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Mr. Chairman, Senator Chambliss, and Members o€tramittee,

| am Howard A. Learner, the Executive Director log¢ tEnvironmental Law and Policy

Center of the Midwest (ELPC), which is the Midwesligading clean energy advocacy
and eco-business innovation organization. ELPC centds this Committee’s leadership
in developing successful new clean energy developnpeogram opportunities for

farmers, ranchers and rural small businesses. Amesi are looking to obtain

environmental quality and national energy secubignefits from more clean energy
development, and farmers and rural communitiespcavide them while achieving local

economic benefits at the same time. More renewabérgy and energy efficiency in

rural America helps to meet our energy needs whilroving local economies,

strengthening our nation’s energy security and ovipig environmental quality.

Clean energy development is a win-win-win for farsjerural economic development
and the environment, as well as a winner for eningnour national energy security.
Wind power and other renewable energy, and cleamnggncrops, can produce a new
income stream for farmers, enhance rural econoraigs provide environmental quality
benefits for everyone. Today, | will testify onnse sound ways for this Committee to
improve and expand upon the innovative new cleaarggn development programs
adopted in the 2002 Farm Bill.

ELPC worked with members of this Committee andsitsff, and then with the U.S.

Department of Agriculture, to help develop and tiraplement the successful new clean
energy development programs in 2002 Farm Bill.d tiee pleasure of appearing before
this Committee in June 2001, at the request of tBemalarkin and Lugar, to testify at the
first set of public hearings on the 2002 Farm Bille encouraged the Committee to
create a new Energy Title that would include fodusend achievable clean energy
development policies to secure healthy farming camitres, a stronger agricultural

economy, national environmental benefits, and econgrowth. We were very pleased
when Congress for the first time included a newrgynditle IX in the Farm Security and

Rural Investment Act of 2002 and also included veatd#de energy development

provisions in the Rural Development Title VI ane tResearch Title of the 2002 Farm
Bill.

I. Introduction

Much has changed since | testified before the Cdteaiiin 2001, and these changes
underscore the need for assertive and consisteletraeinvestments in clean energy
development across Rural America. High energy prarad the uncertainty surrounding
foreign oil supplies are restricting economic groveind spurring demand for cleaner
biofuels and clean electric power. Farmers areisgakew income through community
wind developments and clean energy crops. Cleaewable energy and energy



efficiency development is also an important stratégy helping to solve our global
warming problems.

Farms have always provided food for our nationsallbasket, fiber for our clothing, and
feed for our livestock. Farms now have the neantpotential to supply a significant
portion of our nation’s energy needs, with eledyigenerated by wind turbines and
other sources, biofuels from a range of energys;rapd much better energy efficiency
that can cut farm operating costs and boost incomes

ELPC has five overall clean energy recommendationshe Committee to consider in
shaping the next Farm Bill. | will summary thesscommendations here and then
describe them in more detail in the following partsny testimony:

1. Increase funding and improve the successful Se&ifli6 Renewable Energy and
Energy Efficiency Improvements Program. SectioA®@as proved its worth and
value. It is a popular and very successful progra@ongress should consider
increasing Section 9006 funding from its currer® $#llion annual appropriation to
at least$250 million by 2012Indeed, we believe that the Section 9006 program
could be reasonably ramped up to a $500 millioruahappropriations level. We
also recommend some specific enhancements to digegon design and the removal
of an unintended obstacle involving an offset fritv@ federal production tax credit.

2. Fund Section 9005 on-farm energy efficiency auditsd renewable energy
assessments to spur on-farm investments. Thisrggrogemains unfunded five
years after passage in the 2002 Farm Bill evenghdcould provide essential tools
for helping farmers and rural businesses to idgmifst-effective renewable energy
systems and energy efficiency improvements, ana éveugh diesel and fertilizer
costs have more than doubled in cost since 2002tirhe to fund this program and
get it moving.

3. Bring energy crops to market by expanding develograed use. Perennial energy
crops are expected to produce a significant amotithe cellulosic ethanol in the
next 10 years. Yet energy crop commercializatiomrnade little progress during the
current Farm Bill. It's time to move beyond resgmaand to more demonstration and
development.

4. Establish a sustainable biofuels program by regiésy Section 9010 as a
Sustainable Biofuels Production program to provieledstock purchase incentives
to assist developers of new generation cellulogiarel plants and to encourage the
substitution of biomass for natural gas or coahasenergy source at ethanol and
other biofuels facilities.



5. Congress should consider creating a new Undersegristr Energy and Bio-Based
Products to clarify and strengthen the agency’snfaased energy research,
development, demonstration and commercializatigsiementation and oversight.

Farming the land represents some of the higheatsd# American culture. Innovation,
independence, and entrepreneurial enthusiasm kil tbedrive American agriculture.
These ideals are just as suited to achieve clearggmevelopment in rural America. In
2001, only a relative handful of members of Cong@sd others had the vision to realize
that clean energy development could contribute betéer, more prosperous future for
farming. Now, there is a broad national consen$iasé tlean energy can help drive
economic development, energy security and enviromahegquality. Through the next
Farm Bill, Congress can translate that broad cangemto specific action, and take the
critical next steps towards achieving the 25 xg@als.

The Committee is familiar with the 25 x’25 ActiorlaR, which has strong and broad
support from a coalition of agriculture, energy amalvironmental groups. ELPC is
pleased to be part of, and work closely with, tbex225 alliance. There is widespread
agreement that producing 25 percent of our nati@msrgy from renewable energy
resources, and conserving our use of all energy, yield significant economic

development, national security and environmentakbts. Achieving the 25 x '25 goal
will:

« Increase farm income by $180 billion.

« Generate $700 million in new economic activity.
« Create 4 to 5 million new jobs.

« Reduce oil consumption by at least 10 percent.

« Reduce carbon dioxide pollution by 1 billion tonsabout two-thirds of the
projected emissions growth by 2025.

The potential is now real, with technology innogas now catching up with demand.
Advanced wind power and other electric power gdimratechnologies, new
achievements in biofuels production technologiesl energy efficiency improvements
that reduce energy demand and costs are all engexalay.

We now have the opportunity to ramp up productib25' century clean energy from
agriculture. Our national circumstances demanang with the right investments and
consistent commitments, we can achieve more ecanand energy independence and a
cleaner environment.



Il. The 2002 Farm Bill's Energy Title Programs:
Positioning Agriculture Energy for the Future

With this Committee’s leadership and only a modiestncial investment, the 2002 Farm
Bill took vital first steps toward achieving energydependence through rural clean
energy development. The Farm Bill's Energy Titlegnams are a model for successful
agriculture and energy policy. Those programs wihiahe received appropriations have
been successful. For example, the Section 9002aBeaxbProducts program is beginning
to seed demand for new biorefineries, and the &e&006 clean energy development
program has resulted in more than one billion dslia leveraged investment for projects
in 42 states. These and other programs should ssritee foundation for improving and

expanding clean energy development initiativeshm next Farm Bill. They are a win-

win-win-win for farmers and ranchers, rural economitality, national energy security

and the environment:

« New income streams for family farmers.

« More rural economic vitality through new jobs andveéstments in rural
communities.

« Stronger energy security with diverse, resiliend alistributed energy systems.
« Better environmental quality and soil and watera@se protection.

The Section 9006 Renewable Energy Systems and ¥rffgciency Improvements
Program is the cornerstone of the 2002 Farm Bilemn energy development programs.
Section 9006 authorizes the USDA to award up tor$ilfdon in grants, loan guarantees
and loans each ear to eligible farmers, ranchetsunal small businesses.

Section 9006 is widely regarded as a proven suc&sse 2003, farmers, ranchers and
rural small businesses have used over $115 miltiggrant and loan guarantee awards to
develop more than 800 wind power, anaerobic digesiefuels, energy efficiency, solar
and other projects in farm communities across thmtry worth nearly $1 billion.

Section 9006 is truly a nationwide program, witbjpcts awarded in at least 42 different
states. Over the past four years, the USDA has daredmirable job of issuing awards
for a wide range of renewable energy and energgi@ficy projects:
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ELPC’s report -- An American Success Story: The Farm Bill's Cleanergn
Development Programs spotlights somesuccessful Section 9006 projects across the
country and their economic, energy security andrenmental benefits. | am pleased to
include a copy of this report for the record obthearing.

Unfortunately, Section 9006 risks becoming a victfrits own popularity and success.
Applications continue to outpace available fundisggd hundreds of millions of dollars in
projects have gone unfunded. Entrepreneurial oppitiés and visions are left
unfulfilled. A substantial authorization and appiapons increase for the Section 9006
program will reap a new crop of clean energy ptsj@cross rural America for a brighter
future for agriculture.

Section 9006 Popularity Outpaces Resources
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lll. The 2007 Farm Bill: Seizing the Opportunity
to Achieve Clean Energy Development,
Energy Independence and Environmental Quality

Working with farm, economic development and cleaargy and environmental groups,
the Environmental Law and Policy Center has dewwda@pnumber of clean energy policy
priorities for the next Farm Bill that respond taronation’s energy, economic and
environmental challenges and point the way to ande independent energy future.

We propose improving and expanding several of tre Energy Title programs created

in the 2002 Farm Bill, such as the cornerstonei@e&006 renewable energy and energy
efficiency development program. In just four ye&sction 9006 has leveraged $1 billion

of investment for hundreds of projects in 42 st#tesughout the country.

Recognizing the importance of accelerating the cencralization of cellulosic ethanol,
we propose programs which will assist farmers i pinoduction of energy crops and
build commercial experience in the transport, psst® and utilization of these superior
feedstocks. We hope Congress will set a goal feeldping perennial energy crops as a
commercial practice before the end of this 200/FBill. We also support consistent,
targeted R&D spending on advanced cellulosic ethamd biodiesel production.

We propose new programs to help farmers reduce theact energy costs, through
education, technical assistance and support of emsvgy-saving technologies such as
precision agriculture equipment.

Finally, while we recognize that the Committee ise@ting under difficult budget

constraints, predictable and mandatory appropniatior clean energy development
should be a priority within a fiscally responsitftarm Bill. The 2002 Farm Bill clean

energy programs received only a very small fractbriotal Farm Bill appropriations.

Some programs never received funding, and othegragnas have faced vyearly
appropriations fights to secure their funding.

As the Committee develops clean energy developmegrams for the next Farm Bill,
we suggest the following policy improvements:

Recommendation #1: Increase Funding and Improve th e Successful
Section 9006 Renewable Energy Systems and
Enerqy Efficiency Improvements Program

Section 9006 is the largest Farm Bill energy progrhat directly funds small and
medium-sized farmers, ranchers and rural smallnegsies. Section 9006 also promotes



and encourages community ownership of energy pjedich generates the best job
and income benefits for the community.

Section 9006 can become the driving force to nte=26 x '25 objectives. For example,
with the improvements recommended below, and basedhe first four years of

performance, we estimate that the Section 9006ranogcould achieve the following

high levels ofannual success with a $250 million funding level:

1,100+ megawatts of wind power and other cleanggner

5.5 billion gallons of biofuels.

Tens of millions of dollars annually in energy s&s.

10 million tons in CO2 reductions.

The single most important improvement to the Sectio 9006 program would be to
boost funding from its current $23 million annual gpropriation to at least $250

million by 2012. Indeed, we believe that the successful Section @06gram could be
reasonably ramped up to a $500 million annual gppations level.

Section 9006 has proved its worth and value. dtp®pular and very successful program.
Applications for Section 9006 grants continue tdépage available funding by at least a
three to one margin, and hundreds of millions dfagl® in projects have gone unfunded.
ELPC has received numerous reports of farmersheasand rural small businesses not
applying due to insufficient funding.

Ramping up funding over the next five years wouldvathe Section 9006 program to
expand to meet current growth and expected gregatevth from the program changes
recommended today. Funding could be ramped up @zoped in last year's S.3890
legislation sponsored by the Chairman and Senéatogar, Durbin, Hagel and Nelson,
and as proposed in H.R. 2154, the “Rural EnergyAfoerica” legislation sponsored by
Representatives Herseth Sandlin and Fortenberry:

e $71 million (2008)
«  $90 million (2009)
e $130 million (2010)
e $180 million (2011)
e $250 million (2012)

Given the size of the energy and environmentallehgés that we face, and the large
number of farms, ranchers and rural small busirsgsskich want to use the program to
build new clean energy power generation and impritne energy efficiency of their



operations, these funding levels will help agrictdt meet the 25x25 goal. Our
commitment must match our vision.

A significant funding boost for Section 9006, bedimg with $71 million in FY08, is
reasonable because:

e Current program demand exceeds $60 million annually

» The President’s Farm Bill proposal calls for $71lion in annual funding for
Section 9006.

e S.3890, last year’s bipartisan Section 9006 exparisgislation, called for $60
million for the program in FYO08, rising to $250 fioh by 2012.

* The broad-based 25 x '25 Ag Energy Steering Conasifction Plan calls for
$250 million/year for Section 9006.

We also recommend a number of other improvementthéoSection 9006 program,
including:

1. Create a block grant rebate program (up to 25%taf program funds) to encourage
more low-cost, turnkey energy efficiency and rena@anergy applications such as
lighting, heating, motors, and small wind and sganjects. USDA would issue
competitive block grants to appropriate state agsnehich would then use these
funds for technology-specific rebates. This wouldsoa relieve USDA's
administrative burden of handling so many applarsi

2. Solve the “PTC offset” problem that occurs with rggato utility-scale wind and
anaerobic digester projects, which sell their poteeutilities. These projects lose
some of the value of the federal production taxlitf@TC) based on the amount of
the Section 9006 grant. Restructuring the Secti@@69Qrants as production-based
payments, as a number of state grant programsdsglitea/e done, would avoid this
unintended consequence.

3. Expand eligible applicants for the Section 9006gpam to include all farming
operations, including those in non-rural areas sashcommercial greenhouse
operators in suburban areas.

4. Provide competitive grants to support feasibilitydses and market development
plans for renewable energy projects. These graatddahelp farmers assess project
feasibility prior to incurring large out of pockekxpenses, and they would also help
get more new projects into the development pipeline



5. Increase loan guarantee limits to encourage morel@g@ment. Loan guarantees are
a desirable financing tool for larger wind powedadasioenergy projects. USDA’s
current Section 9006 loan guarantee limit is $1@ioni We recommend a $25
million maximum loan guarantee limit for most profe and a $100 million limit for
advanced cellulosic ethanol developments.

Apart from these changes, we urge the Committe®mdinue to maintain strong support
for the program’s grant and loan guarantee comg@sn&mach serves a particular purpose.
Competitive grants lower a project’s capital costich is especially important for
smaller projects. Grants also help to leverageapeivwcapital and help to raise other
capital for the project because the grant awardomstnates USDA’s confidence in the
project. Grants help level the playing field foreegy investments. Loan guarantees
reduce banks’ loan risks, and they also improvessto capital.

We are concerned that USDA’s implementation of$ieetion 9006 program is moving
towards favoring loan guarantees at the expengganits. This year’s award application
cycle, for example, set aside only 25% of totalding for grant awards. Although loan
guarantees are an important component of the $e8006 program, grants are equally
important, especially for smaller projects and gorall and mid-sized farmers and for a
wide range of projects. There is broad and stromgpart across the country for
maintaining a strong grant program for Section 9@®@ for growing it over time.

ELPC does not support the Administration’s propdsakssentially bifurcate Section
9006 into two different programs, with the granbgmam under the Biomass Research
and Development Act and the loan guarantee proguager USDA’'s Business &
Industry authorities. The Section 9006 progranorsniarket-ready projects; it is not for
research, development or demonstration projectsceSmany project applicants seek
both grants and loan guarantees, bifurcating tlogram would create confusion and
implementation challenges.

Recommendation #2: Fund Section 9005 Energy Effici  ency Audits
and Renewable Energy Assessments to Spur On-Farm In ___ vestments

Section 9005, the Energy Audit and Renewable EnBrgyelopment Program, remains
unfunded five years after passage in the 2002 Haitln This is the situation even
though energy audits and assessments are esdent&lfor helping farmers and rural
businesses to identify cost-effective renewablerg@gnesystems and energy efficiency
improvements, and even though diesel and fertikosts have more than doubled in cost
since 2002.
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To address high on-farm energy costs, Congresslighetain Section 9005’s existing
focus on energy audits and assessments, and adtioraldenergy cost education
components to the program. The new educational ranag would be funded with
competitive, multi-year block grants to eligible tides. Congress should ramp up
funding for the program from $5 million in 2008%85 million by 2012.

While small in cost, this program would yield magergy savings benefits for farmers
and all consumers. Funded at our recommended levels

» Farmers and rural businesses would save at ledsb#son dollars over five
years (through an overall 2% reduction in ag enersgyenses for fertilizer,
pesticide, electricity, diesel).

» Approximately 7.6 billion pounds of carbon dioxidmissions would be avoided
in the same five-year period.

In addition to the existing authorities in Sect@®05 for audits and assessments, ELPC
proposes to add to this Section:

1. Environmental management system (EMS) plans incatingg the
recommendations of audits and assessments to aeateole-farm/whole-
business method for continually improving the eowmental performance and
energy efficiency of the operation.

2. Farm demonstrations, in partnership with the pevsgctor, showcasing cost-
effective high efficiency equipment and energy nggamaent practices such as
precision agriculture and conservation tillage

3. Grant training workshops to better prepare pawicip to apply for energy-
related grant and loan guarantee opportunities) siscthe USDA’s Section
9006 program.
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Recommendation #3: Bringing Energy Crops to Market
Expanding Development and Use

Perennial energy crops are expected to producgrafisant amount of the cellulosic
ethanol in the next 10 years. Yet energy crop corai@éation has made little progress
during the current Farm Bill. Given the increasimgpes pinned on energy crops, we
need to step up federal efforts to develop theureso

Federal efforts have too often been long on rekeand short on demonstration and
development. The often observed “Valley of Deattdd by technology entrepreneurs in
moving from research to market is especially veximghe energy field. While energy

crop research is ongoing and a few isolated denadrtst projects have occurred (such
as the Chariton Valley, lowa biomass energy pryjécere is not yet a viable market for
energy crops and, therefore, too little incentweféirmers to grow them.

When the federal government has pursued commeai@in or demonstration projects,
the emphasis has too often been on developing fdages from the outset. Proving these
new concepts on a larger scale increases challearmgkseduces prospects for success.
Commercialization efforts can sometimes succeebby starting small and scaling up
as challenges are addressed and surmounted. THangnstry already has successfully
demonstrated this pathway.

An excellent near-term opportunity to ramp up comuiadization of energy crops
involves using biomass (energy crops and ag wagtesglectricity generation and
thermal energy (steam, hot water, process heat)h \ffective and targeted federal
support, these existing energy uses offer near-tgsportunities to implement energy
crops. This approach develops the commercial viglof energy crops in parallel with
cellulosic ethanol production technologies.

ELPC recommends enhancing and amending the BioRassarch and Development
Act (BRDA) in the 2007 Farm Bill to direct and furajencies to pursue energy crop
demonstration projects of varying sizes, while ganhg research activities. An effective
energy crop commercialization program should ineludcentives for the entire fuel
cycle of growing, harvesting, transport and usdgme goal is a program that establishes
a public-private partnership to encourage innoatortake reasonable risks, shared by
society, to enhance energy crop viability.

We expect that successful proposals would come f@ooonsortium of fuel growers,

plant owners, researchers and other interestetepanllaborating at a local level. (For
example, an ag research university teaming up leitlal growers.) Given the many

different types of eligible institutions and theedeto coordinate with owners of the end-
use boiler or other facilities, the program shoddd stand-alone rather than an
agglomeration of different programs.
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The expanded BRDA program would have two incentemponents: one for farmers
and one for end-users of energy crops. On the gigpwide, we suggest that policies for
early adopters should include, as a minimum, thHeviing:

» Grantsfor up to 50% of the establishment costs and ie#tmue related to
converting a portion of land to energy crop product Grants for lost
income would be based on the producer’s previocsnne per acre, and a
contract or established local market for the haedsnergy crop.

* Incentive payments to cover the difference in metome between the
farmer’s usual crop and the energy crop. Paymermislidvdecline over
time, and should cover the first several yearsrotipction. Crop residues
would not be eligible.

» Allow harvesting of Conservation Reserve PrograiRPLacreage for sale
to energy crop end-users only if conservation aodiversity goals are not
compromised, while forfeiting only a small porti¢ih any) of contracted
CRP payment rates.

For end-users, we recommend targeting existingagascoal-fired boilers and heating
systems that could modify their systems to acconat@bdiomass fuels, whether through
gasification, direct combustion or co-firing. Theaee thousands of these systems at
ethanol plants, universities, schools, hospitalsicipal facilities and industrial plants in
rural areas throughout the country.

Using energy crops at existing facilities will allagrowers and more people to address
challenges with the biomass fuel infrastructure alevelop experience at a more

manageable scale. Targeting smaller projects radtloe cost of learning lessons as
compared to starting with larger projects. Also, taygeting smaller projects, the

available funding can support a greater numberagepts in different geographic regions

and use a wider variety of energy crops. We dopngpose disqualifying larger projects

if developers propose sound and realistic proposals

For boiler owners, the enhanced BRDA program ingestwould consist of several
options:

* Engineering and Feasibility Grants: The program ldqurovide funding
on a 50% cost-share basis (up to $350,000) foetbefont “soft” costs,
with no guarantee for future support. Boiler ownkave identified study
and permitting costs as a significant early barrier

* Grants and loan guarantees to help owners moddy toilers to accept
solid fuel energy crops as a fuel source. Necessagfifications would
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include fuel storage, boiler modifications, constion of a biomass
gasifier, and any related ash and waste handlisigs)s.

» Periodic incentive payments to boiler owners basednergy crop fuel use
and tied to natural gas benchmark costs. The bowemer would not
receive any funding if the price of the energy cfogl was less than a pre-
determined spread below the price of natural gas.

Recommendation #4: Establish A Sustainable Biofuel s Program

Section 9010 of the Farm Bill authorizes continortiof the Commodity Credit
Corporation’s incentive program for producers diagol and biodiesel (collectively,
“biofuels”) derived from corn, wheat and other agtiural commodities, and cellulosic
feedstocks (such as hybrid poplars and switchgrase) fats, oils, greases and certain
animal byproducts. It provided feedstock suppartyar-over-year change in production
by biofuels facilities and was intended to imprdeeilities’ cash flow during early
production years when debt loads were high.

Because of the strong market for ethanol, Sectx0Junding was eliminated in 2006.
Section 9010 could, however, be re-designed as sdaiiable Biofuels Production
program in two ways.

1. Provide feedstock purchase incentives to assistldpers of new generation
cellulosic ethanol plants in purchasing cellulosiomass materials such as
corn stover, wood chips and energy crops. Farmeesd rio receive net
income per acre that is comparable with growingveational crops while
cellulosic plant operators need lower feedstockiscos offset the higher
anticipated capital and operating costs of firgtegation cellulosic ethanol
plants. Redirecting the Section 9010 program tde/éinese plants is a way
of achieving these objectives.

2. Encourage the substitution of biomass for natuesl gr coal as an energy
source at ethanol and other biofuels facilitiehafbl plants have become a
significant user of natural gas, and high gas priaee leading some new
plants to consider using coal which has negativeviremmental
consequences. Using biomass as a heat input wwelf to build the
biomass market infrastructure for eventual use etlulosic ethanol and
would make conventional ethanol production moretassoable from an
energy balance and environmental perspective. gregram would provide
feedstock purchase support for the documented usdg®iomass in
renewable fuels facilities.
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Funding for this program should be $10 million gear in 2008, ramping up to $50
million per year in 2012 as more plants begin te bi®mass as either a heat input or for
cellulosic ethanol production.

Recommendation #5: Improve USDA’s Organization

Finally, Congress should consider creating an Wsetzetary for Energy and Bio-Based
Products within the USDA. Currently, at least thoBerent Undersecretaries manage
different aspects of farm-based energy developraehtSDA -- Natural Resources and
Environment (for CSP and other programs that ctigrenvolve or may involve energy
development); Rural Development (for Rural Utiktiand Rural Business Cooperative
Service) and Research, Education and Economicsdfaarch and extension activities).
Creating a new Undersecretary for Energy and BiseBaProducts would clarify and
strengthen the agency’s farm-based energy resedestelopment, demonstration and
commercialization implementation and oversight, ainavould eliminate duplicative
responsibilities that run throughout the agency.

Conclusion

The next Farm Bill can build upon the successfubirative clean energy development
programs created in the 2002 Farm Bill and achimagor energy, economic and

environmental progress for our country. Apart frdme improvements suggested above
for the existing Energy Title programs, ELPC supporenewed authorization and

appropriations for the Section 9002 Biobased Prizdpmgram, for additional research

in carbon sequestration to fight global warming lieimges, and for other targeted

improvements to the Conservation, Rural DevelopraedtResearch Titles that promote
sustainable energy development.

Rural America is the source of much of our natiaeisewable energy potential, and that
potential cuts across state and regional boundaBieategic new investments can spur
billions of dollars of investment in new bioenergyind energy, solar and energy
efficiency projects throughout rural America foethenefit of all Americans.

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss these irtga issues with you today and for
your consideration of the suggestions that | haesented. The Environmental Law &
Policy Center looks forward to working with the Caottee to find ways to benefit both
farmers and the broader public by expanding andampg the Farm Bill Energy Title in
the next Farm BiIll.
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