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Administrator
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1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20460

Dear Administrator Jackson:

JOE BARTON, TEXAS
RANKING MEMBER

RALPH M. HALL, TEXAS

FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN
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MARY BONO MACK, CALIFORNIA
GREG WALDEN, OREGON
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MIKE ROGERS, MICHIGAN
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MICHAEL C. BURGESS, TEXAS
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STEVE SCALISE, LOUISIANA

On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing
to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used

in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other

governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analy31s “EPA Analysis of the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009, H.R. 2454 in
the 111" Congress.” In order to ensure that this information is available on a timely basis, please
respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,

Chairman

Edward J. Markey ﬁ

Subcommittee on Energy and

Environment



CcC:

The Honorable Joe Barton
Ranking Member

The Honorable Fred Upton

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment



Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis

1.

2.

Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1.

Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing

to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used
in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other
governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “Analysis of H.R. 2454 (the Waxman-Markey Bill).” In order to ensure that this
information is available on a timely basis, please respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank
you for your assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,
Henry A. Edward J. Markﬁ 3
Chairman Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment



CC:

The Honorable Joe Barton
Ranking Member

The Honorable Fred Upton

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment



Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis

1.

2.

Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1.

Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing
to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used

in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other

governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “The Economic Consequences of Waxman-Markey: An Analysis of the American
Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009.” In order to ensure that this information is available on
a timely basis, please respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank you for your assistance

with this matter.

Sincerely,

Chairman

‘ N% M ’
He . Waxman Edward J. Mark
ChaiMan

Subcommittee on Energy and

Environment
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Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis

1.

2.

Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1.

Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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Dear Dr. Lashof:
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On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing

to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used
in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other
governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “A Clean Energy Bargain.” In order to ensure that this information is available on a
timely basis, please respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank you for your assistance with

this matter.
Edward J. Marke% : J

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment

Sincerely,




CC:

The Honorable Joe Barton
Ranking Member

The Honorable Fred Upton

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment



Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis
1. Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

2. Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

3. Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

4. Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

5. What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

6. Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

7. Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1. Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEQO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

2. If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

3. Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

4, Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

5. Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

6. Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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Dear Dr. Montgomery:
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On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing

to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used
in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other
governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “Impact on the Economy of the American Clean Energy and Security Act of 2009
(H.R. 2454).” In order to ensure that this information is available on a timely basis, please
respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Edward J. Marke 3 %

Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment

Sincerely,

! N“*N-s
He . Waxman
Chairman



CC:

The Honorable Joe Barton
Ranking Member

The Honorable Fred Upton

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment



Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis
1. Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

2. Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

3. Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

4, Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

5. What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

6. Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

7. Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1. Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

2. If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

3. Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

4, Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

5. Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

6. Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing

to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used
in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other
governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “Energy Market and Economic Impacts of H.R. 2454, The American Clean Energy
and Security Act of 2009.” In order to ensure that this information is available on a timely basis,
please respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,
He axman Edward J. Markey
Chairman Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment
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Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis

1.

2.

Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1.

Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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Dear Dr. Reilly:
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On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing

to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used
in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other
governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “Appendix C: Cost of Climate Policy and the Waxman Markey American Clean
Energy and Security Act of 2009 (H.R. 2454).” In order to ensure that this information is
available on a timely basis, please respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank you for your
assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,

‘@C Edward J. Marke? i
Cha1 Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment
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Dear Dr. Thorning:

JOE BARTON, TEXAS
RANKING MEMBER

ROY BLUNT, MISSOURI

DEPUTY RANKING MEMBER
RALPH M. HALL, TEXAS
FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN
CLIFF STEARNS, FLORIDA
NATHAN DEAL, GEORGIA
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On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this

legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing

to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used
in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other
governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “Analysis of the Waxman Markey Bill ‘The American Clean Energy and Security Act
0f 2009’ (H.R. 2454).” In order to ensure that this information is available on a timely basis,
please respond no later than October 15, 2009. Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,

Henry A. Waxman Edward J. Markﬁ1 %

Chairman Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment
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Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis

1.

2.

Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how? :

Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1.

Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEQO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfoho standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decouphng)‘7 If so, how?

Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case? -

Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.
11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?

Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please.
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric pbwer sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. outpuf—
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrdwing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),

tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance. ' : '

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year? =

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay? '

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis

1.

2.

Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1.

Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).



HENRY A, WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
CHAIRMAN

JOHN D. DINGELL, MICHIGAN

CHAIRMAN EMERITUS
EDWARD J. MARKEY, MASSACHUSETTS
RICK BOUCHER, VIRGINIA
FRANK PALLONE, Jr., NEW JERSEY
BART GORDON, TENNESSEE
BOBBY L. RUSH, ILLINOIS
ANNA G. ESHOO, CALIFORNIA
BART STUPAK, MICHIGAN
ELIOT L. ENGEL, NEW YORK
GENE GREEN, TEXAS
DIANA DeGETTE, COLORADO

VICE CHAIRMAN
LOIS CAPPS, CALIFORNIA
MIKE DOYLE, PENNSYLVANIA
JANE HARMAN, CALIFORNIA
JAN SCHAKOWSKY, ILLINOIS
CHARLES A. GONZALEZ, TEXAS
JAY INSLEE, WASHINGTON
TAMMY BALDWIN, WISCONSIN
MIKE ROSS, ARKANSAS
ANTHONY D. WEINER, NEW YORK
JIM MATHESON, UTAH
G.K. BUTTERFIELD, NORTH CAROLINA
CHARLIE MELANCON, LOUISIANA
JOHN BARROW, GEORGIA
BARON P. HILL, INDIANA
DORIS O, MATSUI, CALIFORNIA
DONNA CHRISTENSEN, VIRGIN ISLANDS
KATHY CASTOR, FLORIDA
JOHN SARBANES, MARYLAND
CHRISTOPHER MURPHY, CONNECTICUT
ZACHARY T, SPACE, OHIO
JERRY McCNERNEY, CALIFORNIA
BETTY SUTTON, OHIO
BRUCE BRALEY, IOWA
PETER WELCH, VERMONT

JOE BARTON, TEXAS
RANKING MEMBER

ROY BLUNT, MISSOURI
DEPUTY RANKING MEMBER

RALPH M. HALL, TEXAS

FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN

ONE HUNDRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS CLIFF STEARNS, FLORIDA

NATHAN DEAL, GEORGIA

Congress of the UAnited States

1Bouse of Repregentatives

STEVE BUYER, INDIANA

GEORGE RADANOVICH, CALIFORNIA
JOSEPH R. PITTS, PENNSYLVANIA
MARY BONO MACK, CALIFORNIA
GREG WALDEN, OREGON

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE MIKE ROGERS, MICHIAAN

2125 RAYBURN House OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6115

energycommerce.house.gov

October 16, 2009

Dr. Douglas W. Elmendorf

Director

Congressional Budget Office
Second and D Streets, SW
Washington, DC 20515-6925

Dear Dr. Elmendorf
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SUE WILKINS MYRICK, NORTH CAROLINA
JOHN SULLIVAN, OKLAHOMA
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MARSHA BLACKBURN, TENNESSEE
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STEVE SCALISE, LOUISIANA

On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American Clean
Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation, debate is
likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform

policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing
to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used in
your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other governmental
and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available. We hope that
this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model results in

appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached list of questions regarding the analysis of H.R.
2454 presented in your recent testimony: “The Economic Effects of Legislation to Reduce
Greenhouse-Gas Emissions.” In order to ensure that this information is available on a timely
basis, please respond no later than October 29, 2009. Thank you for your assistance with this

matter.

bony b0 e

Henry A. Waxman
Chairman

Edward J. Markey
Chairman

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment
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Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis
1. Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

2. Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) that will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

3. Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

4, Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

5. What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

6. Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

7. Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1. Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

2. If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

3. Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

4. Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

S. Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions, especially
expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors? If so, how
is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing investments in
greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

6. Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please list
the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled. '

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for the
last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such allowances
recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs), tax
cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).



HENRY A. WAXMAN, CALIFORNIA
CHAIRMAN

JOHN D. DINGELL, MICHIGAN

CHAIRMAN EMERITUS
EDWARD J. MARKEY, MASSACHUSETTS
RICK BOUCHER, VIRGINIA
FRANK PALLONE, J., NEW JERSEY
BART GORDON, TENNESSEE
BOBBY L. RUSH, ILLINOIS
ANNA G. ESHOO, CALIFORNIA
BART STUPAK, MICHIGAN
ELIOT L. ENGEL, NEW YORK
GENE GREEN, TEXAS
DIANA DEGETTE, COLORADO

VICE CHAIRMAN
LOIS CAPPS, CALIFORNIA
MIKE DOYLE, PENNSYLVANIA
JANE HARMAN, CALIFORNIA
JAN SCHAKOWSKY, ILLINOIS
CHARLES A. GONZALEZ, TEXAS
JAY INSLEE, WASHINGTON
TAMMY BALDWIN, WISCONSIN
MIKE ROSS, ARKANSAS
ANTHONY D. WEINER, NEW YORK
JIM MATHESON, UTAH
G.K. BUTTERFIELD, NORTH CAROLINA
CHARLIE MELANCON, LOUISIANA
JOHN BARROW, GEORGIA
BARON P, HILL, INDIANA
DORIS 0. MATSUL, CALIFORNIA
DONNA CHRISTENSEN, VIRGIN ISLANDS
KATHY CASTOR, FLORIDA
JOHN SARBANES, MARYLAND
CHRISTOPHER MURPHY, CONNECTICUT
ZACHARY T. SPACE, OHIO
JERRY McNERNEY, CALIFORNIA
BETTY SUTTON, OHIO
BRUCE BRALEY, IOWA
PETER WELCH, VERMONT

ONE HUNDRED ELEVENTH CONGRESS

Congress of the United States

1bouse of Representatives

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE
2125 RAYBURN Housk OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-6115

energycommerce. hOUSG.gOV

October 16, 2009

Dr. David Roland-Holst

MaJORTTY  (202) 225-2927
FacsimiLE  (202) 225-2525
MiNCRITY  (202) 225-3641

JOE BARTON, TEXAS
RANKING MEMBER

ROY BLUNT, MISSOURI

DEPUTY RANKING MEMBER
RALPH M. HALL, TEXAS
FRED UPTON, MICHIGAN
CLIFF STEARNS, FLORIDA
NATHAN DEAL, GEORGIA
ED WHITFIELD, KENTUCKY
JOHN SHIMKUS, ILLINOIS
JOHN B. SHADEGG, ARIZONA
STEVE BUYER, INDIANA
GEORGE RADANOVICH, CALIFORNIA
JOSEPH R. PITTS, PENNSYLVANIA
MARY BONO MACK, CALIFORNIA
GREG WALDEN, OREGON
LEE TERRY, NEBRASKA
MIKE ROGERS, MICHIGAN
SUE WILKINS MYRICK, NORTH CAROLINA
JOHN SULLIVAN, OKLAHOMA
TIM MURPHY, PENNSYLVANIA
MICHAEL C. BURGESS, TEXAS
MARSHA BLACKBURN, TENNESSEE
PHIL GINGREY, GEORGIA
STEVE SCALISE, LOUISIANA

Agricultural & Resource Economics
University of California at Berkeley
207 Giannini Hall

Berkeley, CA 94720-3310

Dear Dr. Roland-Holst:

On June 26, 2009, the House of Representatives approved H.R. 2454, the American
Clean Energy and Security Act. As Congress continues its consideration of this legislation,
debate is likely to cite the results of economic models that project the potential impacts of this
legislation.

Models are not crystal balls which allow us to predict the future. Even modeling by the
EPA in 1990 overstated the costs of the Clean Air Act program to cut acid rain pollution.
However, we recognize that models based on reasonable assumptions can be used to inform
policy decisions and evaluate various policy choices.

In order to better understand the modeling that is informing public debate, we are writing
to request that your organization provide more details about the approach and assumptions used
in your analysis of the climate legislation. We are making identical requests to other
governmental and nongovernmental entities that have made modeling results publicly available.
We hope that this transparency will allow members of Congress and the public to put model
results in appropriate context.

We request that you answer the attached a list of questions regarding your recent
analysis: “Clean Energy and Climate Policies Lead to Economic Growth in the United States.”
In order to ensure that this information is available on a timely basis, please respond no later than
October 29, 2009. Thank you for your assistance with this matter.

Sincerely,

SN W -

Henry A. Waxman Edward J. key
Chairman Chairman
Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment



CcC:

The Honorable Joe Barton
Ranking Member

The Honorable Fred Upton

Ranking Member

Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment



Details on the analytical approach behind the economic model(s) used in the analysis

1.

2.

Does the model quantify any benefits of avoided climate change? If so, how?

Does the model quantify the benefits of reductions in air pollution (Clean Air Act criteria
or hazardous air pollutants) which will occur as a result of the policy? If so, how?

Does the model quantify benefits from provisions that remove barriers to cost-effective
energy efficiency measures? If so, how?

Does the model capture increased private sector investments in research and development
as a result of the legislation and new carbon market? If so, how?

What assumptions are made about international actions to reduce emissions?

Have you reported a state or regional level analysis within the United States? If so,
describe the additional assumptions used.

Many models are calibrated against a single base year. If this is the case with your model,
what year is used?

Reference case assumptions

1.

Does the analysis rely on a preexisting, public set of reference case assumptions (e.g.
Annual Energy Outlook (AEO) 2009)? If so, please provide the source information and
list, in detail, all modifications that were made to the reference case.

If a preexisting set of reference case assumptions was not used, what are the reference
case assumptions for changes in gross domestic product, population, emissions, energy
(fossil and renewable fuel) use and energy prices? What are the assumed costs and
performance of technology options (wind, solar, nuclear, biomass, carbon capture and
sequestration (CCS))?

Are existing federal and state policies included in the model (e.g. Corporate Average
Fuel Economy (CAFE), other Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (EISA)
provisions, state renewable portfolio standards, state cap and trade systems, utility
decoupling)? If so, how?

Are any recently enacted or adopted energy or climate policies not represented in the
model (e.g. H.R. 1 or recently revised CAFE standards)? Are the recently proposed
greenhouse gas standards for light duty vehicles incorporated into the reference case?

Does the reference case capture how concerns over greenhouse gas emissions,
especially expectations of greenhouse gas regulation, impact the behavior of investors?
If so, how is this modeled (e.g., AEO 2009 adds a cost penalty when assessing
investments in greenhouse gas-intensive technology)?

Does your reference case include any regulations that would be adopted by EPA, as
required under current Clean Air Act authority (i.e. Massachusetts vs. EPA), or any
other clean energy policies likely to be adopted by Congress over the time scale of the
model?



Policy case assumptions

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

Does the analysis model H.R. 2454? If so, which version of H.R. 2454 (discussion draft,
as introduced, reported from committee, reported from the House of Representatives) is
modeled?

Does the model constrain the adoption of new or existing technologies in the policy case
(e.g. nuclear, CCS, solar, biomass or wind)? Please describe any limits in detail.

Does the model capture the benefits of federal research & development expenditures on
technology deployment and cost? If so, how?

How does the model capture supplemental energy efficiency policies in the legislation?
Please list any energy efficiency provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the transportation sector? Please
list the transportation sector provisions which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the electric power sector? Please
list the power-sector policies which have been modeled.

How does the model capture supplemental policies in the industrial sector (e.g. output-
based rebates)? Please list the supplemental policies in the industrial sector which have
been modeled.

How does the model incorporate the banking and borrowing provisions of the bill? If the
model’s outlook is shorter than that of the bill, how is the bank balance determined for
the last year of the model? What interest rate is used to determine banking behavior?

Please list any sections of the legislation which have not been modeled. List separately
any policies assumed in the policy case which are not in the legislation.

How are allocations of emission allowances or revenues from auctions of such
allowances recycled into the economy in the model?

Are any rebates to households (or firms) through local distribution companies (LDCs),
tax cuts, dividend checks, or other mechanisms captured in the model?

What are the assumptions for domestic and international offset supply and cost (i.e. what
offset marginal abatement cost curves are used and have they been modified in any way
for the purposes of this analysis)? Please describe, in detail, any limits placed on the
supply or usage of offset for compliance.

Please outline the key differences between the primary policy scenario and any sensitivity
scenarios.



Details on the interpretation and presentation of results

1.

Are policy case outputs presented in comparison to the appropriate corresponding
reference case scenario (e.g. is a high oil price reference case used for comparison to a
policy case with high oil price assumptions)?

Are statements about the impact of the legislation made relative to current levels or
relative to the appropriate reference case year?

Consumers pay energy bills, not energy prices. Are net household energy expenditures
presented or only changes in per unit energy prices? Do those expenditures or prices
reflect the impact of allowance allocations (e.g. LDC allocations)?

Do predictions about household expenditures account for the effect of energy efficiency
policies in the legislation?

Are energy price changes presented as wholesale prices or the retail prices consumers
actually pay?

Describe in detail what is (and is not) included in your measure(s) of welfare, income, or
consumption. Do reported changes in household income, welfare or consumption reflect
any rebates, allowance allocations or tax credits?

If job impacts are discussed in your report, please describe in detail how any job impacts
are calculated and provide the number of jobs in the model for 2009. For any year in
which job impacts are discussed, please provide the total number of jobs in the model
output for both the reference and policy scenario(s).
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