Opening Statement of Mr. Simpson

House Appropriations Interior Subcommittee

FY 2011 EPA Budget Hearing

February 24, 2010

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Administrator Jackson, you’ve been on the job now for 13 months, and I’ve appreciated the conversations we’ve had over that time regarding important issues in Idaho.  I am hopeful that you will take me up on my offer to come out and visit our great state.  And while I don’t agree with you on every issue, I continue to respect your courage in what is no doubt a very difficult job.  Thank you for joining us today, and welcome back to the subcommittee.
When President Obama campaigned on the promise of change, he must have had this agency in mind. Under your leadership, the EPA has probably been more active than at any time in its nearly 40-year history. You’re overseeing by far the largest budget in EPA’s history and your rulemaking staff are sprinting like thoroughbreds out of the starting gate.  Some people will say that these actions are long overdue, but I can’t help feeling wary about the rapid pace at which the EPA is implementing broad regulatory changes and the impact these changes are having on our struggling economy.
First and foremost, I am concerned about what appears to be the unilateral pursuit of the most intrusive and sweeping environmental regulations in the history of this country.  Contrary to popular understanding, the Supreme Court did not force the EPA to regulate greenhouse gasses. Yet the agency has pursued a far-reaching regulatory agenda anyway despite admitting that new legislation is a more responsible approach.  And by announcing the endangerment finding just prior to Copenhagen, this Administration sent a clear message that it is prepared to force new climate policies upon the American people even if the people aren’t ready and willing to act through their elected legislature.

The people are even less ready and willing now than in the recent past. I’ve heard from thousands of constituents who are deeply concerned about the direction we are going on this issue, and numerous surveys by Gallup, the Pew Research Center, and others show that their concerns are widespread throughout the country.  The impact on Congress therefore should be no surprise: Cap-and-trade legislation appears to be on life support in the Senate, and I don’t believe it could pass the House again today if it were brought up for a vote.   Furthermore, no less than 16 separate court petitions were filed last week by three States, 13 House lawmakers, and various advocacy groups and think tanks, challenging EPA’s endangerment finding.  

EPA’s public response to both the petitions and the so-called “Climategate” issue is also deeply disturbing.  Elected officials, business owners, and other concerned citizens are raising legitimate questions and counterarguments, but they are being summarily dismissed and labeled by this Administration.  Despite President Obama’s commitments to “restore science to its rightful place,” and to have a “more transparent and open government,” last week the EPA declared that “the science is settled.”  
The problem is that many Americans don’t believe the matter is settled.  They have yet to see convincing scientific evidence behind the claims that mankind is driving climate change, or that our over-the-top response is warranted.  This is why Mr. Lewis and I wrote to the President just before Christmas—a letter that as of today remains unanswered. 
It is simply not good enough to say, “Thousands of scientists can’t be wrong, and if you don’t believe us, go and read their reports.”  It is simply not good enough to return from Copenhagen without explaining to the people what the world committed to and whether those commitments are going to have any effect on our changing climate.  One thing I’ve learned in this job, Madam Administrator, is that until you’ve done a better job of reaching out to the people, the people’s trust in your agenda will continue to erode.  
As for the FY11 budget, I will simply say this: This budget is still a 31 percent increase over FY09 and only 3 percent below the largest budget in the history of the agency, FY10.  When you consider the additional $7.2 billion in stimulus spending, it’s easy to conclude that that the EPA is attempting to manage the largest relative budget increase in the federal government right now.  Any time a budget grows that rapidly, conditions are ripe for waste, fraud, and abuse.

EPA’s FY11 climate change budget is nearly $230 million, continuing a streak of average increases of 21 percent in each of the past three budgets.  These climate change increases are not unique to EPA.  This bill alone will contain nearly $437 million for climate change if the President’s FY11 budget is funded.  As with last year, I continue to question what exactly we expect to achieve with all of this spending, and just how strategic and well-coordinated is the effort across the federal government?
I agree with you, Administrator Jackson, that using the Clean Air Act to regulate greenhouse gas is not the best way to address climate change.  That is why I question whether the nearly $50 million in EPA’s FY11 budget for greenhouse gas regulation is prudent, and, considering that the endangerment finding will likely enter protracted litigation, what exactly the funding would be spent on.
Elsewhere the FY11 budget is filled with funding increases to support a seemingly endless stream of new regulations on air and water quality.  In addition the budget proposes to raise taxes on business owners large and small who may have never violated pollution laws.  
Meanwhile every business owner in America is forced to operate with an elevated level of uncertainty as to how all of these new regulations and taxes are going to impact their bottom line.  And States are concerned as to how they’ll have the budgets needed to implement and enforce the regulations.  The net result is that the States are being further squeezed, and business owners simply cannot afford to hire.  The impact that all of these new regulations and taxes will have on long-term, sustainable jobs is perhaps the greatest irony of all.  The President is desperately trying to create jobs, and the EPA isn’t making it any easier.
Despite our disagreements, I do believe we can work together in good faith toward solutions, just as the public expects of us.  I am committed to doing that as I think you are too.  I look forward to working with you and my colleagues on the Subcommittee as we consider the FY11 appropriation.
Before I end, I want to take a moment to thank one of your staff, Ed Walsh, for his dedicated service to both the EPA and the Appropriations staff.  Despite our nearly 24-7 bombardment with questions and requests, Ed has been masterful at keeping staff informed and bringing honesty, integrity, and good humor to the job.  He is the quintessential civil servant.
I look forward to your testimony today and remain willing to work with you.  

Thank you.
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