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Thank you for inviting us to testify before the Committee.  
Lighting efficiency is a complicated and esoteric field, and I congratulate you, Chairman, for crafting a solid piece of legislation – the Energy Efficient Light for a Brighter Tomorrow Act (S. 2017).  
I’d also like to recognize my colleague on the Energy & Commerce Committee and partner in all things light bulbs, Congressman Fred Upton.

Congressman Upton and I have lived and breathed lighting issues for several months now – our spouses complain that we glow in the dark at this point.  We are the co-authors – along with Representatives Hastert and Wynn – of an amendment to the House’s Energy Bill that sets out new efficiency standards for light bulbs.  That bill passed the House just before the August recess.
We also worked with Reps. Lipinski and Inglis to add a provision to every appropriations bill requiring the federal government to purchase more energy efficient light bulbs.  

There is a reason this issue has become so important to us.  Most Americans still use essentially the same incandescent light bulbs invented by Thomas Edison more than 120 years ago.  
These bulbs are famously inefficient.  Only 10% of the energy these bulbs consume becomes light.  The remaining 90% is wasted as heat.  Sounds like Congress …
But lighting technology has changed. There are alternatives on the market now that are far more energy efficient.  And there are alternatives right around the corner – such as advanced halogen bulbs and light emitting diodes – that will fundamentally change the way we light our homes and businesses.
The energy that could be gained by switching to these more efficient alternatives is staggering.  
The lighting efficiency advocacy group 18seconds.org estimates that if every American swapped one incandescent bulb for a compact fluorescent, we would save more than $8 billion in energy costs, prevent burning 30 billion pounds of coal, and prevent 2 million cars worth of greenhouse gas emissions from entering our atmosphere.
These potential savings served as the inspiration for our legislative efforts.

And I am proud to say that these efforts were bipartisan.  Rep. Upton and I worked side by side in crafting our amendment, which was widely supported by Members of both parties.
Our amendment was also the result of months of negotiations with the lighting industry and environmental groups.   We actually finalized the language in a dramatic 11th hour negotiating session on the morning of the full committee markup.  The resulting amendment was supported by both the lighting industry and the environmental community, including the NRDC.
Our amendment bans the outdated 100-watt incandescent light bulb, phases out all inefficient lighting by 2014, and requires that light bulbs sold in the United States be at least 300% as efficient as today’s 100-watt incandescents by 2020.

The amendment also requires the study of ways to prevent the release of mercury in the production or sale of light bulbs, and to encourage the lighting industry to manufacture these new, efficient bulbs here in the United States.  
S. 2017 generally reflects this consensus forged on the House side.  

I would like to emphasize one important issue – preemption.
I am from California and – as this Committee is no doubt aware –California, ahead of the national curve on emissions standards, zealously guards its prerogative to set its own regulations on a range of issues.  

The preemption provisions in our bill were not a concession that I – or members of the environmental community – were willing to agree to easily.

But we did so for two reasons.  Appliance efficiency standards have traditionally been treated differently than other regulatory areas.  Inclusion of preemption for light bulb standards should not be considered a sign that the State or its representatives in Congress will relent on preemption in other areas.

Second, in exchange for preemption, our language requires that the lighting industry meet very tough efficiency standards – approximately 45-50 lumens per watt by 2020, which is roughly the efficiency of today’s compact fluorescent bulbs.
S. 2017 includes a comparable provision, and I commend Chairman Bingaman for including an aggressive standard.  I urge the Senate to keep the bar high.  It is worth preemption; a lesser standard is not.

The preemption language in the House version also grandfathers-in states that adopt tougher standards before the effective date of the bill.  

Several western states such as California and Nevada have adopted or are considering lighting standards that go slightly further than the new federal standards proposed in both bills.  The House language would allow these standards to remain in place, even after the new federal standards are effective.  I understand that S. 2017 would not.
The House grandfather clause was well understood by the parties to our consensus, and was crucial to building support for our bill. I urge the Senate to adopt a similar provision as this bill moves forward.
With that, let me thank you again for inviting me here today.  I look forward to working with all of you on these issues in the coming months.
