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BILL SQUADRON:   Good morning. I'm Bill Squadron, President of Our Energy Policy Foundation. And welcome and thank you for joining us for this morning's discussion of energy policy as we move into this post-election year. 

OurEnergyPolicy.org is a non-profit, non-partisan organization whose mission is to attempt to improve the energy policy-making process in the United States by facilitating, online, ongoing substantive dialogue about energy issues by a whole cross-section of experts in the energy field – from around the country, from every perspective, and from every discipline – and by developing a comprehensive library of papers, studies, reports, and other materials, all of which is designed to act as a resource for people who are involved in the policy-making process at the federal, state and local levels, and to journalists and to the public at large.

The transcript of today's discussion will actually appear on our site in a couple of days so that the dialogue that begins this morning can then continue and our cadre of hundreds of experts will then weigh in and continue the discussion that we start here. And I would urge all of you, if you're not already registered, to visit our site, register and participate in the ongoing discussion that begins in a few minutes. 

Our organization began just a few years ago, largely because of the feeling that there was a need to break the stalemate that has blocked for so long the adoption of a sound national energy policy, and that that need was becoming increasingly urgent. I believe that urgency is something that our panelists, among other things, will address this morning, as well as bringing undoubtedly the kind of frank and stimulating perspective on energy issues that we need if we're going to shatter the impasse that's lasted in this area for so long.

We're very pleased this morning to be joined by General James Jones, the former National Security Advisor to President Obama, the former Supreme Allied Commander Europe and the leader of the Bipartisan Policy Center's energy project; by former Senator Tim Wirth of Colorado, who's the President of the Better World Fund and the United Nations Foundation, which includes the Energy Future Coalition; by James Connaughton, who is the former Chairman of the White House Office on Environmental Quality, and the director of the Office of Environmental Policy under President George W. Bush, and currently the Executive Vice President and Senior Policy Advisor at the Exelon Corporation. 

Our moderator this morning is Jim Angle, who is the Chief National Correspondent of the Fox News Channel and a former Chief White House Correspondent for that network, and the recipient of so many journalism awards that I couldn't possibly begin to list them. So to get us started, I'll just turn it over to him. Jim? [applause]

JIM ANGLE:  Thank you all for coming. In a brief moment of familiarity, you could refer to this as Three Jims and a Tim. [laughter] But I will use more formal things, except for Jim Connaughton, who I have known for a long time and will distinguish him with just plain Jim.

One of the things we wanted to discuss today is where we are in terms of energy and energy policy, and how that is different from what it was, say, five years ago. Each of the panelists is going to open the discussion with a brief presentation, and we'll do that briefly. At one point somewhere in here, we'll allow sufficient time for questions. So if you have them, you can go ahead and contemplate what that might be.

We'll start the opening presentations, which will be brief, with General Jones. Sir?

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  Thank you very much. Good morning, everyone. It's a pleasure to be here. At my point in life, after 40 years in uniform, having had a fair amount of excitement, I'm still looking for things to be passionate about. Energy is something that I think we all need to be passionate about, because of its huge implications, not only nationally, but internationally. 

It is a potential that this country has to seize the moment, to take a look at our 40- or 50-year history and how we've dealt with energy, and to reorganize ourselves so that we can make the most out of this incredible opportunity. It may not be the only way out of our economic challenges, but it is certainly one of the bright, shining paths for our future; for our children's future, for our grandchildren's future. And it's critically important that we do not stumble around in a vacuum hoping that it's just going to work out. 

One of my favorite lines in the military was "hope is not a strategy." And we need some strategic thinking where energy is concerned. For 40 years, or more, we've had a lot of policies, but we really haven't had a coherent strategy. And I'm very honored to be part of the Bipartisan Policy Council's leadership team on energy. 

Two weeks ago, in this very center, we released the first part of a two-year study. My co-chairs are Senator Trent Lott, Senator Byron Dorgan and Bill Reilly, former EPA administrator. We've been working for about two years, and the first report that came out had to do with essentially organizing ourselves so that we can deal with energy and the subject of energy in a strategic way.

It suggests the formation of a national energy council, headed by the Secretary of Energy. It is, I think, critical that the President of the United States has one person, a go-to person like he has for foreign policy, like he has for commerce, like he has for other very important issues; defense, for example. But the Secretary of Energy in our system is really not the secretary of all of energy. He has more to do with nuclear energy and other things than energy. 

So we recommend that we have a national energy strategic council; that we do a comprehensive national energy strategy; that we have a quadrennial energy review; and that in order to coordinate this, like all other important things that the government does within the National Security Council, that there be a directorate for energy security.

And that's just the start. But the reason that's important is because if you're not organized properly, you can't possibly get there, except by what we've been doing for 40 years, which is in a very herky-jerky, uncoordinated manner.

So I think the organization piece is extremely important, and we've been doing a lot of advocacy for that. And I hope that if you also believe in it, those of you here, that you help us convey the messages Mitzi and I were talking about just a few minutes ago, convey the message to the public about just what enormous potential there is here for jobs, for energy security, for energy sufficiency. I don't like to use the words energy independence, because that has isolationist qualities associated with it. 

And I think the United States as a nation of great importance in the world has a responsibility to not only solve our own internal problems with regard to energy, perhaps our hemispheric challenges, at least with regard to North America, which have great potential, but also to fulfill a position of great leadership internationally to deal with energy and climate simultaneously to help the developing world perhaps skip the fossil fuel generation or the fossil fuel period of their development as they progress.

So I think of energy as not only an economic issue, it's not only a national security issue, it's a geopolitical issue. It has enormous strategic importance. I'm fortunate enough to be able to do a fair amount of traveling and I've just come back from the Middle East and I can see firsthand where Gulf states are already thinking about the incredible potential we have, and what does it mean in terms of our geopolitical relationships in the Gulf for the future. 

They're asking themselves already, Will the United States turn away from the Persian Gulf, the so-called oil-for-security deal that we've had for 40 years, because of our vast potential. People are already talking about that, even though we still haven't gotten our own organization the way it ought to be. 

But this is really something we should feel passionate about. This is something that Americans should be excited about. And this is a possibility for the public and the private sector to really do something together that really is going to catapult this nation into a level of, I think, reassurance for the future that will affect us for generations to come.

So I'm very happy to be here this morning on his distinguished panel. And I look forward to our discussion. 

JIM ANGLE:  Thank you, sir. Senator Wirth?

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  Thank you very much, Jim, and thank you all for coming. It's a great pleasure to be here, and be with the Jims on either side. 

I'll just start by saying there ought to be scores of meetings like this across the country for many of the reasons that General Jones mentioned and many others as well. Jim Angle started by asking us, what's different today than five years ago. And it seems to me we can start with sort of looking at least five different arenas that are sharply different and provide a very, very different maybe framework in which to have this discussion.

First, obviously, the President's just been reelected and he can, seems to me, relax about the politics and be much more aggressive about the policy. Whether he's going to do that or not is a separate issue, but there's a tremendous, I think a very significant opening there. And one of the things we should talk about today, and it has to be talked about across the country, is how we take advantage of that framework now.

The second thing that's very different today than before is we just had Sandy. Sandy should have, and certainly did, alert tens of millions of Americans to the extraordinary challenge of climate change, that the catastrophe is around the corner, and if we don't begin to move on that, there's going to be one after another, whether it takes the form of what happened in New York or New Jersey, or it takes the form of the remarkable wildfires going on in my state of Colorado right now. We still have a major fire burning in northern Colorado; it's never happened before. We're at a point of incredible droughts and changes of ecological conditions; we've seen that all across the country. We're going to have a food crisis. One kind of potential major issue after another, they've got to be linked together. And again, that's part of a discussion that we can have.

Third, I think that there is a very significant opportunity that has fallen in our laps and given us a chance to really think about the future in a different way, and that is the abundance of natural gas now available in the United States. The industry has gotten itself all wrapped around itself by, it seems to me, being unable to get together and focus on a set of standards that are going to be acceptable to the public, and to talk about those openly and to really do something about it. 

It's sort of Energy 101 to do that, to say we want a license to be able to take advantage of this. We have to get that license from the public, so therefore we want the public to be on board. Here's an incredible opportunity. And just because the resource is there doesn't mean that the industry can roll over everybody else. There's an opportunity here to do it right, and that opportunity still exists, although I worry that that opportunity window may close. 

So that's a third item that's different from what we had five years ago.

A fourth is China. China has a new leadership and any time you get new leadership there, there's a window of opportunity that exists in the first few years. We had a meeting chaired by John Podesta here about a month ago in which the leadership of all of the Chinese climate negotiators were on one side of the table, and there were six or seven of us on the other side. And throughout the course of the day I made a list of where were the commonalities, what were the items that they were saying that echoed in the United States, that we were saying that echoed there. 

And there was a very thorough list of nine crossover issues. They wanted to deal with this issue. Theoretically, our government wants to deal with this issue. How do we get together to do that? And isn't there a major change in opportunity now of appointing on either side a very, very senior person. Jim talked about the necessity of having that senior person inside the United States; absolutely imperative. We also need that kind of a person who leads very aggressively the discussions with China.

They want to do most of the same things that we do. We want to do most of the same things that they're doing. Each of us can in many ways hide behind the other's skirts and sort of say, "They made me do it, they made me do it." It's a window that is not going to occur very often. It's going to demand a kind of imaginative diplomacy, but I think it's a very real chance.

Finally, the climate data is coming in in a frightening fashion. We're going to see the new national assessment this year. We're going to see the new IPCC, Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, assessment in the next two years. All of which are saying that any kind of scientific debate is over. Anybody who says it isn't is a fool, or is totally self-serving. It is over. 

And it is time for us, then, to take that data, the opportunity is to take this data and make sure that an American public is thinking about climate change. It looks like a bell curve. There are people on one end of that curve that are absolutely convinced this is a critical issue. Then you get kind of a fuzzy group, you begin to go up the curve. Then you've got a group in the middle that says, "Gee, I really don't know it all," and you start down the other side of the curve. And it's almost a perfect bell-shaped curve. But we've got about 70% of the American public from the one end of the curve all the way to the other. It's a tremendous public education opportunity. 

And we should be taking advantage of that right now. And that loops back around to my first point, what the President can do, and the fact that he has now great opportunities for new leadership. 

So I think there are at least five major elements that are new from five years ago, and we ought to talk about each one of those. And it seems to me that each one of those, and others, should be part of an overall strategy for energy and climate. 

Final point: Remember, energy is climate; climate is energy. They are the same thing. You can't talk about one without the other. There are certain places where you put the biggest emphasis on climate; other places where you put the biggest emphasis on energy. But they are the same thing.

So I look forward to talking to you all. Thank you very much. Look forward to your questions.

JIM ANGLE:  Thank you, Senator. Jim Connaughton?

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  Thanks. And it's a real pleasure and a privilege for me to be here this morning with these two august champions of these issues, with whom I've had a good relationship over many years. 

And it's great to see this turnout. I think the turnout is emblematic of just a very important truth, which is the energy space is as exciting as ever. There's an ebb and flow, a natural ebb and flow to market shifts and to policy shifts. In energy, it tends to occur on a decadal basis; every ten years or so there's a bit burst of activity, new thought. We're at the front end of what I think is going to be a very interesting ten years ahead of us. Not just in the US, but internationally. 

So with that in mind, I'm going to give a couple baskets of what I hope are both optimism and intrigue.

On the optimistic side, I've been doing this for almost 30 years, and for 30 years I hear three refrains:

One is, we need an energy policy. And I'm sure every one of you have said that. I've said it. I know Tim has said it. I know Jim has said it. Angle reflects on it.

The other thing is, we need to start doing something about climate change. Reference the word start. We need to start doing something about climate change.

And the third is, everything is so partisan, we can't get anything done. 

So my opening message: Do not despair, because none of the three things are true. And I think as we look to the next decade, it's important to reflect really over the last five years, maybe I'd make it seven years, on just how far we've come in the shape and form of each of the three of these.

In the United States of America, we have nine major mandatory programs, more than half of which, by the way, are market-based, or dare I say cap-and-trade programs, that are directly going at pushing our energy investments towards cleaner, more secure and reliable outcomes. And they're big. And they're real, they're federal, they're state. They're enacted by margins of greater than 80 votes in the Senate on a bipartisan basis to unanimous in the US Congress. And in the federal and state houses, you had Republican governors and Democratic governors and Republican legislatures and Democratic legislatures creating this massive series of mandates.

And yet, people imagine that there are no mandates. There are many. I think collectively they'll produce on the climate change front well more than 10 billion tons of reductions otherwise that would have occurred. And also cleaned up the air from a health perspective, and brought on board a whole base of new technology.

So we have lots of energy policy. When you add to that the incentives, when you add to that the technology programs, and you add to that hundreds of billions of dollars of applied innovations in technology, we have a lot of clay to work with. So we're not starting with a blank slate.

The same is true, then, when it comes to our market structures. We have had some ups and downs in the energy space in fuels and in natural gas, and now in electricity, where we still have a hybridized system that's struggling to find its place to a truly free market system. And the sooner we get there – and I'm looking at this decade as the decade in which we get there – the sooner we get to a more free and fully competitive market-based system for fuels, for gas and for power, just watch the innovations unfold. Like we've seen in aviation and in IT and in telephonic communications, and the like. 

So we're still holding the reins tight on market structure and innovation. And I think that's going to unleash, because the empirical data with the experience of competition is coming in.

And then, more importantly in all of this is follow the money. The electricity sector, whether it wants to or not, is going to spend at least one trillion dollars on itself in the next ten years. The fuel sector is going to spend more than two trillion dollars on itself in America. That's a lot of capital investment. 

So the main question is, how is that capital investment appropriately oriented to address our energy security concerns, our reliability at home concerns, and our environmental public health and welfare concerns? 

So there's a lot to work with, without adding a lot of new costs. So one of the things we could ask ourselves, we know the spend is coming, what can we do with the money that will and must be spent in a way to sort of lower the temperature – pun intended – of this idea of additive cost to achieve our goals. You can do a lot with this basket of money. 

With that, I want to then focus on two items which have burst onto the scene in America sort of half and half through policy and through market innovation. Of course, that's natural gas and efficiency. We talk about the shale gas revolution, and it is just that, and it's as big as anything you could have wanted through policy, and yet it's occurred through market forces, and we should celebrate that. 

God bless America; just when we were looking for a way to improve our reliability, our security supply, and dramatically cut air pollution and greenhouse gases, it showed up. America's amazing that way. And I agree with Tim – let's get on with doing it right, doing it well, and doing a heck of a lot more of it. 

But that caught my attention in the Washington Post, in Steve Mufson's story, over the weekend. He described the fact that coal, displaced by cheap US natural gas, is now replacing expensive Russian gas in Europe with Gazprom's share of EU gas imports dropping from half a decade ago to about a third. 

So America is sending coal to Newcastle. Just think of the geopolitics of that. Think of the US production implications of that phenomenon. Think of the energy security implications of that phenomenon, and the air pollution and climate changes challenges that Europe now has to address in a way they hadn't quite thought they were going to confront as we're bringing our emissions down through all this abundance.

So I just find the turning of tides fascinating, and it just proves we're all in this together. And sometimes you're up, sometimes you're down, and we sort of take the temperature down on that, too, and say we all have to follow these energy needs the best way we can, and manage them. 

But the same thing is on efficiency. I see a lot around town, a lot in the states, lots of policy to make people spend money to save money. Now, last I looked, if there are savings to be found, people will find them. But sometimes standards are good, other things are good; we had a big energy bill in '07 that had a lot of new efficiency mandates in it. 

That's all fine and good, but what we have also seen in the last five years, and I'll give you just one example, in the competitive electricity markets, that sort of PJM, which is the big Mid-Atlantic market for electricity. Because it was allowed to open up to competition, you can now bid your efficiency into the market to say, I'm going to be efficient and I'm going to shave my peak load use, so you can avoid building power plants. 

Well, in the last four years, five years, this region of the country has avoided the construction of 15 500-megawatt coal-fired power plants through efficiency. And it happened through market structure and competition, not through efficiency mandates, and not through any of the things we talked about. And the scale of that is bigger than all the policy we've been looking at. And that's just one market in four years, just by letting competition, innovation and pricing inform the decision.

Now, we have a funny phenomenon where you have a lot of governors who say, "Where are the power plants? Nobody's building new power plants," and want to dump new power plants not the system. Well, that's all backwards. We have 15 invisible ones; let's keep building more of those before we're building new ones.

So I want to give you these as these invisible phenomena.

And finally, we have three blank slates that create great opportunity, I think as both Tim and Jim have mentioned. One is EPA is about to embark on a regulatory agenda around greenhouse gases that is completely undefined in the Clean Air Act. That's a blessing and a curse. Because it's undefined, you can do pretty much what you want. Because it's undefined, it's also quite legally vulnerable. But it's a blank slate, and there's an opportunity to have a constructive conversation about shaping that in a way we haven't had in a long time. 

And the same is true in the international sphere. We're in a three-year window of time where folks know what the current regime looks like, and there'll be a really good, aggressive question, is, what's an alternative that could possibly work? We have a three-year window to talk about that. 

So at the same time we have an international conversation that can mesh together. And as Tim said, climate is energy; energy is climate.

And then the last piece I would leave though, which is the more compelling piece, in my view, the story of US investment abroad in energy, is a story that is just dramatically underdiscussed. And our role and our place and the opportunity we have to share and do and profit and build friends through our energy capacity, our energy know-how, I think, is probably the item that should be moved to the top of the list, right now it being at the bottom of the list. 

JIM ANGLE:  Thank you very much, Jim. Let me pick up on part of where you left off. We've talked about policies, the need for better policies, better strategy. But as you know, a lot of the nation's not only energy and energy supply, but energy delivery is in private hands. So what is the balance here between policies that dictate or guide development and the role of the private sector in deciding how much to develop things, how quickly, and with what technologies, such as fracking?

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  As a general statement, because we have so much policy, and so much of it is so distortive of market choices, we have an opportunity, actually not to create something new, because we have a ton, is to simplify. So for me, the next five years needs to be about simplifying and backing the government up to setting performance requirements. 

Environmental issues, it's a commons, and there's an appropriate role for the government to say, "Hey, we want public health at a certain level. We want greenhouse gases emissions, find the consensus on that. We need water safety." It's an appropriate role for the government to set those standards because the private sector won't. But the better course, then, is just get out of the way. Make the private sector innovate to most cost effectively comply, and we will do that.

We have very, very perverse and sometimes just ridiculous cross-currents. I'll give you one: Exelon is a big builder of wind. But we have a situation with the wind incentive that's now hotly debated in Washington, the PTC incentive. It's structured in a way that wind profits by running, as it does, mostly at night. It profits by dumping its power onto the system at a negative price, forcing out zero-emission nuclear.

So you have all this wind going on, which is to help cut our greenhouse gases, but its main job now is to push out zero-emission nuclear. So you're not getting a greenhouse gas benefit from it, and you're creating a massive distortion in the markets in terms of the construction of new facilities, because you're artificially depressing a price in the near term while you're piling on the price at the back end.

So that's the kind of well-intentioned, but gross distortion of what actually we would all want to try to achieve. 

So how do we reset the policy to say, What's the emission profile we want? What's the reliability profile we want. And then go ahead and let us figure out how to deliver the best category of resources. 

By the way, it also kills efficiency. It kills the incentive on efficiency. And that's not what we want. So we want all the low emission sources to be coming online most cost effectively. 

So I think there's this great opportunity for simplification, and that will actually produce a new strength.

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  Jim, could I–

JIM ANGLE:  Absolutely.

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  –just add a footnote to that? Thank you. I think of it in terms of our path for the future in terms of the Four Cs. The first one is convergence, which is the necessity to harmonize the interagency and the public/private sector to achieve our strategic energy objective.

Second is clearance. And by clearance I mean removing the policies and the bureaucratic, financial and other obstacles that are in our ways so that we can develop this diverse portfolio of energy sources.

The third C is capitalization. And that's capitalizing on the opportunities provided by the abundance that Jim was just talking about, and attracting investment to the energy sector.

And the fourth is continuity. And continuity, by that I mean providing the market with policy predictability and regularity so that it can perform more efficiently.

JIM ANGLE:  Senator Wirth?

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  Well, everybody's said we've got lots and lots of policy, and I guess if I were the king ruling this major issue, what I'd say is we've got lots of policies, and we can come to this. There's one thing that we've got to do on a long-term basis – we can't do it right now, but we've got to start working on it – and that's to get a price on carbon. That's going to make a huge amount of difference for everything. That's not going to happen right now, but it's absolutely imperative. I mean, it is preposterous that we allow one industry to use the atmosphere and the ocean as huge garbage dumps and they're not paying anything for it, and the rest of us are paying for it. That's basically what's happening. 

So how do we deal with that? Well, we can do it with a regulatory tangle, or we can say we've got to start doing that in a pricing fashion. And we've got to figure that out. It's not going to happen right now, but we have to start that discussion. That is the policy that hangs over everything that has to be done.

In the meantime, there are lots of other cooperative policy issues that have to be worked out, and these aren't necessarily legislative. They're the administration sitting down with the industry. We mentioned before, everybody's talked about gas and doing it right. I mean, it's a wonderful, wonderful gift, and let's make sure that we do it right. How do we make the transition in the coal area? We know it's going to happen. It's happening because the price of natural gas is going down, and the industry is getting left isolated. Now, how do we deal with that question? That's a major social policy question. 

Robert C. Byrd had it right 20 years ago when we were doing the Clean Air Act Amendments – and you're too young to remember this, Jim – but it was Byrd, when we were doing the Clean Air Act Amendments that led to the sulfur dioxide tradable permits process, who had resisted that. And he saw that the votes were there to do it, and he called four or five us in who had been involved, and he said, "Since we're going to do that, why don't we just buy out the coal industry? That's going to be the cheapest clean air you could possibly get." This was Robert C. Byrd saying this. Well, we couldn't do it because that was too much for– ideologically that was too much for the right to say we're going to do this. The left didn't kind of trust that this was going to happen. So that Byrd proposal lost by one vote in the United States Senate.

Now, that was an extraordinarily smart thing to do. That's the kind of adjustment, that's the kind of policy massage that can be done. But that's not a great, huge policy issue. As Jim says, we've got lots and lots of pieces that are out there. We've got to make all of those work, and, it seems to me, on a long-term basis, think about what we're going to do on the pricing of carbon. 

JIM ANGLE:  Let me just pick up on one thing a couple of you mentioned, and that is the industry talks about a new era in energy development, in no small part because of hydraulic fracturing or fracking. What is your view on the extent to which policy needs to look at fracking, and the extent to which it is a positive, or a mixed case, or a negative? Is this something that needs to be regulated? Or is this a perfect example of industry finding better ways to develop our resources? 

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  I'll dive in. It is regulated at the federal, state and local level. Actually, for all the talk of the "state should regulate," actually there are federal regulations that apply to this activity. Some adaptation of those regulations need to occur. And by the way, the federal regulations are largely implemented by the states. So it's delegated to the states to implement federal requirements. 

So as Tim was suggesting, we just have a phenomenon that's occurring in places where it didn't occur before, and therefore the structure of regulation and oversight enforcement has to be adapted to ensure that we meet the federal, state and local requirements. And that's where industry does have a strong– and has the capacity to actually ensure that this can be done well and effectively, consistent with the environmental and other safeguards we've already set for ourselves. 

So I am just a complete optimist. The worst-case scenario, in my view, is a little more money have to be spent in a few other places to be sure that we have the level of assurance that we need, but relative to the availability of the resource and its ultimate cost, it's relatively marginal. And so, I don't think there's anything to be afraid of. The industry knows how to do best practices. It knows how to set consensus standards. It knows how to work those into regulation. We just need that higher level confidence. 

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  I largely agree with what Jim has said about fracking. I think I'm a little less optimistic that the industry is embracing this. I've been surprised, for example, at the really big operators, the Exxons, who are superb operators. I mean, as they're into something, they're going to do it up to the highest standard. But they are not saying to the rest of the industry, Why don't you bring your standards up to ours? They're not taking that leadership role. At least I've not seen that happen so far. 

So you've still got a lot of marginal mom-and-pop kind of operations that are fouling the well. And that's literally; they're fouling the well in lots of communities. And so you get a lot of community responses, negatively. That gets the press. I mean, the press doesn't– airplanes fly and take off, that doesn't get any press. But something crashes, that gets the press. When you get a mom-and-pop operation that's screwing it up in Pennsylvania, screwing it up in Ohio, screwing it up in Arkansas, that's what gets the press.

And there's no reason for that to happen if the industry would pull its act together. Is there a framework for that? Yes. Deutch came out – John Deutch, the former Undersecretary of Energy, very, very distinguished scholar of all of this issue, as much as anybody – the Deutch Commission, two years ago, laid out exactly, in broad stroke, what had to be done. It still hasn't been done. The industry is still resisting, says, "Oh, we can't do that." Come on! This ought to be a partnership and moving ahead in a very positive fashion. And again, the big guys have got to get their shoulders into this and say, "If we're going to do this over a long period of time, we've got to do it right."

So far, Jim, it has been a very fragmented picture, rather than the kind of coherent one that we need as a country. 

JIM ANGLE:  Can I add one thing to the list of things that you might address? And that is, you talk about the importance of the United States in the world and our international relationships. Along with the development of natural gas has come not only reduction in price, but what we now regard as a surplus that would like to export. That has created a new debate in and of itself. 

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  Well, if I can piggyback on what Jim and Tim just said because I think it really is an important statement here, that you could bring this whole house tumbling down without the right regulations and standards that you need. However you do that, whether it's Exxon participating at the leadership level, the market deserves to have that capacity preserved so that the wild-catters and the mom-and-pop operations don't actually bring the whole thing down around our ears. 

And this is emblematic of what Senator Byron Dorgan said here two weeks ago when we were rolling out our study on why we need reorganization as a first order of business. He said the energy community is like an orchestra without a conductor. And there's a lot of truth to that, I think. And that's why it is very imperative to fix that. 

And we can do that. It's not going to cost any money; it's just a question of legislation, but mostly Executive Order where the President can say, "This is how I'm going to organize the Executive Branch to deal with energy." And we can do this. And so, the need is recognized; now let's see if we can translate that into some action. 

With regard to the international aspect , I think that when we get ourselves organized, particularly when we deal with our North American neighbors to the south and to the north appropriately, that we could possibly get to the point where the United States and Canada and Mexico could be  net exporters of energy.

I would rather get to that point in a measured way, in an organized way, fix our own house, get our own house in order, reach out to our neighbors and develop those relationships. I think you could have an international relationship that would provide leadership in the world, because that's going to be required. 

Whether it's gas or whether it's oil, or whether it's coal, or whatever it is, this is a tremendous opportunityfor the United States to stake out a position of great leadership on matters of not only energy, including nuclear energy, but also things like food and water, that are going to make a material difference in this planet for the remainder of the century.

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  Jim, can I ask the General a question?

JIM ANGLE:  Yes.

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  I think you very correctly put your finger on it. I want to go back to the organizational issue for a minute. Sounds dull, but it is extraordinarily important. Let me ask you this. And I agree with the recommendations that you're making. But when President Obama came in, he appointed the dream team for energy. And he had a czar in the White House, a Nobel Laureate of energy. You had all the ingredients. And Carol Browner was the czar. Did that work? What did we learn from that experience? What was good about it? What was bad about it? Trill on that a minute, can you?

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  Yes, I can. I was the National Security Advisor at the time. And frankly, I reflect on my two years there. If there's one thing that I wish we had been more successful in doing, it was inculcating the concept of energy security into the National Security Council. Even though Carol (Browner) and her organization were in the White House, in the West Wing, they were not inside the national security structure. 

And as a result, because there were so many other things to do – like bringing in the Homeland Security Council and creating a new National Security staff, and all of the things that were on the plate for the President for his first few years in office – my last recommendation to the President as I left was– and he gave me an opening. He said, "Is there anything that you wish you could have done that you didn't get done?" And I said, "Yes, very clear, Mr. President." I said, "I think we're missing the train on energy," 

And I basically told him the same thing that I shared with you this morning about the urgency and the opportunity that exists, the urgency and the need to inculcate it into the National Security Council staff, and that I thought he would be better served by appointing a single point of contact to manage energy. We have 16 or 15 different agencies and departments that manage energy now. But it's all stovepiped. The EPA makes more energy policy, I think, than the Department of Energy.

So it isn't taking from one to give to the other– and the analogy I use is we reformed the intelligence community, not by disestablishing the Defense Intelligence Agency, not by disestablishing the NSA; we did it by creating a new billet for a DNI, director for national intelligence, that took all of the intelligence stovepipes that were operating independently and vertically and bending them towards the middle so they serve the common good.

And the nation is much more secure today as a result of those intelligence accommodations. And I look at the energy sector, and you can see the same stovepipes. And we need the authority, delegated by the President to the Secretary of Energy, in my view, to bend those stovepipes for the common good. And then things that we're talking about here would get resolved – whether it's policy priorities, where the public sector's responsibility ends and the private sector market responsibility of picking winners and losers based on business occurs. 

I think we can get there. And I'm optimistic.

[simultaneous conversation]

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  So I know we can get there because we have the great model–


GENERAL JAMES JONES:  The institutional issue.

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  Yes, the institutional issue. The great model of the much–

JIM ANGLE:  We'll let Connaughton drift off.

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  –the much-maligned Dick Cheney energy policy, which for all the negative attention it received was an intensive effort in the first five months of an administration to map out the entire landscape. And it did. And leave aside all the debates over secret plan, and all of that, the plan was exposed to everybody, and was the basis of policy for the years that followed. And folks actually coalesced around it externally. 

By the time we were finished, 85% of that plan was enacted into law on a bipartisan basis, including the biggest CAFE mandate in the history of the world, the renewable fuel standard, the efficiency mandate. All these mandates. By the way, people have read, we're in the Cheney energy plan. And we got it done, but we got it done – it's a we, it's a big we – through lots of public process and dialogue. But we had a checklist, and for the eight years I was there, constantly going through the checklist, as Jim describes.

Internally, we broke up some of the components to put people in charge of it. I was in charge of energy project streamlining. And that process got so good that people stopped talking about it. And because it was largely working. 

So my regret, consistent with your recommendation, Jim, is that we didn't institutionalize some of that. We should have. It was driven by people and by sort of management structure, not institutionally.

And by the way, I think there's some very good things that were done in the Clinton Administration in this space that weren't institutionalized, and I can point to a number of things in the Obama Administration, again, pockets of what you're describing that were quite good, but not institutionalized.

So I think we have a lot of learnings that we can– we don't have to invent it; we have to form it. 

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  One of the things that the Obama Administration does very well in terms of how it decides  policy, the President has directed, and I'm sure it's still the same way, that people who have equities on an issue that's being discussed should be at the table. And really, one of the prime jobs of the National Security Advisor is whatever you're talking about, to make sure that people who have equities are invited to the table.

And one of the things that I enjoyed most about it is that the President insisted that everybody would offer an opinion, even if it was divergent from the kind of trend of the way things were going. So he encouraged dissension, he encouraged discussion. And that was true on the mainstream national security issues.

I think it would be very helpful to him if, on energy, we had the same kind of meetings. So when you have a discussion on energy policy, the Secretary of Energy manages the community, and the community comes together around the table with the President at the right time and says "this is our view." And if there are any dissenting opinions, they should get heard, and they get resolved. There's a very good process in place for that to happen. 

For instance, the Homeland Security Committee, if you will, that takes into account law enforcement, intelligence and everything else, they meet on a regular basis, once a week, for an hour with the President. And they go over the entire landscape of what's going on in the world and what's going on in the nation. And if that type of system could be inculcated on a very important topic like energy, I think the country would really be in good shape. 

JIM ANGLE:  Gentlemen, very good comments. We want to open it up and leave enough time for any questions you may have. There are a lot of things that we haven't gotten to, obviously. But we wanted to see what you were interested in. So questions. Yes, ma'am? 

MITZI WERTHEIM:  I'm Mitzi Wertheim with the Naval Postgraduate School, but I created something called the Energy Conversation after we got the line into President Bush's '06 State of the Union, "The nation has a problem; we're addicted to oil." I can only tell you, energy was a forbidden topic in the Defense Department, the single-largest buyer of fuel in the world, because it was owned by Dick Cheney.

But I have some questions for all of you. One thing that is very clear to me, if you don't design the process well, it doesn't work. Maybe you get into trouble.

The other point is, personalities turn out to be a really important player. And we dismiss that. It's not a part of the way we think in international relations. We just think of job titles.

And the other thing I would say is, you raise the issue of simplicity. This is an incredibly complicated topic. And I've been trying to figure out how we tell this story to children. Because if you can tell it to children and they can understand it, then the rest of the public can. I used to talk about writing children's books for adults, which people thought was demeaning, but getting the public to understand this– I told Jim earlier, when I was five years old and growing up in the Second World War, I personally felt that I had a responsibility [50:11] this war, and I think this is what– you need to create that story so we all feel that way, other than, It's somebody else's responsibility; I don't have to worry about saving energy.

JIM ANGLE:  Thank you. Any comments, gentlemen?

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  I think Mitzi's right. I think we're at that point now where we do need to make sure that Americans understand what a tremendous opportunity we have ahead of us, at least in this particular area. And if you're looking for rays of sunshine in this economic mess that we're in, this is one. And this is not trivial.

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  Let me make one comment, which is I believe energy literacy is important. I used to love, actually I would try to talk to 7th-grade classes rather than high schools or colleges, because if I couldn't explain it well to 7th-graders, then what the heck, you couldn't explain it well in Washington. 

There is actually a tremendous amount of energy illiteracy in the policy community in Washington across the Administration, across the Congress. And let me give you just one example. I can assure that if I went into most offices of the US Congress and began to just explain how electricity is delivered, traded and sold, very few people in the Congress actually understand that basic element of how electricity works.

And so, I would start with that. And that's consistent, I think, with Jim's recommendation. If we institutionalize the conversation and you make it as important as a basket of ongoing conversation, like some of the national security issues, then everybody will feel compelled that they've got to be better informed about how it all works. Because a lot of policies occur in ways that operate at odds with the way the private sector market structures work. And that's just a shame. It doesn't have to be that way. We could get a lot more done faster and cheaper if there was greater awareness of how the systems work.

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  Mitzi, I thought you were going in something of a different direction, and that was to pick up on what the President has said since the election. And that is that he wants to have a national conversation about energy and climate. Well, what's that mean? There are a number of very important choices that he faces in putting that together. We can do the traditional national conversation, which is the White House conference approach, high above the silent city where smart policy people get together, working far into the night, building a better tomorrow. You know the picture, what that looks like. And we've done that over and over and over again.

That's not what we need now, I don't think. I think what's needed now is a very broad grassroots discussion about where we are all across the country, including, as you suggest, a younger generation and particularly they're the people that are going to be impacted more than anybody else by the climate catastrophe that's coming at us, and are the ones that are making the greatest demands for this. This ought to be stimulated; there are a number of ways of doing this. 

I fault the philanthropic community in the United States for not helping to get a shoulder behind this. I think now is the time that all of the groups that we represent, and others, have to demand that this occur so we can get the kind of base laid which is out there. This is fragmented. It's in a lot of different places. But the unease about where we are on energy security and where we are on what are we doing about the technology, and where we are about climate change, that unease is out there and can be channeled. It's a significant, to use Connaughton's word again, it's a significant opportunity, it seems to me, that conversation that we have to have. 

RICK PILTZ:  Thanks. Rick Piltz, Climate Science Watch, Government Accountability Project. Question: I think this is primarily for Tim Wirth, but for anyone, on this question of a national conversation, which I think is a great idea, if it's done right. We have yet to see any American President give a coherent, meaningful address to the American people about the climate change problem and our responsibility on that. What would it look like? Doesn't a strategy for dealing with the climate change problem really require talking in terms of expediting a phase-out of dependency on fossil fuels? And doesn't that clash with the current framing in terms of an all-of-the-above energy strategy that emphasizes continuing stepped-up production for domestic use, and even export, for fossil fuels? This is a big ask. 

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  It seems to me we're conflating a couple of different ideas. You can have the President get up and, again, do the above-the-silent-city, give the big policy address, which is going to go and it'll get a headline, a story on page nine, and then it'll disappear. That's one approach to take. I don't think that gets you anywhere. I think you have to have a conversation. The reality is, he's not going to do energy and climate now. He's going to do the fiscal cliff, and he's going to do immigration. Those are the big issues. And he's going to try to think about what we do about the banking community. And plus what goes on internationally. 

Those are the items that are above the fold. Energy and climate right now are not above the fold. Well, they're not above the fold, so let's deal with that reality and use this particular period of time to have this kind of a bottoms-up national discussion. The President can lead us into it, not by saying what has to be done, but by asking all these different constituencies. We've got the national energy assessment coming out; there are going to be 12 major events in that. You can ask the technology community to come together. You can ask the business community to come together. You get General Jones to bring the security people together in different places around the country. 

There are so many opportunities and so many groups that want to have that discussion, let's do it and have that come up. And maybe a year from now, or two years from now we're going to be– and we have the IPCCC coming up. We have a lot better opportunity. We've laid the groundwork better. And then the President can say, "Based upon what we've had," then you have a series of, say, Presidential forums, a dozen of those around the country. And you kind of bring it up so that you end up with some kind of an overall framework that people have had a chance to buy in to. 

Right now, it's just too fragmented and too foreign to too many people. Nobody's ever seen a “climate change.” It's just very hard to do. And he's not going to do it now, so let's take advantage of the time window that we currently have. 


JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  Let me offer further perspective here though. In terms of coherent messages from Presidents, Bill Clinton had some fabulous speeches on the subject. George W. Bush had some fabulous speeches on this subject. And Barack Obama has delivered some really strong speeches on the subject. And if I gave you these speeches, because I've read them all – I helped write some of them – if I gave these speeches and took the name off, I would submit to you, you would not be able to figure out whether it was Clinton, Bush or Obama. I'll put that out to you.

But leave that aside. It's gotten a lot of attention. Maybe I inhabit a different world, but every day – I'm at a big energy company, the cleanest one in America – but every day I get piles of invites. This conversation is extremely robust. It's happening all over the country. And it's happening in colleges at their sustainability centers. I mean, I spoke at a lot of these places. 

I actually have a very different view. Not only is it robust, it's happening lots of places, but on top of that, the Bush goal for greenhouse gases for 2012 was met. And we are now, if you've looked at the recent EIA outlook that just came out last week, the Obama target of 17% below 2005 levels we are on our way to meeting. And by the way, I think we'll exceed it with the current suite of activities we have. So to me, the question is, okay, now, what next? 

You have George W. Bush and Barack Obama both having committed to the international leadership goal of 50% cut in emissions by 2050, which implies a 80% cut from the developed nations. So I've got sort of what I need through 2022. To me, the interesting question is: now that we've got some space, what does 2022 to 2040 look like? 

I think we can be quite positive and thoughtful, and actually non-confrontational about asking that question. What can we do to steer us and keep us on this path of what is actually a remarkable new path of success that we couldn't have imagined was possible back in 2001.

JIM ANGLE:  Question over here. Yes, ma'am?

DEBRA JACOBSON:  I'm Debra Jacobson, George Washington University Law School, and a former Energy and Commerce staff person. I have a question in terms of budget constraints and dealing with some of these problems during a time of budget constraints. Jim mentioned the PJM forward capacity market for energy efficiency, which has been very successful. No government money. California and other states have done on-bill financing, which have been very successful. What types of mechanisms, what types of conversation do we need to really focus on some of these approaches, which don't take a lot of government money, but can be very successful?

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  I'm a fan of markets before mandates. If you need to do a mandate, make it market-based. And the PJM forward capacity market is a great example of that, which is there was a reliability need, looking for tools to deal with the reliability constraint at peak times, and the market figured out how to create the economic arrangement that made that highly attractive. 

That is one microcosm of what I think is a bigger issue, which is if we opened up the nation to competition for electricity supply, I personally believe – and it's backed up some empirical support, but I'd love you guys to study it – I personally believe it's at least a 10% cost savings to the US economy, but it's at least a 10% efficiency acceleration to the entire US economy.

So a market change that doesn't require the expenditure of taxpayer resources, in my view, would do more to make the nation more secure, more efficient, and have lower air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions than anything else we've talked about. Just one simple change that's occurred in every other sector, except electricity and water. 

So that would give you an example. We need more of that kind of work, what's the big outcome driven by good old-fashioned American processes that we actually know and love. 

It needs to be well regulated, by the way. Don't get me wrong, this is not deregulation. You're going from a regulated monopoly structure to a regulated competitive structure. And you need to know that, too. You need a cop on the beat. But let people compete.

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  There are a whole variety of things that– it seems to me there's a smorgasbord of opportunities right now. Looking at renewable energy standards, and there's a huge amount of money in the efficiency area. If we were smart and moved to fleet standards in cities and the use of natural gas in fleets, that's another big opportunity. The whole natural gas availability gives us a lot of opportunity.

These are all kind of ad hoc pieces of it, which we can do now, and should be doing, as Jim points out. 

The big kahuna, of course, is, again, and there's one big one, and that's getting a price on carbon. And we're not ready to do that now. And no matter how much people may agree or how lovely Dick Cheney's approaches were, it's not going to happen now. And it's going to take a while before people begin to move into an understanding that the tradeoffs and so on involved in that are going to make a lot of difference. 

I think that that's down the line, but that's what we ought to be aiming for. And we shouldn't break our pick on a whole lot of other things that may be highly contentious and get you this much, when in fact the dialogue, the discussion we've been talking about is really aimed at trying to get us to an overall, it seems to me, big pricing picture. Pricing, as Jim points out, both Jims, is so very important. And this is the most important one. 

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  Just a quick comment on that. We don't say, Let's put a price on air pollution. We don't say, Let's put a price on water pollution. We don't say, Let's put a price on hazards. We've created this sense that there's an economic cost to be forced into this discussion. As I was suggesting, we've got a lot of money flowing in that could be directed toward this. I like to know outcomes; what are the standards, what do I need to meet.

But the example I would give in that is, perversely, because we don't have a more efficient policy structure, the mandates and the incentives for wind means wind has an applied carbon price of $90 a ton. For solar, it's about $400 a ton. For ethanol, it's about $200 a ton. For cellulosic ethanol, which is better from a greenhouse gas perspective, it's only $100 a ton.

So if anything, we actually have a lot of price on carbon, but it's highly distortive, and probably not as efficient as it could or should be. We're in a very different place today than we were ten years ago because of that. 

And so, let's take an example: the subsidies. We now subsidize everything. We subsidize every form of energy. To the extent we've subsidized every form of energy equally, we have subsidized nothing. It's in the tens of billions of dollars. So why don't we stop subsidizing any of the stuff that's overlapping, return half of it to the Treasury, and double the R&D spend in public/private partnership that would get it to the next generation of technology outcomes. 

That's the kind of way I think we need to be thinking.

JIM ANGLE:  Let's move around a little bit. I see a question back here. 

KRISTOPHER KRAUS:  Thank you very much. I'm Kristopher Kraus with the National Environmental Education Foundation [1:04:44]

JIM ANGLE:  Could you stand up so we can– thank you.

KRISTOPHER KRAUS:  Can you hear me now?

JIM ANGLE:  Yes.

KRISTOPHER KRAUS: Senator Wirth mentioned a couple times [1:04:56] carbon pricing. I think that's certainly a correct characterization. But in the short term, are there things that we could be doing that would be politically possible, like something to mitigate heat effects [1:05:10] Sort of take small steps to work on reducing those immediate effects on carbon climate while we work towards more longer-term effects on carbon? Or do you take a different approach?

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  Sure, there are lots of things that we ought to be doing, we can be doing now. This is not to say that there's only one solution. As I said, there are a whole series, there's a whole catalogue of things the President can be doing, the Administration can be doing going to this question.

The Secretary of State has pushed the cookstoves initiative, which is very, very important related to black carbon. We've got all kinds of leakage in our natural gas system, and shutting that down as much as we possibly can and making that a priority is very important. The greenhouse forcing gas of extraordinary power, that's another example of what can be done.

There are a series of steps that can be taken. Section 111 of the Clean Air Act gives the President all kinds of authority related to fleet standards. And if we were really smart about thinking about urban air pollution, what we're doing now is getting stationary sources, putting a huge price on them. And Jim is referring to this. A lot of the pricing is so out of whack. If you're a stationary source, you're asked to squeeze it down, and squeeze it down, and squeeze it down, and the cost of every ton of carbon that's eliminated is extraordinary. But we don't have any uniform mobile standards of cleanliness. 

We can certainly begin to move toward that. And if we move toward that, the first step would be to have fleet standards and allow the EPA the discretion to require– in a city like Denver that's got a major problem, we can't get to compliance under the current regulation, we cannot do it unless we go to fuels. If we go to fuels and clean fuels, how are you going to do that? Well, you say for all the Verizon trucks and the FedEx trucks, and so on, that are 60% of the traffic on the city streets, go to central fueling and they can use natural gas as a fuel.

It's a lot cheaper for them, and it solves the problem. And it's great for climates. And it happens to be a domestic fuel as well. That could be done tomorrow. Is it? No, of course not, because there are some entrenched interests that don't want to see a shift in fuels from liquids to natural gas; that's understandable. But we're going to have to understand the health benefits are significant. 

But those are examples of the kind of thing; Jim would probably give you a dozen of them. 

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  And many of these are profitable. They come with a positive benefit/cost analysis, leaving out carbon, by the way. 

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  But unless you get to what General Jones is talking about, and somebody says "We're serious about this, we're going to take this on, Mr. President. We know you understand it, but now we're going to implement this and we're going to run an interagency process and help to make this happen and bring in the outside." Until that happens, we're going to be as awash, I think, as we are today. 

KRISTOPHER KRAUS:  Even though some of these things are already a problem. 

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  Yeah, but that doesn't mean they're going to happen. Because they've got a good cost/benefit analysis doesn't mean it's going to happen. It happens because you persist and you get people like General Jones in there hammering on people saying, "This will happen."

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  One of the best lines I've ever heard about how you succeed in Washington is you should “be for what's going to happen”. [laughter] If you can do that– and I think this is one of these areas where people should be for what's going to happen, because one way or another, this is going to happen.

JIM ANGLE:  Okay, we have time for one or two more questions. Yes, sir.

CHUCK MANTO:  [1:09:03] I have a question primarily maybe for industry as to, in starting a national conversation for grassroots, how might you overcome a twofold stumbling block. One that says there's no perceived urgency from my standpoint as an average American because right now I have all these economic issues to deal with [1:09:36] and maybe climate change is a little bit off, so I don't have to worry about it this year. And then the second problem would be [1:09:43] I don't run a utility. I don't do brain surgery. I don't run an energy sector. So all of this stuff is sort of above me, and I hope the guys in Washington can figure this out. But what do I have personally to do with any of this as something above me?

So I'm wondering if on the industry side, or maybe on the government side, it becomes compelling for people to do local energy production at least a little bit. So if every community, every business, every home could make 10-20% of their own power, somehow or other, because industry or someone made it viable to do that, that maybe I can learn a little bit about energy and maybe I am invested in it. Here is something I can do now, just in the same way I raise tomatoes in my garden. And instead of farming all this out to somebody else [1:10:33], maybe I can take some personal responsibility for this. And therefore become personally more aware. In effect, you've got me into the conversation. 

I thought that would be the question.

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  It's a very interesting question. In fact, you're asking two questions, I think. One is, where is the sense of urgency among a lot of people if it's so abstract and off in the distance. And then, secondly, what can I do as an individual. 

I happen to, as you can tell, believe that getting this kind of a national discussion going, community by community as much as possible, is extremely important. And we're going to learn a lot from that. An example is what's going on in Atlanta related to efficiency. Atlanta's taken a 200, 400-square-block goal of enormous energy efficiencies. It is so impressive. And there are 360 cities as part of this alliance in the United States. And you get that out to people and they start to see it. 

And then people living in those cities start to understand, I can make a lot of dough in this and maybe the Realtors will go along with this if we're allowed to build efficiency into our mortgage. That gives us the opportunity to get it paid for. And the benefits are going to accrue to the owner of the house. Then that means something to me, and I can really see this transpiring. 

People have to see it. You're quite right. And right, now I think a lot of this is very abstract, and all the polling shows that. People have, again, this unease. They say, "I'm for doing this, I'm for getting it done," but people aren't going to like to talk about the problem unless they can see a solution that they like.

So there's an opportunity, it seems to me, to lay out and have the country be talking about a series of victories right in people's backyards, so it means something to them. And that gets you a much broader support than if it's still the abstract, "they're squabbling in Washington,” “I don't like Exxon," whatever it may be, "fracking is the worst thing in the world," all these sweeping statements. Bring it down to what people can understand and they'll start to talk about that.

This doesn't happen overnight. This is setting the table. This is long-term kind of investments in our future. But I think we, as obviously you can see, I think we have to do that, and it's a wonderful opportunity for this Administration. The President has said, "I want to have a conversation." Well, let's have that conversation, but have it from the bottom up.

JIM ANGLE:  I think we have time for one more question. Yes, ma'am, right back here. And then we'll give these three gentlemen a moment, just a moment, for a last comment or summary of some sort. Yes, ma'am?

DAWN SANTOIANNI: [1:13:28]  Hi, my name is Dawn Santoianni, I am a writer about energy issues, and when I communicate some of these issues to the public, because energy in general is so complicated, it has to be broken down into smaller pieces. Some of the studies that have come out have shown that when people are aware, just a simple thing, aware of how much energy they use on a daily basis, they use 10% less. So part of that education has to be all the way from how energy is produced through delivery and use. 

And my question actually is a little bit off topic from that. In the United States, the shale revolution hasn't allowed us to reduce our carbon dioxide emissions because we have such a generation [1:14:15] natural gas. So there are coal plants closing down, and then existing natural gas generation has [1:14:24] But what we're seeing overseas is a completely different story with new coal being planned, and a large amount of coal generation projected to go on line in the next five years. 

What do you see as the United States' responsibility for how we should address that. We might be able to reduce our emissions here, but in other countries, especially developing countries that don't have the resources that we have here, energy resources, and they're going to be using coal, what do you see our responsibility is for deploying technologies to help with reducing carbon emission?

GENERAL JAMES JONES:  Well, I think it's a huge responsibility and opportunity for the United States to exert leadership at the international level. And it's as important as anything else we do. And to me, it's as important as arms control or anything like that. It is really a 21st century issue that causes us to have to do two things. One is, get our own house in order. And I think we've dealt with that adequately this morning in terms of the things that we can do. It's an enormous potential.

This is a much smaller world that we live in. The news cycle goes around very quickly. What's happening in remote spots that you never used to hear about, you hear about on the evening news. And I think that we do have a responsibility to lead, and a responsibility to harness not just our capability, but the capabilities of the developed world to help that developing world skip that pollution stage in their own economic development. 

And I think there are ways to do that. I think if you want to look for a good role for the United Nations, that would be a tremendous venue to kind of pivot that one into something that actually gets something done, instead of talking about things that never happen.

There are a lot of international organizations in the world that would get behind this. In 2009, we had a proliferation conference in Washington where Russia and the United States started exerting leadership on non-proliferation issues. We had something like 40 or 50 countries. We need to have that same dialogue on energy, writ large. 

And if you really want to make a difference in the world, and you want to project the kind of good things that this nation stands for, making a difference in people's lives in the underdeveloped world that are trying to find their place in the 21st century, helping them with basic things like energy, food, and water is as important as sending an aircraft carrier to be off their coast. 

So this speaks to the opportunity we have in the 21st century for the United States to engage in a much more comprehensive way in the world. Not just send in the Marines, but harness the whole of society engagement that can be applied to different parts of the world where you want to make a difference. 

And it's actually, I don't want to go too far on this, but it's actually a very, very effective way to defeat radicalism when people think about the United States. If you see the United States out there leading the way towards helping people have access to energy, food and water and health, that's as big a deal as just about anything else.

And harnessing the public and the private sector of the United States to do more along those lines in the 21st century is really one of the key things that we can achieve. 

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  It's interesting to see how– here you have somebody who's the former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, head of the Marine Corps talking like that. Imagine we've got a different coalition in the country, and a different set of opportunities, and it's just all around us. We've got to take advantage of it.

On the international side, we have generally one way of doing this. We have a climate negotiator at the State Department, and we have the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. And it's very painful and very difficult. I had that job for four-and-a-half years. It's very, very hard to do, to bring 193 countries together. But there's a lot of common understanding and so on that happens. That's a route that we have to continue.

And I would suspect, say if John Kerry becomes Secretary of State, he knows this issue cold and he'll put some real beef behind that. And that maybe gets some new life.

There are a couple of other things. Jim mentioned the thing about arms control and the relationship between the US and Russia. The parallel on energy and climate is the relationship between the US and China.


GENERAL JAMES JONES:  Right.

SENATOR TIM WIRTH:  And the two of us, this is again where I think you put a major effort, as we did on arms control with the Russians, we had very senior, our best people focused on the issue of relationships with the Russians on arms control. We have to do the same thing in our relationships with China on energy. Right now, it's about four levels down. It shouldn't be; it should be right at the top of the agenda. And that will have a big influence on everybody else in the world. I think more than any other thing that you can do.

Finally, the UN has undertaken a very ambitious program to provide, help to provide in a framework for energy services for the poorest of the poor, that while we're in the business of trying to understand this for the biggest countries, the Secretary General's initiative on Energy For All, for the billion-and-a-half people in the world who have no access to modern energy services, is also enormously important. And that's not an investment that we have to make financially, it's a leadership that we have to help provide to get this to happen.

And again, the role that we can play and the role of the UN, as General Jones points out, is a very big one.

So I'd two things to what we're already doing, and that's enough. That's a lot to do.

JIM ANGLE:  Senator, thank you. We're a little over time. Jim, do you have one parting comment?

JAMES CONNAUGHTON:  Yeah, just to close out the international discussion. We tend to approach it backwards. I've gone to water meetings, I've gone to health meetings, I've gone to agricultural meetings. And in none of those meetings are the people who provide the energy necessary for those present. 

And so, I think as we think about the international dialogue, putting energy into these fundamental human need discussions, I think, it's just a restructuring of the conversation internationally. And for the reasons that both Jim and Tim described; it's fundamental to our role as leaders and citizens of the world.

JIM ANGLE:  Thank you, gentlemen.

BILL SQUADRON:  Thank you, everybody. I do want to apologize a little bit. It's cold in here, I know. And I'd like to say this was a conscious decision on our part to conserve energy. [laughter] I can't. But fortunately most of you had your coats, and I'm sorry it was a little cold. 

First off, can we have a round of applause for the panelists. [applause]

Thank you very much. Again, I'd like to urge all of you to go to our site. If you're not already registered, register. Continue this discussion. The transcript will be up in a few days, and this dialogue can continue.

I'd also like to thank the people in our organization – Michael Spiak, Dan Kandy. Also Claire Buchan and Ali Hardin for helping us organize this morning; and particularly thank Jim Angle and all of our distinguished panelists for taking their time. And let's continue the conversation as they most eloquently started today and emphasize the importance of it. And I encourage all of you to reach out to everyone in your network and get them to be part of it.

Thank you again. [applause]
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