sible, healthy choices. But this personal responsibility alone only 
goes so far. We need to have discharge instructions for industry to 
be as clean as possible. Investments in clean air benefits all of us 
and will pay dividends in lower health care costs. 

The bottom line is pollution creates more patients. We owe it to 
ourselves and our children to build on the success of the Clean Air 
Act by supporting life-saving standards under this landmark public 
heath law. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Bucic follows:] 
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Senator BOXER. Thank you so much. 
Dr. Paulson, welcome. American Academy of Pediatrics. 

STATEMENT OF JEROME A. PAULSON, M.D., FAAP, AMERICAN 
ACADEMY OF PEDIATRICS 

Dr. PAULSON. Thank you. Good morning, Madam Chair and 
members of the Committee. 

I am Jerome Paulson, and I am proud to represent the American 
Academy of Pediatrics at this hearing regarding the Clean Air Act 
and public health. 

In the last 40 years, the Clean Air Act has led to incredible im-
provements in the environment, in the health of infants and chil-
dren and in the quality of life for all Americans. However, the im-
pacts of the Clean Air Act have not been uniform across the Coun-
try. Millions of Americans still live in areas where monitored air 
fails to meet EPA standards for at least one of six criteria pollut-
ants and in some areas, air quality has actually decreased. 

Since the Clean Air Act was enacted, scientific research on air 
pollution has shown that the serious health effects of air pollutants 
are experienced at levels much lower than were previously consid-
ered safe, and has consistently proven that reducing exposure to 
air pollution leads to healthier individuals. The American Academy 
of Pediatrics believes it is necessary for Congress to strengthen the 
Clean Air Act, and the EPA’s authority to set, implement and en-
force Clean Air Act regulations throughout the Country. 

As a pediatrician who has cared for children suffering from the 
health impacts of air pollution, I am incredibly concerned about po-
tential threats to clean air and the effects of air pollution on chil-
dren’s heath. Children are disproportionately vulnerable to all envi-
ronmental exposures. But as it relates to the air, they breathe 
more air in and out of their lungs every minute. They have higher 
levels of physical activity. They spend more time outdoors, and 
they also have proportionately greater skin surface exposed to the 
environment. 

Children are also more impacted by air pollution due to their ex-
tensive lung growth and development after birth. Eighty percent of 
the air sacs in the lung where oxygen is absorbed and carbon diox-
ide is released are formed after birth. And changes in the lungs 
continue through adolescence until children reach their adult 
height. Air pollution is associated with impaired lung growth that 
may have permanent, lifelong impacts on an individual’s ability to 
breathe. 

Ambient air pollution has also been linked to sudden infant 
death syndrome, and mortality due to respiratory disease in nor-
mal birth weight infants. Children with underlying or chronic res-
piratory disease are even more susceptible to the adverse effects of 
air pollution. For children with asthma, the most common chronic 
disease in childhood, ozone levels below current EPA standards are 
associated with increased respiratory symptoms and the need for 
rescue medication. 

According to the EPA’s recent report, the benefits and costs of 
the Clean Air Act from 1990 to 2020, the Clean Air Act require-
ments will cost about $65 billion per year, but the benefits are pro-
jected at $2 trillion per year, most of which is saved through re-
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duced morbidity and mortality. As a pediatrician, the Clean Air Act 
is a tremendous cost savings representing not just economics, they 
represent children, fewer children suffering from asthma attacks, 
fewer hospitalizations, less respiratory tract illness, improved lung 
capacity and function for growing children and healthier infants 
and newborns. Treating chronic conditions that are created or exac-
erbated by air pollution is currently expensive to our public and 
private health sectors. And the costs continue to increase. 

At a time when lawmakers and we as a Nation are focused on 
trying to control costs, controlling air pollution may be part of the 
answer to that problem. The American Academy of Pediatrics rec-
ommends in the strongest terms that the Clean Air Act should not 
be weakened in any way that decreases the protection of children’s 
health. Weakening standards now will almost certainly result in 
increased emergency room visits and hospital admissions, increased 
direct costs and increased indirect costs. Air quality standards 
should ensure the most vulnerable groups are protected, potential 
effects of air pollution on the fetus, infant and child should be eval-
uated and all standards should include a margin of safety for pro-
tection of children. 

If we fail to protect children against air pollution, we accept the 
cost of living with and treating preventable birth defects, chronic 
diseases and disability among our Nation’s infants and children. 

In conclusion, the American Academy of Pediatrics commends 
you, Madam Chairwoman, for holding this hearing today to call at-
tention to the public health impacts of the Clean Air Act. We look 
forward to working with you to continue to improve air quality and 
children’s health throughout the Country. I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to testify and I will be pleased to answer any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Paulson follows:] 
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Senator BOXER. Thank you, Doctor. 
Next we will hear from, again, Dr. Harvey Brenner, his opening 

statement. 

STATEMENT OF M. HARVEY BRENNER, PH.D., PROFESSOR, SO-
CIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES, UNIVERSITY OF NORTH 
TEXAS 

Mr. BRENNER. Again, thank you, Madam Chairman. It is truly 
a great honor to be in this house and to be addressed by you. 

Senator BOXER. Well, thank you. 
Mr. BRENNER. Epidemiological studies on the effect of environ-

ment and occupational toxins on health have been done for a long 
time. As we have heard testimony and as is well known in the 
field, there are certainly significant health effects, particularly in 
areas of lung disease and cardiopulmonary effects and asthma. 

But we have had no estimates on the potential effect on health 
of highly stringent regulation or on losses of income and employ-
ment in the industries affected. Interestingly, as I will show, we do 
have studies at the national level on the effect of income loss and 
unemployment on health, but almost none for environmental risks. 
In a word, we do not know at this point what the effect of environ-
mental risks are at the national level. 

In fact, income per capita for a society is the single most impor-
tant factor influencing mortality throughout the world and espe-
cially in industrialized countries like the United States. In indus-
trialized countries, we know that the higher the level of income of 
individuals, the lower the illness and morality rates attributed to 
the great majority of infections, chronic diseases and mental dis-
turbances. 

Moving from the individual to the National level, however, real 
GDP per capita indicates the availability of basic goods and serv-
ices, nutrition, potable water, sanitary engineering, housing and 
other means of climate control, transportation and primary care. At 
the national level, real GDP per capita, especially for industrialized 
societies, also conveys the capacity of the society to invest in the 
development of science and technology, improved working condi-
tions at higher technological levels of safety and health, financing 
of education at all levels, stabilization of the income of individuals 
and small businesses, and the many types of social protection, un-
employment insurance, active labor market policies, health insur-
ance, disability issuance, social welfare payments, to impoverish-
ment and frail populations and children, social security and retire-
ment benefits. 

To the point, again, Madam Chairman, that you raised on the re-
lation between economic growth and cleaner air, there is a real re-
lationship, as you say, there is no disagreement on the relationship 
in our Country in particular between economic growth and cleaner 
air. The question is, why is that true? It is true because that GDP 
allows us to invest in the technology which provides the clean air. 
So in the first instance, it is the bolstering of the GDP that allows 
any of this to happen, and of course, allows implementation of the 
regulations put forward. 

Second, the unemployment rate is well established as a risk fac-
tor for elevated illness and mortality rates in epidemiological stud-
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ies performed since the 1980’s. In addition to influences on mental 
disorders, suicide and alcohol abuse and alcoholism, unemployment 
is also an important risk factor in cardiovascular disease and over-
all decreases in life expectancy. 

Subsequent studies of historical change in unemployment and 
mortality rates, especially cardiovascular in other European and 
western countries supported the early United States and British 
studies. These countries included France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, 
Netherlands, Finland, Sweden, Japan, Australia and New Zealand. 

At this point, I would like to just make reference to the chart 
over there. This is a study during the year 2005. You can see in 
two-letter acronyms the relationship between mortality rates, 
which are at the very top, as you see, this little RU for Russia, and 
close to the bottom we see Japan with the highest life expectancy 
in the world. The Untied States is somewhere close to Japan. I 
wish it were a little closer. 

But in any case, the two major predictors of life expectancy here 
are the gross domestic product and employment, especially labor 
force participation. 

Next slide, please. 
[Slide shown.] 
Dr. BRENNER. This is the same picture, but now I have these lit-

tle circles, where you can see the Roman numerals I, II and III. 
The countries in the III level are the countries with the lowest 
level of income. And we have Russia, Moldavia, Ukraine. And down 
at the bottom, we have the western countries with the highest lev-
els of income in the world with the highest level of expectancy in 
the world. 

Next slide, please. 
[Slide shown.] 
Dr. BRENNER. This is the same sort of picture. This time we have 

40 countries. And this is the year 2008. This is the year of the 
great recession, the initial year. And you can see the connection be-
tween the two, the lineup of the countries along a 45 degree line 
is very, very tight. This means a very, very high degree of predict-
ability. In fact, we can account for over 90 percent of life expect-
ancy among all of our different countries in the western world and 
in Europe, based largely on GDP and factors like employment. 

The final implications, the conclusion of this is, there is no doubt 
in anyone’s mind that regulation of the environment is funda-
mental to health. There is no doubt in anyone’s mind. The question 
only is the degree to which the regulations should be ahead of or 
behind the level of technology and income that the society holds. 

I think you were perfectly right in your initial comments of the 
need to bring the two sides together. When we have the research 
that will concentrate on the income and employment side, I think 
we can actually do that and do not just cost benefit analyses but 
cost effective analyses as we taught them where the ultimate objec-
tive is health. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Brenner follows:] 
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Senator BOXER. Thank you. I think this was terrific, and I feel 
better about what you said before. 

Ms. Cathy Woollums, please go ahead. 

STATEMENT OF CATHY S. WOOLLUMS, SENIOR VICE PRESI-
DENT AND CHIEF ENVIRONMENTAL COUNSEL, 
MIDAMERICAN ENERGY HOLDINGS COMPANY 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. Thank you, Madam Chair. I am Cathy 
Woollums, Senior Vice President and Chief Environmental Counsel 
of MidAmerican Energy Holdings Company. 

We have five U.S. energy platforms, including two utilities, 
MidAmerican Energy Company in the Midwest and PacifiCorp in 
the West and Northwest, which serve retail electric and natural 
gas customers in 10 States. 

Our Midwest utility, MidAmerican Energy, has a resource base 
that is about 52 percent coal, 21 percent natural gas, 7 percent nu-
clear and 20 percent wind, hydro and biomass. PacifiCorp, which 
operates 78 power plants across the West, has a resource base 
slightly higher in coal, but also 21 percent wind, hydro and geo-
thermal. Indeed, our two utilities are No. 1 and No. 2 respectively 
in the U.S. in ownership of wind-power generation among regu-
lated utilities. We have built over 2,300 megawatts of wind and are 
building nearly 600 this year. So by the end of this year, about 26 
percent of MidAmerican Energy’s generation capacity will come 
from wind. 

Our other three U.S. energy platforms are two interState natural 
gas pipelines and CalEnergy, which operates 10 geothermal plants 
in California. 

You have heard from witnesses this morning about the health 
costs related to the new EPA regulations. I am going to discuss 
briefly the compliance costs of these regulations. Every utility is 
implementing its own unique compliance strategy based on numer-
ous factors that include its resource base, impact on reliability, cap-
ital costs, operation and maintenance costs, age of its existing 
power plants, cost of replacement power and projected load growth. 
Section two of my written testimony contains a rule by rule over-
view and brief explanation of our compliance strategy, including 
EPA’s regional haze rule, which is aimed at visibility improvement, 
not health. 

Many of these regulations are not new. Indeed, we have made 
substantial investments in emissions control equipment over the 
past decade, and have budgeted for additional projects in the next 
10 to 12 years. Through 2010, our two utilities have spent nearly 
$1.6 billion in capital expenditures for required emission control 
equipment under these EPA rules, including mercury. We estimate 
total compliance costs will be about $5.3 billion. 

It is very hard to translate these projected costs into specific per-
centage rate increases to our customers in all 10 States in which 
our utilities operate. But let me give you two metrics to dem-
onstrate the magnitude of these costs. PacifiCorp’ fossil plants have 
a net value today, after depreciation, of about $3.38 billion. Com-
pare that number to the estimated $1.3 billion that PacifiCorp ex-
pects to spend on additional environmental controls between now 
and 2022, and that gives you a relative sense of the cost of these 
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pollution control devices to our customers. Our Midwest utility, 
MidAmerican Energy, those figures are $1.1 billion net value today 
after deprecation, compared to an estimated $510 million in ex-
penditures between now and 2020. 

What does all this mean to our customers, the utility industry 
and the economy? First, we are concerned about the cost and time-
tables for implementation of the rules. These compliance costs will 
increase rates to our customers, just as they are faced with in-
creased rates for other major capital expenditures, including new 
power plants to meet increasing load growth and to further diver-
sify our resource mix, as well as transmission issues. 

Indeed, our PacifiCorp customers are already seeing double digit 
annual rate increases. It is therefore critical to minimize the cost 
impact of these rules. Second, if the implementation time tables re-
main unchanged, these compliance costs will be shouldered by our 
customers in the form of higher rates and a very narrow window 
from 2013 to 2015. Third, we are concerned about the costs, that 
compliance costs will have a domino effect and may dramatically 
increase production costs for industrial plants and could result in 
job losses. Fourth, coal units premature retired in response to these 
EPA rules will have remaining book value issues to address in the 
form of recovery. 

Last, we are concerned that forcing all U.S. coal plants to comply 
with these rules during such a short timeframe will make it very 
hard to find and train skilled domestic craft labor. We are also con-
cerned that a compressed timeframe will cause a dramatic rise in 
the cost of labor and materials for both retrofits and new genera-
tion as demand for skilled labor and pats will greatly outstrip sup-
ply. We are already seeing this in the marketplace. For example, 
we just finished negotiating a contract for the installation of scrub-
bers, bag houses and selective non-catalytic reduction at two of our 
facilities in 2013 and 2014. The costs are about 20 percent higher 
than we anticipated. 

Emission reduction projects are complex, they take years to exe-
cute, and we have to work with our State regulators to define the 
technical requirements and then address the rate recovery issues. 
We can’t wait for just in time compliance. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Woollums follows:] 
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Senator BOXER. Thank you. 
Dr. Munzer. 

STATEMENT OF ALFRED MUNZER, M.D., PULMONARY AND 
CRITICAL CARE, WASHINGTON ADVENTIST HOSPITAL 

Dr. MUNZER. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
I am Dr. Alfred Munzer, and I am a physician specializing in 

lung disease and practicing at Washington Adventist Hospital in 
Takoma Park, Maryland. I am delighted to appear before the Com-
mittee on behalf of the American Thoracic Society. 

I spend my days treating people with serious conditions like 
asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, sarcoidosis, lung 
cancer, and any number of serious respiratory diseases, many of 
which are unknown to the general public. Through a combination 
of medications, interventional procedures and lifestyle modifica-
tions, I work with my patients to help control the respiratory dis-
eases. 

There is one thing neither I nor my patients can control, and 
that is air pollution. Air pollution plays a major role in causing and 
exacerbating respiratory illness. From years of clinical experience, 
I know that when the D.C. area has a Code Orange or Code Red 
day, patients will suffer the effects. Those with asthma will experi-
ence acute exacerbations of their condition, making every breath 
they take more labored. The emergency room at our hospital will 
be filled with patients with serious respiratory distress. In most of 
these cases, these patients didn’t do anything wrong or different. 
They just happened to be unlucky enough to breathe highly pol-
luted air. 

While I am not an air pollution researcher, my clinical experi-
ence of the impact of air pollution on respiratory health is backed 
up by countless peer-reviewed studies in the United States and 
abroad. The science documenting the adverse effects of air pollution 
on human heath is comprehensive, consistent and compelling. Un-
fortunately, that science is also under attack. 

Industry regulated by the Environmental Protection Agency has 
started a campaign to discredit the research that is used to support 
EPA’s regulations under the Clean Air Act. Some Members of Con-
gress appear to be taking up the mantra of discrediting or openly 
discounting the validity of EPA-sponsored research. This is a mis-
take and is a distraction from what we all should be focusing on: 
reducing air pollution to improve everyone’s health. 

The EPA’s science is sound, and its methodology is strong in its 
conclusions. But the EPA is not the only source of credible science 
that shows that air pollution matters. Respected scientific agencies 
in the United States and around the globe have documented the 
adverse effects of air pollution. The NIH has supported a number 
of studies that found that air pollution, particularly ozone and par-
ticulate matter, is bad for everyone’s health. And this is especially 
true for children. 

Silverman and colleagues demonstrated warm weather patterns 
of ozone and fine particulate matter that disproportionately affects 
children with asthma and appears responsible for severe attacks 
that could have been avoided. More and colleagues in California 
conducted a study that showed that current levels experienced in 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 14:35 Jan 17, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00214 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 S:\_EPW\DOCS\21144.TXT VERN



211 

Southern California, ozone contributes to an increased risk of hos-
pitalization for children with asthma. 

In another study by the National Institutes of Heath, Dr. Balmes 
and colleagues demonstrated that traffic-related air pollution lead 
to measurable decrease in lung function. Even the American Petro-
leum Institute has contributed to the scientific literature. In an 
API-funded study, Dr. Schelegle and his colleagues demonstrated 
that in chamber studies, ozone concentrations below 75 parts per 
billion decreases a key measure of lung function in young, heathy 
adults. 

For the record, I will include a brief list of other important stud-
ies that demonstrate that air pollution continues to be an impor-
tant health issue in the United States. In conclusion, the science 
is consistent and comprehensive and comes from multiple credible 
sources, including the EPA. I hope Congress and the EPA can put 
the questions about the scientific validity of the air pollution stud-
ies to rest and start focusing on the real problem: how best to move 
forward with eliminating the threat posed by air pollution. The 
control of air pollution is part and parcel of our national defense. 

[The prepared statement of Dr. Munzer follows:] 
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Senator BOXER. Thank you very much. 
I am going to open up the question time and then I am going to 

turn the gavel over to Senator Carper to conclude. 
Thank you all. You are all very straightforward. I appreciate it. 
Dr. Paulson, talk to me about exposure to mercury, either during 

pregnancy, what the impact is on the fetus, and what is the impact 
on a little child who is exposed to mercury? Ms. Woollums com-
plained a lot about the mercury rule. And I am going to get to her. 
Yes, you did, and I am going to ask you some questions. 

Talk to me about what happens when there is too much mercury. 
Dr. PAULSON. Mercury is a neurotoxin. It damages the brain and 

results in decrease in i.q. of children who are exposed. 
The change is particularly important when looked at on a popu-

lation scale. A shift in i.q. of as little as five points in the popu-
lation as a whole means a radical decrease in the number of gifted 
and talented individuals in the population, and a marked increase 
in the number of people with intellectual disabilities. So small 
changes in i.q. at the individual level have a major impact at the 
public level. It is very important to decrease the amount of mercury 
that comes out of power plants. 

Senator BOXER. And as you know, there is a rule currently to do 
that. I assume you are supportive of that rule? 

Dr. PAULSON. Yes, ma’am. 
Senator BOXER. OK. And the nurses are as well? The rule on 

mercury? 
Ms. BUCIC. Yes. 
Senator BOXER. OK. Is that true for you, Dr. Munzer. 
Dr. MUNZER. Yes, it is. 
Senator BOXER. OK. So I am going to talk to the person here who 

is representing the people who, when they supply us with elec-
tricity, have a problem because there is a lot of mercury emissions. 
As I listened to you over and over again, for your entire discussion, 
you mostly talked about this rule and what a problem it is. And 
I need to talk to you about this, because you are the environmental 
counsel. So I am thinking that you would want to see them make 
progress here. And you are asking for delays and all the things, 
and you are saying that there is, this was one thing you said. It 
is hard to find labor? You have got to be kidding. I thought you 
said in your testimony that if we do this, it is hard to find the 
labor. 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. I am sorry, it is hard to find what? 
Senator BOXER. It is hard to find the labor. Yes. You said in your 

testimony it was hard to find labor to do the work. 
Ms. WOOLLUMS. Yes, and with all due respect, I disagree with 

the characterization relative to my statements on mercury. 
Senator BOXER. OK. It is just my subjective listening to it, it 

seemed like a lot of complaining about the mercury rule. But we 
will go back to the statement, see how much of your time you took 
about that. It was a heck of a lot of it. But talk to me. Why would 
you say it is hard to find labor? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. Because we are talking about, and let me go 
back to the mercury rule, I actually—— 

Senator BOXER. I am asking you, why is it hard to find labor? 
That is my question. 
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Ms. WOOLLUMS. Because we are talking about installing a great 
number of pieces of equipment within very short periods of time. 

Senator BOXER. OK. Well, let me make your life better. We have 
the AFL–CIO telling us there is sufficient labor to cover the needed 
work on the power plant. People want jobs. So I would be glad to, 
there is a high unemployment, we are talking, my Republican 
friends are talking about that. We are saying, yes, we have to do 
more about jobs. So that is just not happening. 

Now, do you feel, just Ms. Woollums, if you saw somebody throw 
a dart and it was meant for the dartboard, but it went over the 
other way and it hit a child, I am assuming you would hold that 
person responsible, would you not, for throwing that dart in an un-
safe manner? Yes or no? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. It depends on the circumstances. 
Senator BOXER. I will say it again. A child is out there, say, 17 

years old, and playing darts, and doesn’t look around, doesn’t check 
to see who is there. There is a bunch of kids standing on either 
side. There is no protection. Throws the dart and it hits somebody 
else. Would you suppose that child has some culpability in what 
happened, or the parent who allowed that to take place? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. You have changed the dynamic slight, but 
what—— 

Senator BOXER. Yes or no? Yes or no? If someone, let me put it 
this way, if someone hurts someone else, do you think they ought 
to be held responsible? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. It depends on the cir—— 
Senator BOXER. Oh, really? OK. Well, how about this. Somebody, 

OK, decides to do something in their yard without taking all the 
proper precautions that are listed by the manufacturer of this prod-
uct. They go out there and they just don’t do anything right, there 
is people nearby and they get hurt. Are they responsible, if they 
knew about this? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. In that circumstance, I would say yes. 
Senator BOXER. OK. Well, my belief is, if you know that your 

plant is spewing out this poison, poison that doctors say unequivo-
cally causes brain damage in children, and you complain about this 
or that and the other, and guess what, your poison from the Mid-
west where you are is going to his State, is going to his State, is 
going to his State. And they are doing everything right. And they 
are just standing by. And their people are going to the emergency 
room. 

So I guess what I want to say to you, after finally getting an an-
swer to my I thought was a simple question of responsibility, is 
that we all have responsibility for what we do, especially if our by-
product of what we do is producing one of the most dangerous tox-
ins. And that is not the only toxin. 

So I would just hope that you would go back to your people and 
tell them, just for me, I don’t speak for a soul else, that I think 
it is time to step up to the plate. The fact is, I have a chart here, 
I ask unanimous consent to put it in the record, of the power 
plants in the Untied States, many of them are super old. They have 
either got to be brought up to code, fixed, with the best available 
technology or close them down. You can’t keep on going. 
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As I said, when I went to China, I never saw the sun. And I want 
to tell you, Ms. Woollums, you ought to go to China. Because you 
see the impacts of people, a government who could are less about 
the health of, they don’t give a darn about the people there. All 
they want is, getting to Dr. Brenner’s point, is they should work, 
work, work, work, work, work, work. But they don’t care. And the 
people are suffering because of it. 

So this issue of the mercury rule, today we are talking about the 
Clean Air Act, the mercury rule, the mercury that goes in the air. 
I think as Environmental counsel, I hope you will tell them that 
I hope they will see this as a win-win as they, yes, their consumers 
have to breathe clean air as well as pay their electric bills. 

And if you ask them, because we asked people, 69 percent of 
them want us to do tougher, tougher rules on air. All over the 
Country, I don’t care what State, from Wyoming to California, any-
where. This is a Republican and Democratic poll just done a couple 
of months ago. And I believe it is time for good stewardship here. 
And you are the environmental counsel. And I hope and pray that 
instead of fighting these rules, you will work with us, you will work 
with the EPA. And let’s get some rules out there that work. 

Because I will tell you, I have been hearing Senator Carper for 
more years than I can tell you talking to me about mercury. I am 
in a different position. We don’t have that kind of problem in our 
State. But this is serious stuff. And so I hope you will take that 
message back for me, doesn’t come from anybody else. It is just my 
message, step up to the plate, corporate responsibility, caring about 
people’s health and understanding that if you can’t breathe, you 
can’t work. If your child is brain damaged, your life changes. You 
can’t have a life that is normal. And I hope you will take that back. 

And I thank my colleagues, and I would ask Senator Barrasso to 
take his time, and turn the gavel over to Senator Carper. 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. Madam Chairman, I will take that message 
back to my company. 

Senator BOXER. Thank you. 
Ms. WOOLLUMS. One thing I would like to add is MidAmerican 

has already begun the process of being a leader in the mercury 
charge. And as a matter of fact, we were one of the very first com-
panies, back when our plant became operational in 2007, to install 
activated carbon injection for mercury control. 

Senator BOXER. Excellent. Well, it is time to help us with this 
rule and do even more. Because if the technology is there, it helps 
us. Thank you very much. 

Senator BARRASSO. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman. 
Dr. Brenner, you said in your testimony that the unemployment 

rate is a well-established risk factor for elevated illness and mor-
tality rates in epidemiological studies performed in the last 30 
years or so. You said the unemployment, which is now 9.1 percent, 
was at 10 percent in spite of all the promises that the President 
made that if we passed his so-called stimulus plan that it wouldn’t 
go above 8 percent, you said that the unemployment rate is also 
an important risk factor in heart disease, overall decreases in life 
expectancy. Could you elaborate a little bit on what the impact to 
children is with regard to parents who are unemployed, and how 
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unemployment affects a child’s health in terms of a household with 
unemployment? 

Mr. BRENNER. The most thorough studies that we have indicate 
that the employment status of the breadwinner is crucial for the 
entire family. So one interesting study published in 1982, I believe, 
in the Journal of the Lancet, the major international medical jour-
nal, demonstrated that when the head of household is unemployed, 
within 10 years there is an increase in the mortality rate of the 
spouse, even though the spouse will not have experienced any em-
ployment changes. 

There are numerous studies on the effect of unemployment on 
the socio-economic status of the family. When the effect of lowering 
the status of the family occurs to pregnant women, to children, to 
families where there are children in the one to 4 years of age, the 
studies indicate that as long as 40 to 50 years later, there are ele-
vated levels of mortality, particularly cardiovascular mortality. 

So it is a phenomenon that sweeps through time, even though we 
think of it normally as occurring in a very discrete way, here it is 
and it is gone tomorrow. In our current economy, for instance, 
which is just before us, obviously, we not only have relatively high 
unemployment rate, we have one that is very long. We have one 
of the longest periods of lengthy unemployment again in our his-
tory, since the Second World War. Those effects are much, much 
larger, because they have effects into the next period of employ-
ment. 

The reason for that is that once people lose work, for a long pe-
riod of time, they tend to lose their skills. And if they are employed 
again at all, it is a much lower wage level typically. They lose se-
niority, they lose retirement rights and the rest of it, we are famil-
iar with. So this is a lifelong situation that goes on that charac-
terize the unemployment rate. 

Senator BARRASSO. So then your opinion would be that the more 
we could do to actually get people working again, in terms of actu-
ally being things for the general overall health of all these very 
skilled physicians and their patients, one of the best things we 
could do is actually improve the economy, get people back to work, 
raise the gross domestic product, raise that, lower the unemploy-
ment rate, and we ought to be focusing on the economy. 

Mr. BRENNER. It is the very best thing we can do, without any 
question. 

Senator BARRASSO. All right. Ms. Woollums, going through your 
testimony, if it does seem that all these additional rules and regu-
lations and red tape coming out of Washington, and specifically the 
Environmental Protection Agency, and we did hear testimony that 
there have been incredible improvements in air quality in this 
Country over the last 40 years, but that these additional costs are 
going to be borne by families who are already having a hard time 
making ends meet, and that these rules and regulations are going 
to make things worse. Is that your impression of what you are see-
ing across the Country? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. Yes, and as a matter of fact, Senator, in your 
home State, our most recent rate case asked for approximately a 
20 percent increase, part of which reflects the increasing regula-
tion, primarily driven by the regional haze regulations. 
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Senator BARRASSO. And I am sorry that Senator Boxer has left, 
Mr. Chairman, as she kind of ran over a while. I would like to use 
a little bit of additional time. I know I have a couple of minutes 
left, maybe if I can go another two or three beyond that? 

Senator CARPER. 
[Presiding] No way. The Chair will be generous but not foolish. 

I am supposed to be somewhere else right now, but just go ahead. 
Senator BARRASSO. If you could just talk a little about the mer-

cury rule, I think there were some things you were trying to get 
out and weren’t able to. I would be happy to continue as Chairman 
if you need to leave in an expeditious manner. 

Senator CARPER. I have got all day. 
[Laughter.] 
Senator BARRASSO. Please. There were some things you didn’t get 

a chance to say. 
Ms. WOOLLUMS. Certainly. We support moving forward with the 

mercury rule. That is not the primary piece of our objection and 
concern. It is, as a general proposition, fairly straightforward to 
control mercury. The issue is largely attributable to the hydro-
chloric gas and other non-mercury metals that are the basis of the 
rule that we have concerns about. As I referenced, our newest facil-
ity that already controls mercury, we have actual operating experi-
ence. And that operating experience also suggests that the strin-
gency of the standard will be extremely challenged on a brand new 
facility with a full suite of controls. 

Senator BARRASSO. The Chairman had mentioned the AFL–CIO 
and some of the apparent people that are available to work. But 
I understand that some unions have actually come out opposing a 
number of the regulations from the Environmental Protection 
Agency, saying if you shut down coal-fired coal plants, that a num-
ber of additional jobs, union and non-union, will be lost. I don’t 
know that that applies specifically to your company, but I think 
you have a general overview of what is happening nationally. 
Could you comment on that, please? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. As a general proposition, any time that there is 
a loss in an industry such as ours, where you have highly skilled 
individuals, but they are not necessarily highly educated individ-
uals, it is very difficult to retrain them to go into other types of in-
dustries. This is what they have done their entire lives. And as Dr. 
Brenner referenced, employed individuals tend to contribute great-
ly to society. 

Senator BARRASSO. Dr. Brenner, yes, sir? 
Mr. BRENNER. Forgive me, I think there is an essential point 

that somehow I wasn’t able to make clearly. If we want to be very 
stringent with regulations, let us say we all agree that that is a 
great thing to do, even if we wish to do that, without the invest-
ment capital from industry, it cannot happen. 

As the Chairman pointed out, with the best available technology. 
The point is, to have the best available technology or even mod-
erately good technology, you need investment. If the GDP is 
harmed, if firms are harmed, they cannot make the investment. 
Therefore, the primary focus needs to be on sustaining the firms 
before they can take action that could actually support that kind 
of legislation. 
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Senator BARRASSO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator CARPER. You are quite welcome. 
To our witnesses, I just thank you so much for joining us today. 

Some of you have been with us before, and it is great to see you 
again. I am especially grateful to Ms. Bucic. Has anybody ever mis-
pronounced your name? Has anybody ever pronounced it correctly? 

Senator Whitehouse, why don’t you go ahead and ask your ques-
tions. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. Thank you very much. 
I am interested in the, I don’t know, what you might call kind 

of the misallocation problem and where we go with that. There are 
two issues. One is that you have polluting industries, let’s say, the 
power industries. And the cost of compliance is 100 percent on 
them. But the benefit is societal. It is in the health care system, 
it is in the education system, it is in other people’s salaries and 
jobs. It is in, and it is hard to put the number together. 

I could see the argument, let me go back to the AEP case that 
Rhode Island and other States filed many years ago. When that 
was resolved, my recollection is that AEP had to spend $4.6 billion 
to clean up its act. But that the societal savings, the benefit of that 
cleanup, was $30 billion, not just that year, but going forward. 

So if I were a private investor, and somebody said, if you invest 
$4.6 billion in this project, it will pay you $30 billion a year, that 
is a no-brainer. And we have this battle because there is a disloca-
tion between the utility that has to pay the $4.6 billion and the 
Country at large, or the State at large or the region at large that 
gets the benefit of the cleaner air. 

I am wondering, and clearly if it was $4.6 billion in and $4.6 bil-
lion out, I think there would be a pretty good case to be made, why 
undertake the effort? It turns out into a net wash. 

But let me ask Ms. Woollums first. Isn’t there a point at which 
the societal benefit justifies the emitter having to spend money in 
order to protect, in order to be able to take advantage of that ben-
efit? And I am wondering at what point you think it begins to 
make sense? Is it one to one, is it four to one, is it five to one? We 
have some information that on the Transport rule, it might be as 
much as 145 to 1, which is clearly a payback anybody in their right 
mind would leap at. At what point do you think it makes sense for 
the industry to be a little bit more cooperative about accepting that 
this is an important responsibility for the Country? Again, one to 
one, two to one, five to one, ten to one? Where do you think that 
falls? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. Senator, with all due respect, I am not an econo-
mist. And I don’t know that I can approach the question from the 
perspective you have asked me to. My role frankly is very akin to 
Lisa Jackson’s. My role is to follow the law. My role is to ensure 
compliance with the regulations. And whatever regulation is 
passed, my company will comply with. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. But clearly, there are two roles you have. 
You have a role to comply with the law, you also have a role to 
advocate as to what the law should be. You are here representing 
this company in that role, you are not here in your compliance role, 
you are here in your advocacy rule. It is a legitimate role, this is 
the United States of America, you get to do that. My point is, in 
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your advocacy role, is there a point where the payback becomes 
enough that the company, instead of sending people to challenge 
the rule says, you know what, that is sensible, we should do that, 
it is good for the community, it is good for the State it is good for 
the Country, the payback is huge, we get it. We collect our reve-
nues through rates that are approved and we can ordinarily collect 
these costs any way. We will just go for it and not kick up a fuss. 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. And I am probably not going to answer your 
question, but I don’t view my role as being an advocate. I view my 
role as being an educator to tell you what the costs of compliance 
are going to be. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. And so you just, if it were 50 to 1, you 
would still be here educating us in favor of not going forward with 
these? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. I am not educating you in terms of not going for-
ward with the regulations. I have not said that we should not move 
forward with the regulations. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. OK. So you are fine with going forward 
with the regulations? 

Ms. WOOLLUMS. We will comply with whatever regulations Con-
gress passes or EPA implements. 

Senator WHITEHOUSE. Got you. The other issue is the cross-State 
misallocation, a State like Missouri, for instance, does 100 percent 
of its power with coal or pretty close to 100 percent of its power 
with coal, and we are downwind of a lot of it. If you look at some 
of the maps, you can actually see the power plants along the Ohio 
River Valley. And they point right at New England. 

So if the wind is coming across them, it is picking up not the load 
of one power plant or two or three or four, but one after another. 
And many of them have built high stacks, whose purpose appears 
to be inject that effluent up high enough that it falls on my State 
instead of on theirs. And indeed if I am not mistaken, Senator Car-
per has made this point very passionately and eloquently earlier, 
if I am not mistaken, there are some States that are actually in 
attainment, even though they are emitters, because the dump it up 
into the atmosphere and it falls on my State, which like Delaware, 
is not an attainment State, could never be an attainment State be-
cause of the pollution that is raining down on us from other States. 
I don’t have any political say in what those States do. My only hope 
is EPA. 

So if EPA gets wounded in its ability to protect the Clean Air 
Act, I have a real problem on my hands, because there is nobody 
looking out for Rhode Island’s interest in Missouri. That is my 
guess, anyway. 

Anyway, I see my time is expired. I apologize. 
Senator CARPER. It kind of makes you wonder if people aren’t 

just picking on the little States. What do you think? 
Senator WHITEHOUSE. Maybe older States. 
Senator CARPER. Maybe that is better. 
I want to ask, first of all, a question of Sarah Bucic. I just would 

say, we talked earlier, Senator Whitehouse and I have spoken 
many times here about the idea that other States get cheap energy, 
they don’t cleanup their emissions. They get cheaper energy, they 
have reasonably clean air and we ended up with more expensive 
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energy and dirty air. We concluded a long time ago that Federal 
standards are the best way to ensure consistent air pollution reduc-
tions occur around our Country, whether they happen to be little 
States, old States, big States, young States. 

Your thoughts about whether Federal standards are the best way 
to ensure consistent air pollution reductions, please? 

Ms. BUCIC. I think Federal standards are integral, because of 
what you just stated. Small States can do all that they can and my 
county that I live in is in non-attainment for particulate matter 2.5 
and ozone. And like you said earlier, we could close down all of the 
industry in our State, and it still wouldn’t put us in attainment. 
That is the air we breathe. 

We give our patients these directions as nurses, to do these spe-
cific things, these are your discharge instructions, do this. It is in-
teresting that other industries don’t have those kinds of prescrip-
tions. As a hospital, if you threw all your syringes out, people 
would find that to be problematic. You were asking earlier about, 
Senator Whitehouse, about at what point does something become 
important to do. Well, that would be a good example. If I threw all 
my trash into my neighbor’s yard, that would be bad. 

So I think at some point, Federal regulations are the only thing 
that can protect States, all the States. 

Senator CARPER. Thanks. A question, if I could, for Dr. Munzer. 
I would ask Dr. Paulson and Ms. Bucic to take a shot at this one 
as well. 

As some of my colleagues know, I like to run. Last couple of 
weeks have been very special, because our oldest son is home. He 
is 22 years old, he is a tri-athlete. I get to run with him maybe 
once a week. He runs me into the ground. And it is a humbling ex-
perience, but we all need to be humbled. 

I remember some times in Delaware running, especially in the 
summer, when I wondered whether I was doing more harm than 
good for my body because of the air quality. I know plenty of times, 
I was a naval flight officer for many years and got to serve all over 
the world. I can remember being in some places and running when 
I knew I was doing more harm than good. 

In Delaware during the summer, we oftentimes have what we 
call Code Orange days, worrying about the high levels of ozone for 
a particular day. I would just ask the three of you if you could 
maybe take a minute or two to describe how high levels of ozone 
actually damage my lungs, my son’s lungs, other people’s lungs, if 
we take a long run on a Code Orange day. If I do this kind of thing 
often, I run a couple of days a week, but if we do this kind of thing 
often, could we permanently scar or damage our lungs? Do you 
want to start off, Dr. Munzer? 

Dr. MUNZER. Thank you very much. Ozone is a very, very power-
ful irritant to the respiratory tract. It causes swelling, inflamma-
tion of the air passages. As they swell, it becomes more and more 
difficult to have air pass through the air passages, go through the 
air passages, making breathing much more labored. 

In addition to that, ozone is also a cellular poison. So it interferes 
with the lung’s ability to cleanse itself of bacteria and viruses, 
making us much more susceptible to respiratory infections. 
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Now, when a person runs, a healthy person, the amount of air 
that the move in and out of their lungs increases easily ten-fold, 
which means that they increase their exposure to air pollution ten-
fold as well. So even for healthy individuals, it is not wise to be 
exercising outdoors when the air is polluted, like a Code Orange 
day. 

Senator CARPER. Ms. Bucic. 
Ms. BUCIC. Ozone is obviously something good that should be in 

the upper atmosphere. But when it is in the lower atmosphere, it 
is a very bad chemical. It reacts, we have these high ozone days. 
And if you have more than nine, you go into non-attainment. I be-
lieve in Delaware we are close to seven or eight already, Code Or-
ange days. These are things that aren’t supposed to be in the lower 
atmosphere. They are not supposed to be on the ground. So any 
kind of extended exposure to them is very bad for you. 

Senator CARPER. Thanks. 
Dr. Paulson, again, the question, can you just describe for us how 

high levels of ozone can actually damage our lungs if we are out 
there running long distances on one of these Code Orange days? 

Dr. PAULSON. Yes, Senator Carper, thank you for the question. 
I want to talk about two particular sets of research, one that 

comes out of Southern California that shows that children growing 
up in more polluted areas, include ozone particulate, SOx and NOx, 
have smaller lungs when they are 18 or 20 than kids who grow up 
in less polluted areas. Not so much that they are symptomatic at 
that point in time. But I do really worry what happens to somebody 
at 20 if they have less lung reserve than somebody else when they 
get to be 60, 70 or 80. So that is one set of research that gives me 
concern. 

Another set of researchers, if you look at varsity athletes, and I 
certainly was not a varsity athlete in high school, but if you look 
at people who are in three varsity sports, the fittest of the fit, I 
can’t imagine one varsity sport, so I certainly can’t imagine three, 
but the fittest of the fit, now, when do we send our high school ath-
letes out to practice? Late in the afternoon. When is pollution 
worse? Late in the afternoon. 

Those kids who are the fittest of the fit who practice outside have 
three times the risk of developing asthma compared to children 
who are in varsity sports that don’t practice outside. 

So we are harming, we are demonstrably harming our children 
by sending them outside to practice their athletics. 

Senator CARPER. That was sobering. That was a sobering note to 
close this hearing on. I want to thank, again, we want to thank, 
on behalf of Senator Barrasso and myself, we want to thank each 
of you for coming today and for sharing your thoughts with us and 
responding to our questions. 

I think there is a moral imperative at work here. About 24 hours 
from now, the Chaplain of the U.S. Senate will be holding forth in 
a Bible study group with a number of our colleagues. One of the 
things that, as Senator Barrasso know, one of the things that the 
Chaplain is always imploring us to do is use the Golden Rule. He 
calls it the Cliff Notes of the New Testament. And to treat other 
people the way we want to be treated. 
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I think that is good guidance for almost everything that we do 
in our lives, especially good for those of us who are in the business 
of creating energy or electricity, and in some cases, creating emis-
sions and pollution because of that. Just to keep in mind that we 
have, I think, a moral obligation to do our best in a cost-effective 
way to reduce those emissions and reduce that chance of harm. 
There is a way that we can do it, and I think EPA is trying to do 
that with respect to the mercury rule. And I think we have heard 
that here today and in other places. We need to do it in a cost effec-
tive way that does not impede our economic recovery. There is a 
way to do it, and a not very smart way. 

I hope that we continue to do it in a way that I think is well in-
formed. Again, our thanks, Senator Barrasso and myself, our 
thanks to all of you. Colleagues have 2 weeks to submit their ques-
tions to you if they are not here. Please respond to those questions. 
Thank you so much. 

With that, this hearing is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 

STATEMENT OF HON. JEFF SESSIONS, U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA 

Administrator Jackson, thank you for coming before our committee today. Let me 
begin by saying that I am very concerned with the state of our economy. Look at 
the numbers: 

9.1; percent of the workforce currently unemployed. 
22,462,000; Number of workers currently unemployed and underemployed. 
We need to find ways to get this economy going forward again. Yet, it seems to 

me that EPA is systematically going about regulating the American economy in a 
manner that is not justified. 

Here are some more numbers: 
30; Number of major new rules that EPA is developing or has finalized. 
170; Number of major policy revisions that EPA is undertaking. 
11; Number of greenhouse gas regulations promulgated by EPA in 2010. 
I only have time to focus on one issue today. 
Administrator Jackson, you are familiar with your agency’s plans to change the 

standards for ground level ozone. This is really among the most concerning pro-
posals to come out of your agency. 

Listen to these numbers: 
125 parts per billion; EPA’s ozone standard in the 1970s. 
85 ppb; the ozone standard in the 1990s. 
75 ppb; the ozone standard adopted by EPA in 2008, just 3 years ago. EPA be-

lieved in 2008 that this standard was sufficient but not more stringent than nec-
essary, to protect public health. 

60 ppb; the ozone standard that EPA has proposed. 
The congressional Research Service recently stated: ″At [60 parts per billion], 650 

counties——virtually every county with a monitor——exceeding the proposed stand-
ard.″1 That would be an increase from 85 countries today. Why is that significant? 
An ozone standard that results in ″non-attainment″ for that many areas will curtail 
economic growth around the country. 

Let me give an example, In 2007, Thyssenkrupp Steel selected Calvert, Alabama 
as the home of their new state-of-the-art carbon steel processing facilities. At the 
time, it was one of the largest economic development projects of the entire country. 
Since 2007, ’TK Steel ’ has hired approximately 2,000 workers; paid over $100 mil-
lion in wages; created over 9,000 construction jobs; and generated millions in state 
and local tax revenue. Why do I mention this project? 

That area of my state (without considering TK Steel) would very likely be consid-
ered non-attainment if EPA adopts the 60 ppb standard. When asked about this 
possibility, and official with the state air regulation department was quoted in the 
Mobile Press-Register newspaper as saying: ″It would be very difficult to locate an-
other ThyssenKrupp plant in Mobile if [zone] non-attainment was determined. ″This 
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is not just Alabama problem. According to the Business Roundtable, the ″proposed 
new ozone regulations... would cost nearly $90 billion dollars per year by 2020... ″2 
Another economic analysis by the MAPI Manufacturers Alliance similarly concluded 
that the economic impact of the tighter ozone standards would be in the range of 
$1 trillion from 2020-2030.3 Those are staggering figures. 

I look forward to asking you a few questions about this issue. 
Thank you. 

Æ 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 14:35 Jan 17, 2017 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00230 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6011 S:\_EPW\DOCS\21144.TXT VERN


		Superintendent of Documents
	2023-02-09T01:19:15-0500
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




