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March 14, 1997

The Honorable Al Gore
Vice Prespident

The White.House=
Washington, D.C..

Deax Mr. Vice President:

Farm state members of Congress have become increasingly
concexned with the lack of adequate attention given to
agricultural concerns as the Administration works on the Unitead
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC). As you
know, this txeaty, if ratified, could affect U.S, agricultural
production and compatitiveness,

Awerican agricultural intarests must be adequately
repreoented during the upcoming negotiations. This :
repregentation will ensure the continued success of farmers and
ranchexn and allow them to maintain theix productivity, which
ultimately benefits consumers. We belleve we can addresa the
global greenhouse gas iosue and protect the environment while
cavefully conoldexing the interests of America's farmers, "
ranchera and conoumexs. However, before the United States is -
committed to a final international agreement to limit greenhouse
ganeo, it ig epsential that we know more about the treaty's '
impact on our natilon's largest employer and the world's mogt
efficient produceroc of food and fiber.

We will be clogely monltoring the negotiations as work
continues on the f£inal agreement before its submission to the
Senate for ratification., We request an analysis and brieEfing by
the Administration on the following issues as soon as possible:

1) The potentiai effects of climate Fhange on U.S.
agriculture and livestock production.

2) ‘The estimated greenhouse gas emigsions resulting from
the production of crops and livestock in the U.S.

3) 'he net contribution of U.S. forests and crops in the
sequestration of greenhouse gases.,

4) Actions or controls necessary to reduce agricultural
greenhouse gas emissions to comply with obliggtiona_
that may arise under the treaty and an economic
analysis of their impact on U.S. farmers and ranchers.
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5) Whethex and to what extent greenhouse gas emission
controls would disadvantage agricultural producers in
this country compared to producers in other countries

with less stringent emission controls or no controls at
all. . ' .

We understand that sexious discussions in preparation for
the Kyoto meeting may commence during July and.August of thig
year., We firmly believe this information, as well as the
Administration's £o0rmal economic analysis, should be submitted to
Congresa well before then so that the various options for U.s.
policy may be underatood and their impact on American agricultiure
and the American economy may be carefully assessed,

Wc look forward to working with you on this important issue.

/Q‘-*(M . /l? pachle N
@ O =, Ny

Nowk L —

el et
L%M it

cc: The Honorable Madeleine Albright
The Honorable Dan Glickman




" 02/20/98 17:40 ° Qo004

L

(S

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

May 22, 1997

The Honorable Richard G. Lugar

Chairman

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510-6000

Dear Mr. Chairman: L

Thank you for the letter from you and other mimbers of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forcstry regarding the climate change negotiations and the potential
impacts of climate change on U.S. agricultural production and competitiveness.

The issuc of global climate change is an important one for agriculture, Over the next 50
years, U.S. food and fiber producers face major challenges in keeping pace with the ever
increasing demands of a growing world population. Climate changes, environmental
degradation, and increasing campetition for land and freshwater supplics will make these
challenges even greater. Based on current trends the Intergoveriunental Panel on Climate
Change projects significant impacts to ccological systems and the economy, including food
security, water resources, coastal zones, and human health.

Informalion on the potential impacts o of climate change on agriculture and net greenhouse
gas emissions from agriculture and forestry acuvmes is currently available. The White House
Climate Change Task Force can arrange a briefing on this at your earliest convenience.

In light of the potential environmental consequences of climate change, this
Administration has called on dcvclopcd countries to agree to realistic and achievable binding
targets for greenhousc gas cmissions in the current climate negotiations. We believe that each
nation needs the flexibility to determine its own cost-effective means of reducing emissions.

And finally, everyone - all nations (including developmg couatries) and all economic sectors -
must contribute to the solution becausc climate change is a global problem. We must begin now
to lead the way to a sustainable future.

Further commitments under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change must ensurc that the U.S. economy remains strong and internationally competitive. To
help find the best solution, the Administration is engaged in an assessment of the cconomic
impacts of various emissions targets [coordinated by Dr. Everett Ehrlich: Undersecretary f°1'
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Economic Policy at the Department of Commerce.] This assessment includes a varicty of
aggregate national economic impacts, as well as sectoral and international economic impacts.

This analysis is currently underway. As it progresses, it will be subject to a peer review process.

Once this process is complcted, we fully expect to brief Congress.
As part of this assessment, the Department of Agriculture will analyze the impact of any
new agreement on America’s food sector and our farmers, ranchers and consumers, Evaluation

of the agricultural sector impacts of emissions reductions scenarios is contingent in some cases

on national macroeconomic results. As a result, an agricultural sector analysis will follow Dr.
Ehrlich’s modeling results. :

[ appreciate your concerns and look forward to working with you on this important
environmental issue.

Stncerely,

Al Gore

AG/pgu

4-':..’

@oos
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The Honorable Kathleen A_ McGinty, Chair
Council on Environmental Quality
Executive Office of the President

360 Old Executive Office Building
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Ms. McGinty:

Due to the potentia) economic impact of this Protocaol, the House Committee on Small
Business is reviewing this agreement, pursuant to its oversight Jurisdiction, based on the accord’s
perccived economic unpact on small business.

Protocol:

l. Any and all regulatory impact or econom;c analyses performed by faderal agencios, (‘9q

CONWractors or grantees regarding the implementation of the Kyoto Protocol in the
United States; : ’

2
2. Any and all activities and/or plans for federa} gency implementation of the (:)&j
Kyoto Protocol;

3. Any and ell evidence, documentation, or scientific bases for the existence of the 7)@{)
phenomenon described as Global Warming,

4. Any kmown or perceived specific time frame for signing of the Kyoto Protoco] by the
President of the United States: and (
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If you

. ! arding thi
Committee Staff at 225.582] 8Arding this request, Please contact Peter Brechtel of the

Th
ank you for Ye-i£.prompt attention to this matter.



Force
Change Task

Mar-Q9-98_16:42 _Climate
ﬂhﬂmﬁrhu
L 0aoos dn gy ONE HUNDRED FFTH CoNG g RS vl
d ’Nmm
TS e e ; T A
e Congress of the Fnitey Statey S e
583 s, rv _ f,"."‘::: ALONEY, reter vy
e amed Bouse of Bepregentatives ' )
e COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFGAM AND OVERSIGHT ;‘T::‘E'*m.;.'-um,,, ~
TR & e TOORETTE s 2157 Raveunn Houal ORsice BuLomva -':-'&‘mn_.
“"_‘_.,““*: g e WaswninaTon, OC 20515-4148 m} “’-m—m
E oras, .'w“'::-v ' ol ..-:‘le
Masery T S-00TY —
== ol M Sttt i
March §, 1998

BY FACSIMILE

The Honorable Franklin D. Raiges

Director

Office of Managernent and Budget

Washingion, D. C, 20503

The Honorable Kathlcen A. McGinty

Chair

Council on Environmental Quality

Washington, D. C. 20502

Dear Director Raines and Chair McGinry:

The Subcommities on National Economie Growth, Natural Resourcas, and Rogulatary
Affairs {s conducting an inquiry conceming the economje, legal, and regulatory implications of
the Administration’s efforts w jump-start the procass of reducing greenhouse gas emissjons
under the terms of the Kyoto Protocol. :

Pursuant to the Constitution and Rufes X and XI of the United States House of
Representatives, please provide the Subcommittee with detalled information in response to the
atrached questions. In responding to this inquiry, please restate each question and subpart with
cach of your answers, and please follow tha definitions and instructions cancerning the
production of records on the attached page.

nses to the writien questions and requests for production of
ubcomumittec’s office in Room B-377 Raybum. In addition,
Please contact Larisa Dobriansky/ Senior Counsel, at (202) 225-4407 a3 soon as practicable to

i i i¢n of the information to the Subcammirtes.
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" Thank you for your caoperation in this matter.

Sinceraly,

David M. McIatosh
Chainmpan

Subcommittee on National Economic Growth,
Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs

¢c:  The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman
Committce on Government Reform and Oversight

The Honerable John Tiemey, Ranking Member
Subcommittee on Natjonal Economic Growth,
Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs

The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Member
Committos on Government Reform and Oversight
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Questions on the Administration’s Global Climata Change Palicy Actions

IMPLEMENTATION WITHOUT RATIFICATION

binding restrictions on our companies, on our industry, on our business, og our
agriculture, on our comeree, or on Our country, until and unless, the Senate of
the United States says so."

Statement of the Hosorsble Swat E, Eizenstar

Under Secratary of State for Economic, Business, and
Agricultural Affairs

Beforo the U.$. Senate Committes on Foreign Relations
Fabruary 199§

“Whether thers is an agreement in Kyoto of Dot, the United States is prepared,
under President Clinton’s leadership, to unilaterally taks Stepa that we believe
should be taken i order to dea) with thi problem

Statement of Vice Presideat Gore
December 1997

Unilateral Executive Actions on a Global Issue. an

14
1. Given that the Kyoto Protoco] seckx to address a global issue, isn’tit harmfol o U5,
{nterests to proceed without the full participation of developing countries?

2. Besides being uncoasdutional, isn't it alse Premature and possibly counterproductive for X}”
the United States to take unilatera] executive branch action, without ratification, when the £
Admjnistration has characterized the Protoco] as 2 “wark in progress”? )

A Budget Request without Justification or Ratification.
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reductions that otherwise might be called for.” Please provide all of the economie data and
analyses upon which the Administraion relied for this determination. As (0 any analysis, please

idcnthtiry who prepared it and provide al| records conlaining comments by othar faderal agencies
on the drafry.

8. Artcle 3.2 of the Kyoto Protoco] states: “Bach Party included in Annex I, by 2005, sha]l

have made demonstrable progresy in achieving its commitments under this Protocol.” Plesge /[’

cxplain how the Administration js interpreting this provision of the treary. A ' \(gy
3b.  Does the Advninistration believe that its Global Climate Change Initative, - 14 Fb

including the CCTI, will enable the U.S. to make demonstrabie Progress in achieving it C ¢ /]/ o=

commitments under the Kyoto Protocol? '

for its 5-year Climate Change Technolagy Initfative (CCTD). In this regard, provide tha
following: the 1990 1.S. emissions lsvel, data on acrygl emissions reductions for Piscal Year
1997, and then projectad emissions reductions beginning with Fiscal Year 1997 and then for each
year up to and including Fiscal Year 2003,

5d.  Pleasc specify the annual gresnhause 8As cmissions reductions that the %@

Sc.  Pleass provide and document the Administradon’s annual performance measuges m@)

6a.  The Administation has maintsined that the CCTL is o “no-regrets” proposal; that is,
regardless of whether or not there is a real threar of global warming, this proposal is justifiad on (‘éh
its owz merits as good energy and enviroamental policy. In view of this claim, please
demonitrats the need for this initiative based 0 reasons other than facilitating greenhouse gas

emissions reductions

65.  In this regard, provide the environmental and economic daty and analyses that (MQ
support this request on its own merits.

6¢. Can the Administration point to a significant market failure or demonstrate a
compelling public noed that neccssitatas §3_6 billion of new tax incentives and a 73 pefeent C%
increase in funding to accelerate the development xnd ditfusion of more energy efficient
technology? According to OECD data, U, §. enerpy efficisncy since 1930 has improved more
than that of most jndustrialized counties,



' P.06
Task Forca g ——
Mar-0Q9-.98_16:43 Cclimate Change i - 008

weawwewy

6d,  Please provide 2 datailed sxplanation of and produce all racords indicatin the /Q
sllemative policy options that the Administration analyzed, including more bmadly-buc: C?
updom.. such as {n:csmcd pollution Preveation, petformance.bgsed regulazion, and muld-meodia
n;gulauon. In t.hu regarg, dlfl tha Mmmm°n svaluate whether existing regulation may be 5

6.  Please explain in derail ang fully docutnent the cost-effectivenass of the R B
Administration’s Proposal when cormpared 10 other available optioay for improving energy (I% /
cfficicney and the environment,

6f.  Please explain in detaj] and folly document the opportunity costs of commiting ({@ﬁ
such a significant amoun; of our nation's resources in this mmannar. '

6.  Astoany snalysis provided, identity who prepared jt aad provide all records of ( \(ﬁ'
comments by othar federa] agencies.

return U.S. emissions to their 1990 levels by the year 2000, new U.S. efforts are focysing most
intens{vclyon the Post-2000 period.” Based on this assessmeat, how can the President assert
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- POLICIES WITHOUT ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

"By medmg inel-nnivu for uﬂy 2t0n 10 reduce emistions, stacking domestic
edergy I-Mfﬂcunuu..lnd pumtmg in place 3 Market-based emissions trading systepn,
We can reach [our emission Teduction targets) with minimum economic costs

Statement of Prosident Clinton
Climate Changs Propose)
October 1997

Yellen, stated that Presidant Clinton's tap priority since his first days in offica “has been
revitalizing the U.S, sconomy, crearing jobs, and investing in people and technology (0 enhance
long-texm growth,”

158, In testimony before the Housa Commerce Coramittee in 1997, former Under Secretary of
State Timothy Wisth stared that aa interagency “economics teamn”™ wag formed to analyza tha

15b.  Please provide the following background information regarding that &oup: when C %
it was formed, the names of the participaats and their agencies., the tiead of the team, the seope of N
the group’s responsibilities, and o whom the group reported. _

13¢.  Pleate produce records of all meetings of thiy group and information on my C‘kk
warkshops conducted, Also, produce all analyses porformed by the group and provide al] records
of writtaa or oral comments from other fedcna] agencies on the team's analyses and advice,

16. In Mﬂoplng its positions for the Confezence in Kyoto, did the Administration at any l&\

i
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~ No Cost/Benefit Analysis of the Kyoto Treaty,

pmparcd (orls pmpui.n.g) of the costs and benefits of impasing on the U.S. the binding targets
and dinetables set forth in the Kyoto Protocol for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, taking into

account the global implications of the way in which this agreement is sguctured. Also, please
analyze and document the following:

24b.  Whather the bensfits of implementing this Protocol are Justified by the coats; %b(

24a.  Please provide gny and all analyses thar the Administration op any federa] agency C@@/
\

compliance schemes:

24d.  With respect to sach scenario thet is analyzed, identify the assumptions used, @
axplain any uncenainties concerning the assumptions, and examine the sensitivity of net benefits (

to tha different compliance stratcgies, using a range of plavsible assumptions shout future
sconomic development and about fundamenta) climate processes;

24c.  Evaluats the opportunity cests of pursuing the Adrministration’s strategy for the ((\)(/%
abatament of greenhouse gas emissions under the terms of the treaty; and '

24f.  Bvaluatc how the bensfits and burdens of complying with this treaty would be
distributed on the nationa] and houschaold levels, describing, among other things, the dispacate
regional and industrial sector impacts, and the effects on ditferent income lovels.

253 In evaluating alternative scenarios, please examine the following:

25b.  Compars the economit and environmental effects of not including developing 71%/&
countries in the sffort to reduce global emissions (with the potential for binding developed (’/
couatries to cven greater obligations, without limidog developing covntries) against the effects of
addressing greenhouse gas mitigation on a global ecale by the intemnarional comununity.

25c.  Compare the economic and environmental effects of complying within the @k
tmeframes set forth in the Kyoto Protocol with the effocts of complying aver a longer time

period.
25d. Compare the impacts of reducing gresnhouse etnissions using intemational %
impacts of relying upon domastic smistiong permit trading. In this regard, avaloate altemative

intemagonal tading scenarios: trading only between Annex I countries, trading that extends ta »
aumber of “key” devaloping countrios, and trading in which all countries are fally participating.
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26. ﬁ.‘luh Tespect (o any analysis provided, please identify and explain the basis for
assumptions used regarding such factors ag the rate of improvement g '
etfectiveness of market incent{ves in Increasing the magket shage of foels that emit less carbon &

plant life extensions.

climate change sTategy will require the diversion of funds from savings agd/op investments
which would have provided other benefits, such 85 saving soctal seeurity, or more funding for
education, bealth care, erc.

2. h considering the OPPOrTunity costs, evaluate the extent to which the Administration's (774(%

Please explain in detail the potsadal effecty o the fallowing indicators of economic
performance: gross domestic product (GDP), per capita GDP, unemployment, income and raa)
Wwages, rade competitiveness, and energy pricas,

28.  Inassessing the impacts on the U.S. of complying with the Kyoto Largets and timetables, .
C

29. I assessing the bensfi of coniplying with the Kyoto treary, Please avaluate fully the C;(ZOD(
potential offsetting negative effects of exempting developing countries and of “carben lsakage,” |/
Also, if the economies of developed countries experience reductions in ¢conamic growth,

33.  Inconnection with these cost-benefit analyses, fully explain haw the bascline(s) against 0\ 4
which costs and benefits wers calculuted was determined. '
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34a. " Please provide all records of written of oral eomments from other federa] agencies on W/&
each of the cost/denafit nalyses that wers performed.

35. Asapractical matter, until the Conference of the Parties makes all of the decialons that it \@UQ/
Is empawered to make under Article 17 of the Kyoto Protocol conceming the astablishment of

rules and procedures for intamnational emizgiona tading, isn't it premature for the Administration

to forecast definitively that tha Agreement would result in, at most, modast enorgy price hikay?

prompt this optimism? (A/C
37b. In particular, what asc the 3teps being taken with respact to China, India, Mexico, / 1
Brazil, and South Kores and what indications of potential meaningful pardeipation has the -

Administration reccived from these countries? . _ " O
37¢.  Which countries does the Administration considar “key,” in ateuring that S

“meaningful participation” {s secured?

“clearly demonstrates how programs like intamnarional permit tnading, joint iroplementation and

38.  Whydoes the Administration maingin that the U_ S. acid min Program expericnce
the Clean Development Mechanism will lead firms to find cheaper ways of 1educing emissions C@@

Joint implementation, and tha Clean Deveclopment Mechanism depend on such factors as the
rules and procsdures govemning these mechaniams, the extent of participation by other countriag,
including developing countrins, ete? :
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February 26, 1998

The Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty
Chair

Council on Environmental Quality
Room 360

Old Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Ms. McGinty:

I wish to express my sincere appreciation for your testimony during the February 4, 1998 Committee on
Science “The Road from Kyoto—Part 1: Where Are We, Where Are We Going, and How Do We Get
There?" hearing.

Enclosed are additional questions from Members of the Committee, as well as a copy of the hearing
transcript. Your responses will be published as part of the official record of the hearing. In addition to a
hard copy of your answers, the Comunittce requires an additional copy, including any supporting
graphs or charts, saved on a DOS formatted 3.5 inch diskette, in either Word Perfect, Word or ASCII
text. Please send your responses to Ms. Sarah Monahan of the Committce staff. If you prefer, you

may E-mail your responses to sarah.monahan@mail house.gov. —_
I'would appreciate receiving your responses to the enclosed questions by Thursday, March 19, 199)
e

Also enclosed is a copy of the verbatim ranscript for your review. The Committee's rule pertaining to the
printing of transcripts is as follows:

The transcripts... shall be published in verbatim form, with the material requested for
the record, as appropriate. Any requests to correct amy errors, other than
transcription, shatl be appended 10 the record, and the appropriate place where the
change is requested will be foomored.

The complete revisions to the transcripts submitted for the record must be received by Thursday, March 12,

. 1998, and should be sent to Ms. Sarah Monahan, Subcommittee on Energy and Environment, H2-389 Ford
House Office Building, Washington, DC 20515. If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Monahan at
(202) 225-9662.
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The Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty
February 26, 1998
Page two

Thank you again for making this hearing successful. Once the transcript has been completed and published,
a copy will be forwarded to you.

Sincerely, ; : :

F IAMES

FJS:hlw

.03
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COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Hearing
on

The Road from Kyoto—Part 1:

~Where Are We, Where Are We Going, and How Do We Get There?

Wednesday, February 4, 1998

Post-Hearing Questions
Submitted to

The Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty
' Chair
Council on Envirgnmgntal Quali

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted by Chairm ensenbrenner

umentation of 1997 Temperanir istic

@%‘F/P

“Based on extensive ground-based measurements, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) —~ our lead national agency for collecting weather statistics —
reported that 1997 was the warmest year based on records that date back over a century.
While the temperature in any one year cannot prove or disprove anything about global
warming, this year’s statistics, further confirmed by two other sources of information
about global surface temperatures (the Goddard Institute for Space Studies/NASA and the
researchers at East Anglia University in the U.K.), follow a clearly emerging pattern. The
nine warmest years of the century have occurred in the past 11 years.”

1. On page 1 of your written testimony, you state:

1.1  Please provide a copy of NOAA report and accompanying data/statistics referred
" to in your statement above.

1.2 Please provide a copy of the Goddard Institute for Space Studies/NASA
confirmation and accompanying data/statistics referred to in your statement above.

1.3  Please provide a copy of the East Anglia University confirmation and
accompanying data/statistics referred to in your statement above.

1.4  Please document your statement that “The nine warmest years of the century have
occurred in the past 11 years.”
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Wednesday, February 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Qucstlons Subrnitted to the Honorable Kathlecn A Mchty
Page 2 of 15

Tempera cord: Land- V atelli a | O%i g _

2. Your testimony refers to the recent announcement that 1997 was the warmest year in the
temperature record. However, the land-based temperature data do no comport with
satellite data, which show a slight cooling trends (-0.05°C per decade) over the last.19
years. In fact, 1997 was the 8" coolest year in the satellite record, just slightly less than
the 19-year average. How do you explain the discrepancy between these two data sets?

ancet n_Particulate Matter- th Impacts of Mitigati
d Reduction i nd_Greenhouse Gas Emissions Doe to EPA’s Recentlv Promul
Particulate Standard : ,
3. On page 2 of your written testimony, you state: 0‘8’707 /

“A second development relates to a study published in November in the medical
journal Lancet. Most studies have examined the impacts of climate change on human
health in terms of increased fatalities due to heat stress or the spread of infectious diseases.
While by themselves, these areas represent considerable human health risks, this new study
"by the Working Group on Public Health and Fossil Fuel Combustion looked at the short-
term impacts on mortality from air-borne particulate matter assuming no changes in
estimates of energy use from fossil fuels. The analysis found that an estimated 8 million
deaths globally due to exposure to fine particulates could be avoided between 2000 and
2020 if substantial steps were taken to limit greenhouse gas emissions from burning fossil
fuels. In the United States alone, the study reports that thousands of deaths annually
could be avoided during the 2000-2020 period. This study presents an important near- -

- term benefit from actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that must be considered in
addition to the long-term benefits of avoiding climatic disruptions. EPA’s recently
promulgated fine particulate standard begins to address this public health concen and
should result in both some reductions in greenhouse gas emissions along with reducing the
number of deaths associated with exposure to fine particulates.” -

3.1  Please provide a copy of The Lancet article referred to above.

3.2  What level of reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and in the number of deaths
associated with exposure to fine particles will result from EPA’s recently
promulgated fine particulate standard. begins to address this public health concern
and should result in both some reductions in greenhouse gas emissions along with
reducing the number of deaths associated with exposure to fine particles.”

33 Please document the figures provided in the response to que&tion 3.2 above.
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The Kyoto Protocol and the Rate of Increase of the Build-Up of Greenhouse Gases in the
sphere and t nding Temperature Ch

4. On page 2 of your written testimony, you also state: O%/FO

4.1
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere?

42  What is the estimate of the atmospheric concentrations of each of the six
greenhouse gases in each of the years 2050 and 2100, and what is the estimate of
the corresponding warming due to those increased concentrations in the absence of
the Kyoto Protocol?

43  What is the estimate of the atmospheric concentrations of each of the six
greenhouse gases in each of the years 2050 and 2100, and what is the estimate of
the corresponding warming due to those increased concentrations if the terms of
the Kyoto Protocol are met?

u he Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for Ratification and “Meaningful Participation b
K:! ngelgning CQQ"“iSﬁn JQ.
5. On page 2 of your written testimony, you also state: gg

“Although the agreement reached in Kyoto will not reverse the build-up 'of..,

greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, it will begin slowing the rate of increase.”

How much will the Kyoto Protocol slow the rate of increase of the build-up of

“The President has made it clear that he does not intend to send the Kyoto

Protocol to the Senate for ratification until we have achieved meaningful participation by
key developing countries.”

5.1

3.2

5.3

Which developing nations are “key?”

What does “meaningful participation” mean and what will the United States seek
from developing countries? Please be specific about the kinds of limitations,
reductions, or other obligations that the United States will be seekmg in
negotiations and discussions.

Please explain all of the considerations that bear on the issue of when the President
will submit the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratification.

\)

.06
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5.4  Before the President submits the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratification, do

“key” developing countries have to make legally binding, quantitative
commitments to limit the growth of their greenhouse gas emissions, and if so,
which countries would have to make such commitments?

5.5  Whatever it is that “key” developing countries have to do before the President
submits the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratification, will it satisfy the
Administration’s requirement if it is done by means of a bilateral or multilateral

agreement with the United- States that is not in the form of a new protocol or an

amendment to the Convention or to the Kyoto Protocol?

Signing of the Kyotg Protocol . _ %W

6.

Will the President, or the Vice President, or another person with the authority to do so
sign the Kyoto Protocol as it currently exists and if so, when the signing take place?

If your answer to question 6 above is not definitive, please explain all of the considerations
that bear on the issue of whether or when the President, or the Vice President, or another
person with the authority to do so will sign the Kyoto Protocol.

ctions enhouse Gas Emission Requi the Kyoto Prot missions Tradin

On page 3 of your written testimony, you state: - C?/A’

“Ultimately, the U.S. agreed to a target of a 7% reduction from baseline levels.
Given the changes in the definition of the baseline for the three long-lived chemical
compounds (HFCs, PFCs and SF6) from 1990 to 1995 combined with a change in the way
sinks are accounted for in the baseline, the actual reduction required in the U.S. is no more
than 2-3% more than the President originally proposed as the U.S. negotiating position.”

Please provide a detailed calculation, including a listing of all assumptions that verifies
your statement that “the actual reduction required in the U.S. is no more than 2-3% more
than the President originally proposed as the U.S. negotiating position.”

What is the actual reduction in emissions within'the borders of the United States would
have to be to meet the U.S. obligation as outlined in the treaty and what data uncertaintics
still exist with respect to calculating this number?

.07
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10.

I

1L

1

12.

Article 6.1(d) of the Kyoto Protocol states that “The acquisition of emission reduction
units shall be supplemental to domestic actions for the purposed of meeting the

.08

commitments under Article 3 [of the Protocol]” dﬂ_Q/

10.1 What does this mean?

102 Since Russia and the Ukraine will be substantially below their emission targets in

the Protocol, they can sell large amounts of emissions credits. Why should the
American public be willing to underwrite the transfer of what could be billions of
dollars to those nations so the United States could reach its emissions reduction
targets?

10.3  What is the Administration assumning about the proportion of our reductions that
can be met through these means, and what is the limit acceptable w1t}un the terms
of the Protocol?

ational ission ing and the Costs of K Protocol Complian /Eplg
It
!

On page 4 of your written testimony, you state: C%ﬂ

“A number of studies have suggested that the costs of compliance can be significantly
reduced if flexible implementation is permitted.”

Please provide for the record a copy of each of the studies referred to in your statement”

Dev nism B @&Q /90 % /W

On page 4 of your written testimony, you also state:

“Clean Development Mechanism: Under thxs innovative prowsmn developed

~ countries will be able to use certified reductions from project activities in developing

countries to contribute to compliance with greenhouse gas reduction targets. This
provides both a mechanism to secure low cost reductions throughout the world and a
powerful economic incentive to lead developing countries toward more climate-friendly
technologies. This represents an important avenue for developing country actions to
reduce emissions in cooperation with U.S. private sector firms that have the technology,
resources and know-how to make such reductions in ways that save energy, reduce
emissions and improve performance.  This provision effectively embodies the U.S.
proposal for joint implementation with credit for activities in developing countries. It also
provides, again at U.S. insistence, an incentive for early action by permitting credit for
reductions that occur beginning in the year 2000.”
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12.1 Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, which establishes the Clean Development
Mechanism, appears to have potential for creating a huge bureaucracy inserted
between the investing and the recipient countries. Why did the Administration
agree to such an arrangement? :

12.2 Why is there a need for such an institutional mechanism for joint implcmcntaﬁon _
(1) projects?

12.3  Under the Kyoto Protocol, what would be the status of existing and pending
bilateral JI projects promoted by the U.S. Initiative on Joint Implementation?

12.4 What is the Administration’s position on JI going into the November 1998
negotiations with respect to how this Clean Development Mechanism should
work? :

12.5 What criteria would you expect for projects that qualify for Clean Development
Mechanism financing?

126 How would emissions credits under the Clean Development Mechanism be
allocated to contributing/investing countries or entities?

12.7 Isn’t Clean Development Mechanism another form of foreign assistance by another
name, only funded by the private sector, and if not, why not?

ission fro Q
13.  On page 4 of your written testimony, you also state: Op’é

“Emissions from the Military: The U.S. obtained agreement on its proposal for an

exemption for emissions from multilateral operations pursuant to the United Nations
charter. This decision will ensure that nations do not hold back from participating in
humanitarian, peacekeeping and other operations due to concerns about greenhouse gas
emissions.”

13.1

13.2

Please cite the specific text of the Kyoto Protocol that provides such an
exemption.

Are unilateral operations subject to the terms of the Kyoto Protocol? If your
answer is no, please cite the specific Protocol text that provides that unilateral
operations are not subject to the Protocol.

.09
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13.3  To be more specific, if the Kyoto Protocol was in force would unilateral military
action by the United States against Iraq be subject to its terms? If your answer is
no, please cite the specific Protocol text that provides that unilateral military action
by the United States against Iraq would not be subject to the Protocol.

13.4  If unilateral military action were subject to the terms of the Kyoto Protocol, what
would be the national security implications?

13.5 Will domestic emissions from military training exercises be counted against the
U.S., and if so, what are the implications for our military readiness?

13.6 Concerning U.S. troops stationed overseas, will emissions from training and
operations be counted against the host country or the U.S.? And if the host
country, does that mean that U.S. troops overseas will be subjected to greater
control by the host country, and how will this affect readiness? '

President’s FY 1999 Budget Tax Cfedits for Highly Fuel Efficient Vehicles

14,

15.

oS
On page 5 of your written testimony, you state: 47 £

“Tax credits for highly fuel efficient vehicles: This credit would be $4,000 for each vehicle
that gets three times the base fuel economy for its class beginning in 2003. A credit of
$3,000 would be available beginning in 2000 for vehicles that get double the base fuel
economy for its class. These credits would be available to jump start these markets and
would be phased out over time.”

Please specify—by year—the greenhouse gas reductions expected to be achieved through
the application of the tax credit for highly fuel efficient vehicles.

ident's Y 1999 Budget Tax Credits for Energy Effici ipment / (ﬂ

On page 5 of your written testimony, you also state: 4 !_('.l" gu) ]

“Tax credits for energy efficient equipment: These credits (all of which are subject to
caps) would include a 20% credit (subject to a cap) for purchasing certain types of highly
efficient building equipment, a 15% credit for the purchase of solar rooftop systems, and a
10% credit for the purchase of highly efficient combined heat and power systems.”

Please specify—by year and by tax credit—the greenhouse gas reductions expected to be
achieved through the application of the tax credits for energy efficient equipment.

.10
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President’s FY 1999 Budget Proposal for Two New Partnershxps for Hcavy Trucks and nght |

16.

17.

in Vehicles

o Yo
On page 5 of your written testimony, you also state: ’, - :

“Two new partnershlps are proposed for heavy trucks and light trucks, including sport- _

utility vehicles.”

Please describe these two new -partnerships in detail, mcludmg funding, duranon,
partxcxpams and cost-sharing requirements.

On page 6 of your written testimony, you state:

~ “Fuel Efficient Vehicles: At the recent automobile show in Detroit, General Motors (GM)

announced four passenger hybrid electric and fuel cell vehicles that can achieve fuel
efficiency of up to 80 miles per gallon — production prototypes of which could be
available in 2001 and 2004. Ford also unveiled a prototype of a mid-size high efficiency
sedan that achieves 63 miles per gallon using an advanced diesel engine. Ford also plans
to develop hybrid electric and fuel cell versions of this prototype. Chrysler unveiled its
full-size experimental hybrid electric vehicle with a projected 70 miles per gallon fuel
economy. These technological advances were made possible through the efforts of the

' Parmershxp for a New Generation of Vehicles between the Administration, U.S. auto

companies, and their suppliers.” _
Please document your statement that “These technological advances were made possible
through the efforts of the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles between the
Administration, U.S. auto companies, and their suppliers.”

Compressed Air Challenge

18,

On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state: b D g

“Compressed Air Challenge: Air compressors represents about 3% of total industrial
electricity use and 1% of total U.S. electricity consumption. In mid-January, DOE and
major equipment manufacturers announced a new agreement aimed at significantly
enhancing efficiency in this sector. Under the agreement, changes in equipment and
operating practices are anticipated to reduce energy use in this category by 10% by 2010

~ at a cost savings of $150 million per year while reducmg greenhouse gases by 700,000

metric tones of carbon.”
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. When a requeat calls for the production of fecards, the Subcomem; ]
records that EPA bas i it possession, Custody, or control through the date of the Gl submission of
tecords to the Subcommittes, unless the raquest clearly states that the Subcommittea i

reports, studics, ealendars, manuals, Press releases, opinjong, documents, analyses, messuges,
summaries, bulleting, e-mail massages (In hard copy and eluctronic forms), disks, the 1exr of any
sphanumeric mestages or other electronic paging devices, brieGing materigls, cover sheety or fouting
cover shests and any other machine readable material of any sort whether prcpared by current or formec
officers and employeas, agents, consultants or by any hon-¢mployse withowt Emitation. "Record”™ or
“records” shall also include radacted and unredactad versions of the same record,
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19.

18.1 Please provide a listing of the participants of the Compressed Air Chauenge.

18.2  Please provide the FY 1998 and proposed FY 1999 funding for the Compressed

Air Challenge.

18.3  Please document your statement that “Under the agreement, changes in equipment

and operating practices are anticipated to reduce energy use in this category by

10% by 2010 at a cost savings of $150 million per year whxle reducing greenhouse
gases by 700,000 metric tones of carbon.”

lar nin
On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state: ( Z Q

“BP Solar Opening: Last Friday, BP Solar opened its first manufacturing plant in the
United States. Located outside San Francisco, the Vice President flipped a switch to start
the plant. This facility will produce a new generation of thin film photovoltaic cells.
Spurred by DOE’s recently announced Million Solar Roof Initiative, planned plant
expansions and openings by other solar cell manufacturers, as well as the President’s
budget request for enhanced funding for renewable technologxes demonstrate that efforts
to increase market penetration based on hamessing the sun’s energy are now makmg
significant advances. In fact, the Vice President was able to announce that the private
partners in the Million Solar Roofs Initiative have already announced plans for well over
half the solar panels needed to get to our goal--a full ten years early.”

19.1 Why did the Vice President “flip the switch” to start a foreign-owned
manufacturing plant? Has the Vice President ever “flipped the switch” to start a
domestic-owned manufacturing plant?

19.2  Please provide documentation for your statement that “the private partners in the
Million Solar Roofs Initiative have already announced plans for well over half the
solar panels needed to get to our goal--a full ten years early.”

19.3 If indeed “the private partners in the Million Solar Roofs Initiative have already
announced plans for well over half the solar panels needed to get to our goal—a
full ten years early” in the absence of taxpayer subsidies, then why is the
Administration proposing that taxpayers now subsidize that effort?

. p.o2
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20.  On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state:

“VCR/TV Energy Star Program: TV and VCRs represent one of the fastest growing
sources of electricity demand. Consumers spend over $1 billion annually to power VCRs
and TVS that are switched off  In early January the Vice President announced a
pathbreaking partnership between EPA and the major manufacturers of these electronic
goods. The program is quite ambitious with a goal of achieving up to a 70% reduction in
energy use when the equipment is tumned off without sacrificing product quality, utility or
increasing costs. The average household could cut its energy bills by 30% or $400 per
year by switching to the full line of Energy Star products.”

20.1 Please identify the TV and VCR manufacturers participating in this partnership.
' I:ZO.Z Please document the statement that “The average household could cut its energy

bills by 30% or $400 per year by switching to the full line of Energy Star
products.™

injstration’ nomic Analysi Impact of' t Reached i
21.  Finally, on page 6 of your written testimony, you state: C%A

-

“The Administration is working on a more detailed economic analysis of the impact of the
targets reached in Kyoto. Council of Economic Advisers Chair Janet Yellen will be .
prepared to discuss the analysis at a heanng next week before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.”

Please provide a copy of that “more detailed econdmic analysis" for the record.
{ministration Plans for Legislation and ﬂegulan'gng @D & 6—-{ e
22. * In the President’s State of the Union Address and in the Budget he submitted to the
Congress on February 2, there were prowslons for federal reseafch and development
expendxtures and for certain tax incentives for the purpose of reducing U.S. greenhouse

gas emissions.

22.1 What is the reason the President has made those proposals prior to his signing the

Kyoto Protocol and prior to his submitting the Protocol to the Senate for its advice - -

and consent?
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23,

22.2 Is the Administration contemplating submitting to Congress any other legislative
proposals, or is it contemplating proposing any new or amended regulations, any
of which are intended to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, prior to the
President’s signing the Kyoto Protocol and submitting it to the Senate for its
advice and consent? If so, please describe the substance of any such legislative or
regulatory proposals that are being contemplated?

Has any Departinent or agency of the Executive Branch, or any interagency body, been
given the responsibility to develop potential proposals for legislation or regulations that
would be intended to facilitate compliance by the United States with the Kyoto Protocol if
the Protocol ever were to become binding on this nation?

@
23.1 If your answer is yes, please identify the Departments, agencies, or mteragency @
body; and, if it is an interagency body, who is the head ofit.

23.2 If there is no interagency body, who in the Executive Branch has the responsibiﬁty
to coordinate or review these efforts for the purpose of making recommendations
to the President?

Entry Into Force Séﬂ@

24,

It will require ratification by 55 countries, representing 55% of developed country
greenhouse gas emissions, for the treaty to enter into force. The United States accounts
for nearly 40% of these emissions.

24.1 Do you see any chafice that the treaty would enter into force if the United States
does not ratify 1t?

24.2 Do you expect other countries ratify the treaty if the United States does not, and if
so0, which countries? :

24.3 What is the earliest you would expect the treaty to enter into force if the United
States does not ratify it?

244 Ifthereisa prolonged delay in entry into force, what are the consequences for this
treaty? For climate change?
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- 25.

icti etwe Protoco ntr col §MQ/

Among the six gases to be limited under the Kyoto Protocol are substitutes for

chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) that deplete the stratospheric ozone layer. Therefore, the

world's nations have agreed under the Montreal Protocol (to reduce ozone depleting

chemicals) that they will seek the use of these substitutes, yet under the Kyoto Protocol

they seek to limit use of the substitutes.

’

25.1 How will this contradiction be dealt with?

25.2 What will the United States do to reconcile these opposing goals?

26.

R i missions Reducti : (’%’

The Administration has suggested on several occasions that electricity restructuring is one
of the means by which the United States will reduce its emissions of greenhouse gases
because it will result in greater efficiency and therefore lower emissions of greenhouse
gases. However, the October 1997 report by the Energy Information Administration

(EIA), An Analysis of Carbon Stabilization Cases, projects more emissions of carbon |

dioxide—not less—as a direct result of currently developed state restructuring efforts.

26.1 How do you explain this apparent direct contradiction?

262 If the Administration had counted on reductions in emissions from electricity
restructuring, and if on the other hand, EIA is right that state restructuring efforts
will result in higher levels of emissions, then how will this affect your calculus of
how the United States will meet emission reduction targets?

26.3 When is the Administration releasing its electricity restructuring proposal?

Compliance and Enforcement 9%@2@.

27.

The Kyoto Protocol is very vague with respect to compliance and enforcement.

27.1 Is the November 1998 meeting in Buenos Aires going to address these issues”
Will specific compliance guidclines result from that meeting?

27.2 What is Administration’s position on what those guidelines should be?

el
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28.

27.3 How does the Administration propose to enforce any such compliance guidelines
in the United States, ad how can verification and enforcement in other countries be
achieved?

e sk “2i

It seems unclear in the Kyoto agreement what will qualify as a greenhouse gas sink—what N
kinds of forests, forest projects, land use changes or management, etc.

28.1 Please explain the U.S. position on what could constitute a sink, and how they
should be counted in assessing our reductions in the greenhouse gas emissions.

28.2  What proportion of U.S. emissions could be offset by these sinks?

Roles of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the Chair of CEQ in the Development

of the Administration’s Climate Change Policy and in the Kyoto Protocol Negotiations
29  Please describe the roles played by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the

30.

3l

Chair of CEQ in developing:
: Ce

29.1 The statement of the Administration’s climate change policies in the President’s
October 22, 1997 speech at the National Geographic Society.

29.2 The Administration’s policy approach to, and strategies concerning, the
international climate-change negotiations during the period between the
President’s Octaber speech and the first day of the Kyoto Conference (December
1, 1997); and

29.3 The Administration's policy apprbach to, and the strategies concerning, the
international climate-change negotiations in Kyoto.

us c limate Ch | Cc ‘T@)\a @"(CQ,, .

When was the White House Task Force on Climate Change established and what its
purpose?

Please provide a list of all staff and members of the White House Task Force on Climate
Change—including detailees from other Executive agencies, consultants, etc.—fom its
date of establishment to the present.
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t-Hearing Questions Submitted by Representative Roscoe G. Bartlett (R-MD) i
le of Nu wer in Reducti a o igsions. \WO@

1. It the Administration feels that carbon dioxide (CO;) productxon is such a menace to our
society, why is it not more vigorously proposing an increase in the use of nuclear power '
_ production, since that produces no COz? ' '

lobal W i ' O Wﬁj
2. Why does the Administration believe that the modest increase in mean global temperatures |

over the past century (about 1 degree) is not due to normal fluctuations in the Earth’s
climate, rather than signaling a permanent “global warming™?

3. If we're moving to global warming, so what? In the past, the Earth has been much
warmer than today, and Russia and Canada may not be all adverse to a bit of global
warming. There will be winners and losers, but in terms of a global perspective, so what if

" we’re having a bit of global warming?

4, The oceans are enormous sinks for CO;. What can be done to enhance the effectiveness
" of oceans as carbon sinks? ' ' ‘

. Post-Hearing Questions Submi Minority Me

Discrepancies Among Economic Analyses of the Costs of Complying with the Kyoto Protocol &@

1. Most of the witnesses today have cited various economic studies that purport to show the
cost of complying with the Kyoto Protocol. Some of these studies seem to suggest that
the costs will be minimal and painless, or even result in net economic benefits. Other

_studies cited seem to show just the exact opposite: that compliance costs will be
staggering and result in job losses and economic stagnation. What accounts for such
wide dxscrepancres in these econormc analyses"

Relauonshxp of U.S. Commltments Under the Kyoto Protocol to Changes Caused by Electricity ’é%
in ntation of th tringen Air i '

2. The energy industry is already facing challenges in meeting changes caused by electricity -
' restructuring and implementation of the new, more stringent, Clean Air Act requirements.
How will the proposed U.S. commitments under the Kyoto protocol relate to those on-
~ going efforts?

A ]
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3 Daes the Kyoto agreement in any way interfere with the ability of the U S. rmhtary“to
carry out any military mission or protect our national security? : .

" Administration’s Intentions to Implement the Kyoto Protocol in the Absence of Szte:_ g
cation . .
Ratification . A C/ﬁ“é

4, The President has proposed a 36 billion R&D and tax credit program to begm to reduce By
greenhouse gas emissions. Does this mean that the Administration intends to proceed
with implementation, even though the treaty by the Administration’s own admission does -
not meet the President’s requirements, and despite the lack of Senate ratification?
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DAN SCHAEFER
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER

HEARING ON THE KYOTO PROTOCOL AND ITS ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

MARCH 4, 1998

I'd like to welcome everyone to today’s hearing on the Kyoto Protocol and its -
economic Implications.

Unfortunately, after 6 hearings, my concerns about where the Administration
is headed with this agreement seem to increase rather than decrease with every time
we have an opportunity to look closely at the domestic implications of this issue.

Today | hope to focus my quastions on the results of the economic analysis
containad in the prepared testimony for today. Last July, the Administration released
a document at least 59 people across the Administration spent nearly two years
developing. That economic analysis determined the cost of stabllizing greenhouse gas
emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2010 would require the equivalent of a $95 per
ton carbon tax. The day that document was made public the Administration called it
a “flawed” effort.

Today we are presented with the result of analysis conducted, | presume, in the
three months post-Kyoto that, apparently using at least one of the same models used
in the previous analysis, produces vastly different results for a more ambitious target,
$14-23 per ton of carbon.

What disturbs me the most about this outcome is it appears to be based on
assumptions about the outcome of future negotiations that may never materialize. To

1
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be specific: according to Ms. Yellen's testimony, the cost of complying with the Kyoto
Protocol is reduced between 50 and 75 per cent if there is efficient international
emissions trading. However, the details of emissions trading are, unfortunately, one
of the things the Administration has left to work out in a future negotiation. And other
parties to this agreement and non-governmental groups are already positioning
themselves to place as many restrictions as possible on emissions trading. In this
context, | would remind you of the history of joint implementation. The Rio Treaty
provides for it, but in subsequent negotiations the promise it held for significantly
reducing costs of compliance proved hollow when it was limited to developed
countries only.

Similarly, Ms. Yellen’s testimony notes that the cost of compliance is further
reduced if we can secure full participation by developing countries in the emissions
trading markets. | am extremely disturbed if this was relied upon to reach the cost
prediction in today’s testimony because with respect to meaningful developing country
commitments under the Kyoto Protocol: it is a done deal and they don't have any.

In order for us to fully analyze the Administration’s economic analysis and the
assumptions used, | am formally requesting that the Administration provide to this
Subcommittee, no later than two weeks from today, the complete analysis of the
conclusions presented in today‘s testimony, any other economic analysis that was
done that reached different conclusions, and | ask that the Administration send its
analysis out for peer review. The reason why understanding this analysis is so
important was highlighted in an article that appeared in the Washington Post this
morning: Robert Stavins, an economist at Harvard noted: the impact can be relatively
small if done in the smartest possible way. “But if we don’t do it that way it will cost
10 times what the Administration is saying.”

Finally, | am pleased that the Administration is supportive of the Idea of
electricity restructuring. | too believe it will bring real savings to electricity consumers.
Unfortunately, it is becoming clear to me that the Administration support restructgrlng
as a way to-mask the costs of complying with this treaty from American consumers.
As | stated at the last hearing | would like the benefits of restructuring to flow to the
consumers and not be spent buylng emissions credits from a foreign government.

| hope today the Administration can answer our questions about the agreement
in a straightforward manner. | look forward to the testimony and exploring all of these
issues during the question and answer period.

Thank you.



HOUSE REQUESTS FOR CLIMATE CHANGE MATERIALS:
Requests for new analysis or existing documents

[checked with NEC, CEA, CEQ, OMB, OSTP, State, Treasury, Commerce, Energy]

Schaefer -- COMMERCE
to Yellen during Subcommittee Chair Schaefer’s opening statement (due March 18)

- provide the complete analysis of the conclusions presented in Yellen’s testimony and any other
economic analysis that was done that reached different conclusions

Mclntosh (I) -- GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
to OMB and CEQ from Mcintosh (due March 20)

- all of the economic data and analyses upon which the Administration relied to determine that
the President’s FY99 budget proposal is necessary to place the US in a “position where we will
be further down the road and won’t have to make the kind of drastic reductions that otherwise
might be called for’and provide all records containing comments by other federal agencies on the
drafts.

- provide and document the Administration’s annual performance measures for its 5-year Climate
Change Technology Initiative (CCTI)... the 1990 US emissions level, data on actual emissions
reductions for FY97, and then projected emissions reductions beginning in FY97 and then for
each year up to and including FY2003.

- provide the environmental and economic data and analyses that support the claim that the CCTI
is a “no regrets” policy

- produce all records indicating the alternative policy options that the Administration analyzed,
such as integrated pollution prevention, performance-based regulation, and multi-media
regulation.

- fully document the cost-effectiveness of the Administration’s proposal when compared to other
available options

- fully document the opportunity costs of committing such a significant amount of our nation’s
resources

- provide all records of comments by other federal agencies on analyses of alternative policy
options, their cost-effectiveness and the opportunity costs

- provide any Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that was prepared in connection with the
Administration’s requests for tax incentives and research funding to facilitate greenhouse gas



emissions.

- provide any economic and legal analyses that demonstrate that US obligations can be met
without constraining U.S. economic growth and without imposing onerous and costly regulation

- provide all records of deliberations and all economic analysis and comments on whether
emissions reductions would result in lower growth

- provide analyses upon which Administration relied in deciding that emissions reductions below
the 1990 baseline are acceptable

- provide federal agency comments on any private sector analyses that Admin reviewed prior to
Kyoto

- document steps that the Administration has taken to comply with Byrd-Hagel Resolution

- provide records of all meetings of the IAT group and information on any workshops conducted.
Also produce all analyses performed by the group and provide all records of written or oral
comments from other federal agencies on the IAT’s analyses and advice.

- provide all economic analyses that were prepared for the Administration and the US delegation
to review in developing its positions for Kyoto and provide all records containing comments
from other agencies

- provide any and all analyses that the Administration or any Federal agency prepared (or is
preparing) of the costs and benefits of imposing on the US the binding targets and timetables set

forth in the Kyoto Protocol

- provide all records of written or oral comments from other federal agencies on each of the
cost/benefit analyses that were performed

- analyze whether the benefits of implementing the Protocol are justified by the costs

- evaluate the effectiveness of the agreement by comparing marginal abatement costs of
alternative scenarios (to be evaluated under specific conditions listed in ltr)

- evaluate the opportunity costs of pursuing the Admin’s strategy for the abatement of
greenhouse gas emissions (to be evaluated under specific conditions listed)

- evaluate how benefits and burdens of complying with this treaty would be distributed on the
national and household levels, describing the disparate regional and industrial sector impacts and

the effects on different income levels (to be evaluated under specific conditions listed

- explain potential effects of Kyoto on GDP, per capita GDP, unemployment, income and real



wages, trade competitiveness and energy prices

- evaluate fully the potential offsetting negative effects on exempting developing countries and of
“carbon leakage”

- evaluate the impact that this will have on the ability of emerging countries with export markets
to transition to more energy-efficient technologies

- provide all records of comments submitted by federal agencies on Dr. Janet Yellen’s draft
testimony about the economics of Kyoto

- provide and document estimates of the percentage of US emissions reductions that might have
to be purchased from other countries to minimize the costs of reducing emissions

Mclntosh (II) -- GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
to OMB and CEQ from Mcintosh (due March 24)

- provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historical budget authority, on agency-by-agency basis, for
the various components of the President’s “Climate Change Technology Initiative”... For each
component, please indicate each specific budget account and a brief description of the program
(with requests to explain specific budget provisions)

- provide a table with FY 89- FY99 historical budget authority, on an agency by agency basis, for
the various components of the “US Global Change Research Program,” which were or are
devoted exclusively to climate change R&D (with requests to explain specific budget provisions)

- provide a table with FY89-FY99 historical budget authority, on an agency by agency basis, for
any other components of the Administration’s climate change program (with requests to explain
specific budget provisions)

Mclntosh (IIT) -- GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
to NEC and Treasury from McIntosh (due March 31)

- provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historical budget authority, on agency-by-agency basis, for
the various components of the President’s “Climate Change Technology Initiative”... For each
component, please indicate each specific budget account and a brief description of the program.

- provide a table with FY89-FY99 historical budget authority for your agency for the various
components of the “US Global Change Research Program”

- provide a table with FY89-FY99 historical budget authority for your agency for any other
" components of the Administration’s climate change program

- provide a table showing what part of FY99 request is funding to continue initiatives funded in



FY 98 or prior years and what part is brand new activity.

- provide a table for FY93-FY97 identifying all assistance and contract awards to non-profit and
for-profit organizations for any climate change activity. Provide a copy of any final report from
these awards

- provide all drafts and analyses from any interagency effort since 1993 re: current or new
legislation or rules, production or review of any environmental data and/or analyses, production
or review of any cost-benefit data or analyses, production or review of any economic data and/or
economic analyses, and any comments from your agency on any drafts

- provide a copy of all data or analyses prepared or any comments by your agency on any
environmental cost-benefit and/or economic data and analyses relating to the White House
Initiative on Global Climate Change

- provide a copy of any draft testimony on climate change by Administration witnesses since the
President’s 1998 State of the Union address and comments by your agency

- provide a copy of all drafts and supporting analyses and any comments from other Fed agencies
on any alternative policy options for climate change that were suggested by your agency

- provide any and all legal and policy analyses regarding the applicability and availability of
existing legislation to implement the Kyoto Protocol and any comments from other Federal
agencies on the analyses

- provide any and all analyses that were prepared or considered of the cumulative effects on the
US economy and/or energy system of all or any combination of regulations that were issued
since 1992, that were proposed, and that are being developed that have or will have such effects

- provide copies of all drafts and any comments provided by your agency on documents relating
to international emissions trading, joint implementation, and/or the Clean Development
Mechanism

Mclntosh (IV) -- GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
to CEA from Mcintosh (due April 7)

- provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historical budget authority for your agency for the various
components of the President’s “Climate Change Technology Initiative”... For each component,
please indicate each specific budget account and a brief description of the program.

- provide a table with FY 89- FY99 historical budget authority for your agency for the various
components of the “US Global Change Research Program,” which were or are devoted

exclusively to climate change R&D.

- if funded in any of FY93-FY97, provide evidence of any accomplishments from these



dollars. Also, for requested funding in FY99, please indicate any program performance
measures for the requested funding, and for each such measure, please provide data for
the 1990 base year and annual data for the most recent 3-year period for which data are
available.

- provide a table with FY89-FY99 historical budget authority for your agency for any other
components of the Administration’s climate change program

- provide a table showing what part of FY99 request is funding to continue initiatives funded in
FY 98 or prior years and what part is brand new activity.

- identify the full set of your agency-specific performance measures for the Administration’s
Climate Change proposal, including data for at least the 1990 base year, FY97, FY98 and FY99.
Also, please identify how any of your agency specific measures relate to those for any other
Federal agency. Describe any interagency efforts to identify and relate the entire set of climate
change performance measures, including which agencies are involved and the names of the
agency representatives.

- provide a table for FY93-FY97 identifying all assistance and contract awards to non-profit and
for-profit organizations for any climate change activity. Provide a copy of any final report from
these awards

- provide all drafts and analyses from any interagency effort since 1993 re: current or new
legislation or rules, production or review of any environmental data and/or analyses, production
or review of any cost-benefit data or analyses, production or review of any economic data and/or
economic analyses, and any comments from your agency on any drafts

- provide a copy of all data or analyses prepared or any comments by your agency on any
environmental cost-benefit and/or economic data and analyses relating to the White House
Initiative on Global Climate Change

- provide a copy of any draft testimony and comments by your agency on climate change by
Administration witnesses since the President’s 1998 State of the Union address

- provide a copy of all drafts and supporting analyses and any comments from other Fed agencies
on any alternative policy options for climate change that were suggested by your agency

- identify and describe all agency initiatives to revise any existing legislation or propose any new
legislation relating to climate change

- provide any and all legal and policy analyses regarding the applicability and availability of
existing legislation to implement the Kyoto Protocol and any comments from other Federal
agencies on the analyses

- identify and describe all such initiatives to revise any existing rules or propose any new rules



relating to climate change, including any cost-benefit analysis, and a timetable for their
development and promulgation.

- provide any and all analyses that were prepared or considered of the cumulative effects on the
US economy and/or energy system of all or any combination of regulations that were issued
since 1992, that were proposed, and that are being developed that have or will have such effects

- provide copies of all drafts and any comments provided by your agency on documents relating
to international emissions trading, joint implementation, and/or the Clean Development
Mechanism.

- provide all analyses that support the Administration’s conclusion that impacts on the US
economy of complying with the terms of the Kyoto Protocol “are likely to be modest.” and all
records of comments from federal agencies

- analyses that support the statement that US electricity restructuring “will offer approximately
$20 billion in cost savings.” and all records of comments from other agencies

- analyses that support the statement that emissions trading among Annex I countries “can reduce
the cost to the United States of achieving its targets for 2008-2012 emissions by about half” and
all records of comments from other agencies

- analyses that support the statement that emissions trading among a subset of Annex [ countries
“can reduce costs by an estimated 60-70 percent” and all records of comments from other
agencies

- explain and fully document how more limited trading among the subset of countries would
produce greater cost reductions than from either trading among all Annex I countries or trading
with the full participation of non-Annex I countries. And provide all records of comments from
other agencies

- analyses that supports the statement that the Clean Development Mechanism “might shave
costs by roughly another 20 to 25 percent” and all records of comments from other agencies

- analyses that supports the statement that overall costs “would reach roughly one tenth of one
percent of projected GDP in 2010" and all records of comments from other agencies

- analyses that supports the assumption that the rate of improvement in energy efficiency will be
1.0 percent per year and all records of comments from other agencies

- analyses that supports the statement that the estimated effect on energy prices will range from
$14 to $23 per ton of carbon equivalent” and all records of comments from other agencies

- analyses that supports the statement that “in energy-intensive sectors some employment
reduction could occur, although given the very small predicted change in energy prices, impacts



in most such sectors are apt to be minimal. Furthermore, a large number of jobs will be created
in other sectors -- many of them high-tech jobs paying high wages”, and all records of comments
from other agencies

- analyses that support the Administration’s estimate that benefits relating to traffic congestion,
highway accidents and air pollution unrelated to climate change “could offset approximately a
quarter of the resources cost of climate change policy”, and all records of comments from other
agencies

- specify all of the models and analytical tools that the Administration has used and describe in
detail their strengths and weaknesses

- specify all the Administration’s estimates that were derived by the SGM model, indicate why
many of the Administration’s key estimates were derived from this model, and identify the
corresponding estimates derived from each model that the Administration has used in assessing
the impacts of the Kyoto Protocol

- provide the 1990 baseline, the FY97-98 data, and the annual outyear estimates until 2012 for
the following outcome performance measures: morbidity rates for some diseases, mortality rates
for some causes, monetary damages from temperature increases, consequences from some
catastrophes, traffic congestion, highway accidents and air pollution unrelated to climate change

- provide any and all analyses that the Administration or any Federal agency prepared (or is
preparing or is having prepared) of the costs and benefits of imposing on the US the binding
targets and timetables set forth in the Kyoto Protocol

- analyze whether the benefits of implementing the Protocol are justified by the costs

- evaluate the effectiveness of the agreement by comparing marginal abatement costs of
alternative scenarios (to be evaluated under specific conditions listed)

- evaluate the opportunity costs of pursuing the Admin’s strategy for the abatement of
greenhouse gas emissions (to be evaluated under specific conditions listed)

- evaluate how benefits and burdens of complying with this treaty would be distributed on the
national and household levels, describing the disparate regional and industrial sector impacts and
the effects on different income levels (to be evaluated under specific conditions listed

- for any analysis provided, identify and explain the basis for assumptions used regarding such
factors as the rate of improvement in energy efficiency, the effectiveness of market incentives in
increasing the market share of fuels that emit less carbon, and economic and demographic
growth. And explain fully any assumptions on how emissions reductions will be achieved as, for
example, through the early retirement of coal plants or nuclear plant life extensions.

- evaluate the extent to which the Administration’s climate change strategy will require the



diversion of funds from savings and/or investments which would have provided other benefits ,
such as social security, or more funding for education, heath care, etc.

- explain potential effects of Kyoto on GDP, per capita GDP, unemployment, income and real
wages, trade competitiveness and energy prices

- evaluate the potential offsetting negative effects of exempting developing countries

- evaluate the impact that exempting developing countries will have on the ability of emerging
countries with export markets to transition to more energy efficient technologies

- the rate that the Admin expects the economy to grow during the next 10 to 20 years with or
without the Kyoto treaty

- provide peer-reviewer comments on all drafts of cost-benefit analyses performed by the
Administration

- provide all records of written or oral comments from other federal agencies on each of the cost-
benefit analyses that were performed

- provide all records of comments submitted by federal agencies on Yellen’s testimony before the
House Commerce Committee on March 4

- identify all private parties that are currently performing economic analysis of the Kyoto treaty,
describe their work and provide all products of their work in draft of final form

- provide and document estimates of the percentage of US emissions reductions that might have
to be purchased from other countries to minimize the costs of reducing emissions and which
countries would be the beneficiaries

Talent -- SMALL BUSINESS
to CEQ from Talent (due March 18)

- any and all regulatory impact or economic analysis performed by federal agencies,
contractors or grantees regarding implementation of the Kyoto Protocol

- any and all activities and/or plans for federal agency implementation of the Kyoto
Protocol;

- any and all evidence, documentation or scientific bases for the existence of the
phenomenon described as Global Warming

- copies of any side agreements, memoranda, protocols or other documents concerning the Kyoto
Protocol entered into or contemplated between the Executive Branch and other nations, parties or
non-governmental entities



Sensenbrenner (I) -- COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
to CEQ from Sensenbrenner (due March 19)

- copy of NOAA report and accompanying data/statistics

- copy of Goddard Institute for Space Studiess/NASA confirmation
- copy of East Anglia University confirmation

- copy of Lancet article

- a copy of the studies that suggest that the costs of compliance can be significantly reduced if
flexible implementation is permitted

- a copy of the “more detailed economic analysis”

Sensenbrenner (IT) -- COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
to OSTP from Sensenbrenner (due March 19)

- copy of NOAA report and accompanying data/statistics
- copy of Goddard Institute for Space Studies/NASA confirmation
- copy of East Anglia University confirmation

- copy of study that estimates that climate change could double the number of weather-related
deaths
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SehpereEr

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DAN SCHAEFER
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER

HEARING ON THE KYOTO PROTOCOL AND ITS ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS

MARCH 4, 1998

I'd like to welcame everyone to today’s hearing on the Kyoto Protocol and its
economic implications.

Unfortunately, after 6 hearings, my concerns about where the Administration
is headed with this agreement seem to increase rather than decrease with every time
we have an opportunity to look closely at the domestic implications of this issue.

Today | hope ta focus my quastions on the results of the economic analysis
contained in the prepared testimony for today. Last July, the Administration released
a document at least 59 people across the Administration spent nearly two years
developing. That economic analysis determined the cost of stabilizing greenhouse gas
emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2010 would require the equivalent of a $95 per
ton carbon tax. The day that document was made public the Administration called it
a “flawed” effort.

Today we are presented with the result of analysis conducted, | presume, in the
three months post-Kyoto that, apparemly' using at least one of the same modaels used
in the previous analysis, produces vastly different results for a more ambitious target,
$14-23 per ton of carbon. '

What disturbs me the most about this outcome is it appears ta be based on
assumptions about the outcome of future negotiations that may never materialize. To

1
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be specific: according to Ms. Yellen’s testimony, the cost of complying with the Kyoto
Protocol is reduced between 50 and 75 per cent if there is efficient international
emissions tradlng. However, the details of emissions trading are, unfortunately, one
of the things the Administration has left to work out in a future negotiation. And other
parties to this agreement and non-governmental groups are already pasitioning
themselves to place as many restrictions as possible on emissions trading. In this
context, | would remind you of the history of joint implementation. The Rio Treaty
provides for it, but in subsequent negatiations the promise it held for significantly

reducing costs of compliance proved hollow when it was limited to developed
countries only.

Similarly, Ms. Yellen’s testimony notes that the cost of compliance is further
reduced if we can secure full participation by developing countries in the emissions
trading markets, | am extremely disturbed if this was relied upon to reach the cost
prediction in today’s testimony because with respect to meaningful developing country

. P it .
commitments under the Kyoto Protocol: it is a done deal and they don’t have an @ Lok &}'WMW_

./ In order for us to fully analyze the Administration’s economic analysis an
assumptnons used, | am formally requesting that the Administration provide to thisy
_Subcommittee, no later than two weeks from today, the complete analysis of the
conclusions presented in today's testimony, any other economic_anal

.~ done that reached different conclusions, and T ask that the Administration send its

LI/ analysis out for peer review., The reason why understanding this analysis is so

e )important was highlighted in an article that appeared in the Washington Post this

~ - T~Zmorning: Robert Stavins, an economist at Harvard noted: the impact can be relatively
. small if done in the smartest possible way. “But if we don’t do it that way it will cost -
% ™. 10 times what the Administration is saying.”

\ N\ Finally, | am pleased that the Administration is supportive of the Idea of
electricity restructuring. | toe believe it will bring real savings to electricity consumers.
Unfortunataly, it is becoming clear to me that the Administration support restructuring
as a way to mask the costs of complying with this treaty from American consumers.
As | stated at the last hearing | would like the benefits of restructuring to flow to the
consumers and not be spent buying emissions credits from a foreign government.

| hope today the Administration can answer our guestions about the agreement
in a straightforward manner. |look forward to the testimony and exploring all of these
issues during the question and answer pariod.

Thank you.
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March &, 1998

BYFACSIMILE

The Honorable Pranklin D. Raiges
Dirtectar

Office of Managernent and Budget
Washington, D. C. 20503

The Honorable Kathleen A McGinty
Chair

Council on Environmeaqtal Quality
Washington, D. C. 2052

Dear Director Raines and Chair McGinry:

The Subcommittss on National Economie Growth, Nagural Resourcas, and Regulatory
AfTain {s conducting an inguiry conceming the cconomic, legal, and regulatory implications of
the Administration’s cfforts wo jump-stazt the process of reducing greenhonse gas emissions
under the terms of the Kyots Protocol. :

Pursuant to the Constitution and Rufes X and X1 of the United Scates Houose of
Representatives, please provide the Subcommittes with detailed information in response to the
atached questions. In responding to this inquiry, pleace restate each question and subpart with
cach of your answers, and please follow tha definitions and instructions cancerming the
preduction of records on the artached page,

nie1 0 the written quesdons and requests for production of
ubcommittec’s office in Room B-377 Raybum. Ik additjon,
Please contact Larisa Dobyri Seaior Counsel, at (202) 225-4407 a3 soon as practicable to
i i i of the information to the Subcammirtee.
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- Thank you far your caoperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

@m’i guazverey

David M. McIntosh
Chairman

Subcommittee on Nationa] Economic Groway,
Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs

¢c:  The Hooorable Dan Burton, Chairman
Commirrea on Govemnment Reform and Qversight

The Honorable Jobn Tismey, Rauking Member
Subcommiree on National Economic Growth,
Natural Regources, and Regulatory Affairs

The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Member
Committoe an Government Reform and Oversight
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Questions on the Administration’s Globa] Climsta Changs Palicy A ctjons

IMPLEMENTATION WITHOUT RATIFICATION

Statement of the Hoaorable SwatE, Eizengtar

Under Secratary of State for Economic, Business, and
Agricultural Affairy

Beforo the U.S. Senats Committes on Foreign Relations
Fabruary 1993

“Whather there is an agroement in Kyoto of Dot, the United States is prepared,
under Prasident Clinton’s leadership, to unilaterally take steps that we believe
showld be taken in ordar to dea] with this problem

Statement of Vice President Gore
Decomber 1997

Unilateral Executive Actions on a Global Iasye. . LLQJG

%
1 Given that the Kyoto Protoco] seckx to address a global issue, isn’t it harmfu] toUs.
{nterests to proceed without the full participation of developing countrieg?

2. Besides being unconsdtutional, isn'e it also prematyre 3nd possibly counterproductive for \WQW
the United Statas to take unilatera] executive branch ection, withaut ratification, when the — £
Administration has characterized the Protoco] as a “wark in progress™? - )
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4b.  Explain why the Presiden; decided to request $6.3 billion in his budgst proposal V%
instead of lha 53 billion that ha stated he would seak at the time thas ha announced his Climate OM

Sa. Article 3.2 of the Kyoto Protocol states: *“Bach Party included in Anncx I, by 2005, shall '
have made dernonstrable Progreas in achieving its commitments under this Protocol.” Plesse /t'
cxplain how the Administration is interpreting this provisiog of tha treaty, 4

2
70 Does the Adminisuation believe that ts Global Climate Change Initiative, - e
including the CCTI, will cnable the U.S. o maks demonstrable progress in achieving its C ¢ /]/ o
commitments under the Xyoto Protoco]? ' '

S5c.  Plaase provide and document the Administration’s annual parformance measures Cj@)
for its 5-ycar Climate Change Techmology Initfative (CCTD). In this regard, provide the O '

_ 5d.  Pleasc apecify the annuaj greenhouse gas cmissjons reductions that the cﬂ@
Administration estimaras will occur berwean FY 1999 and FY 2005 frem implemeating each O

82 The Adminisuation has maintained that the CCT1is a “no-regcers” proposal; that is,

regandless of whether or not thers is a real threar of globa) warming, this proposal is justified en (‘éh
its own merits as good energy and envireamental policy. In view of this claim, please
demanytrate the need for this initiative based ©a reasous other than facilitating greenhouse gas

6b.  In this regard, provide the cnyironmental and economic dars and analyses that (QQ\%
support this request an its own merits, -

6¢.  Can the Administration point to & significant market failure or demonstrats a
compelling public nocd that necessitatas 53,6 billion of new tax incentives and a 73 perceat C
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- 64, Please provide z detailed explanation afmdpmdueommmﬂsinﬁicﬁn the (Q
| Srative policy options that the Administration agalyzed, including mom brmdly-bum‘i C%
options, such as integrated pollution Praveation, petformance-besed regulation, and muld-mediy
X cegulaton. In this regard, did tha Administration evaluae whether existing regulation may be 5
significant barrier o impraving energy efficiency and the anvironment?

6e.  Pleass explain in dera] wd fully document tha cost-effectivenass of the R g—
Adminisation’s propasal whey compared 1o other available opticas for inproving energy (1& /
efficicacy and the environment, '

f.  Please explain in detaj] md fully document the opportunity costs of commiling p@@.
such a significant amount of our Dation's resources in this mannar, '

6g. Astoany snalysis provided, identty who prepared it and provide all records of ( \ﬁ%
comuments by cther federal agencjcs.

ratification in order “to gat us in a position where we will be fosther dawn (he road agd wog’t

procadures for review and comment whenever it is recommending to Congress legislution thay
“affects ths quality of the human enviroament”, Pleass provide any BIS (or draft EIS, if not
nalized) that was preparsd in connectiog with the Administration’s requests for tax incentives
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/ information abour this group
Tequested in question qump

stabilize emissions ar 1990 levels by 2008-201

Umatas of the jm

+ & well as produce tha same type of documents, which were
er 13 above with resp

19.  Ifthe Administration did ot prepare cost eg
_ @ and the American People, how did the Administration detsrmine jts policy positien first ta

that position and commit the U.S. w0 feducing emissions

20.  Atwhay point prior to or during the negotiations, ¢
emissions reductions balow the 1990 baseline were acceptable? Who in the Administraciog and C g

in Congress were consuited in making this docizion? Did the Admini

Adminjstratiog intepded to
Congress and the American

public,

who all have 3 right-

to-know the potantia

economic consequences of the President’s climag: change policies?

22. Didthe Adninistration review any privata sector ang)

pacis on the U.S. economy

P.02
Quyy
Wees 014

2 and dhen latar 1o deviate with confidence from

take at the Canferanee, why weren't thege aalyses made available 1o (‘\% P’
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- POLICIES WITHOUT ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Statereent of Prusident Clinten
Climats Chzaga Proposy)
October 1997

The Administration’s cho.atqi Fallore to Cogducr Economic Analysig,

142 Giventhe tignificant cconomic casts projectsd by private secior studies, why did the C%P‘
Adminiszation abanden a year and a balf-long effort to davalop cost estimatas of the President’s
Proposed policies to reduce greanhouse emissiens? In testimony before ke House Subcommittee

on Enetgy and Power on Tuly 15, 1997, tha Chair of the Couaei] of Economic Advisery, Dr. Ianet
Yellen, stated that Presidant Clintoa’s top priorty sines his first days in office “has beeg |
revitalizing the U, S, sconomy, creating jobs, and investing in psaple and iechnology ta enhance
long-term growth

the Adminiatration defend i1 Policy actions based oq the resules of C@%
human activities on the ¢limaate, yat nevertheless consider cconomic modelin 1 to be “fudle” (Dr. ‘

152 In testimony before the Houss Commerce Conmmitee in 1997, forme: Under Secretary of
Statz Timothy Wirth stared that ag interagency “econgmics team”™ wag formed to analyze tha

7 15b.  Plsase provide the following background information regarding that &oup: when C I[%
it was formed, the names of the partcipants and their agencies. the head of die tam, the scope of -
the group’s responsibilities, and o whom the Broup reportad, _

15c.  Pleate produca records of all Moatings of thll.p'oup and information on any C‘k‘k

warksliops conducted, Algo, Froduce all anafyses performad by the Eroup and provide al] records
of writtan or oral comments from other federal agencies on the teamn’s analyses and advice,

i
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== 20ctunt the globul implications of the way in which this igreement is squctured. Also, please
T raran yze and the following: -

]

24d.  With respact to aach scenario that {s analyzed, identify the assumptions used, @ﬁ%
lain any uncertaincies concerning the assumptions, and examine the sensitivity of net benefits ( .

/._. gt _\ th the different compliance strategies, using a nge of plausible assumptions ahout future
K® o -~ e-opomlc development and about fundamenta] climats processes;

/~\ | -~ 24e.  Evaluats the op;;gm.mity ©ost3 of pursuing the Administrazion’s strategy for the (%%
\\\&;:}‘Lgy batament of greenhouse &3s emissions under the teyms of the treaty; and _
e 24f.  Bvaluatc how the benefits and burdens ofeoxhplying with this treary would be
i - o distibuted on the narional and household levels, describing, among other things, the dispacate
\’M regional and industrial sector impacts, and the effects on ditferent income levels.

(}/\ 253 In evaluating sltemative scenarios, please examine the following:
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&";} \ 26. V.v’lzh TEspect (0 any analysis provided, please identify and explain the basis for
| \ | N assumptions used regm'd}ng tuch f,cmn 28 the rate of improvement jg energy cfficiency, the '
oL etfectiveness of market lncentives in Increasing the markst share of focls that emit Jegq cabon Q

and &anomi'c and demnographic growth. Also, explain fully any assumptions ag how en’xiuwm
reductions will be achieved, as for exampls, throagh the early retirement of eqa) Plaary or nuclear
plant lifs extensions.

e« N \i; In asscssing the impacts on the U.S. of complying with the Kyoto Targets and timetables,
O Pplease explain in dotail the potsndal effeety ou the fallowing indicators of economic C

D performance: gross domestic praduct (GDP), per capita GDP, unemployment, income and raa)
(/Xv)’ Wages, trade competitiveness, and energy prdcss,
"~ 29, Inassessing the benefits of cortiplying with the Kyoto treaty, pleass avaluats fully the Cq%
\oo ¢ potemtial offseding negative effects of eXempting daveloping countries and of “carbon lsakage,” \_/
L “& Also, if the economiss of developed countrisg experiance reductions 1n economic growth,
\<\AN evaluate the fmpact that this will have on the ability of emerging countrics with eXport markets to

R ransiticn to more energy cfficient technalagies.

30.  Prosident Clinton has suggested that the U.S. £couomy can continuc to grow under this : (F(
_ agrecment. Ploase indicate at what ras the Administration expects that the sconomy will ( %
Q continue to grow during the next ten to 20 years if the weaty is ratified and at what rate {tis nd
expected to grow if the treaty is not ratifled.

—_ 3. Have any of the cost/benefit analyses performed by the Administation or any agency (‘Z(/&
/7y been pectoreviewed? If so, please identity the reviewasg provide their comments on the analyses. \.
C)( If not, does the Administraiog Plan to do 507 Please describe fully the steps thar the

Administration plaps to take. '

32.  Please describe in deral] the strenghe and weaknesses of the methodalogy of any O(ﬂé(

~. J3. In connection with these cost-benefit analyses, ful}y explaia haw the basellna(s) against O\L/ék
@ which costs and benafits wers calculuted was determined. '
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348 Please Provide all records of writtan ot oral comments from other federa) igcncics ou CXé’
each of the coat/benafit aalyses that wers performed.

34b.  Please provida all recordy of commenty submitted by fedaral agencies on Dr. Janeg .
Yellen's draft testimony about the econamics of Kyoto for the hearing before the Houss
Commercs Committee on March 4, 1993, _

International Emissions Trading: Not a Panacas, . |
35.  Asapractical matter, until the Counfarencs of:me Parties makes all of the decisions that it WA/
Is empawersd to make under Article 17 of the Eyoto Protacol conceming tha agtablishment of 0
rules and procedures for intarnarional emissions trading, isn't it premasure for the Administration
ta forecsst definitively that tha agreemment would regult in, at most, modast enorgy price hikay?

from Congpress and the public in developing negotiating positicns for Buenos Aires on rules and
proceduses for an intemational amissinng T2diny syatem and for obtaining joint implementation
project crodit, including the (lean Development Mechanism? :

373.  Why does the Administration balieve itcan obtain meaningul partdcipadon by @aﬂy

Brazil, and South Korea and what indications of potent{al meaningful partcipation has the

prompt this optimism? a/@
37b.  In particular, what are the steps being taken with respact to China, India, Mexico, 41 —
Administration reccived from these countries? ) 0

37¢.  Which countries does the AdminisTation considar “key,” in asguring that 6
“meaningful participation” s secured? '

38.  Why does the Administration maintain that the U_ §. xid rain progrum expericnce

“clearly demonstrates how programs like intamaricnal parmit trading, Joint implementation and

the Clean Development Mechanism will lead firms @ find cheaper ways of reducing emissicns C

O 900 0 OO
|
|
E:
?
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395. Pleasa Provide and doc » .
° UIment sstiemans ¥
reductions that might bave to be purchaged mr " other °f the percentage of U.S. emisgions C/q\
reducing emissions and which countries likely wonld be the beg fici
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March 2, 1998
BY PACRIMILE
The Honorabls Franklin D. Raincs
Ditector
Office of Management and Budget

Washingtan, D.C.. 20303

The Honorable Kathleen A. McUinty
Chair

Council on Environmental Quality
Washington, D.C. 20502

Desr Director Raines and Chair McQinty:

The Subcommittee on National Eeonomic Orawth, Natura} Resouroes, and Regulatoty
AfTaics is condusting oversight of the White 1lousc fnitiative on Qlobal Climaete Change.

Pursusnt © the Constinnion and Rules X and XI of the United States House of
Representatives, please provids the Subcommittee with detailed information in response to the
antached questions regarding the budget and performance measures for this initiative,-Please
rostaws vach guestion before the suncsponding answer. . //‘\

Please contact Subcommittes SWfY Director Mildred Webber at 2254407 if you have any
questions about this request. Plesge pravide this information not later than 12 noon, March 24,
1998 w the Subcommirtee in Room B-377 Raybum. i

!
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Thank you in advance for your attention to this request,

Sincerely,

Q,,MQ M ity

David M. Mclatosh

Chairman '

Subcommittee on Natioaal Economic Grouwth,
Natural Resources, and Regulatory Affairs

¢¢:  The Honomble Dan Bunon
The Honorable Bamard Sanders

Enclosure
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Questions on the White House Initiative on Global Climats Change

1. Ploase provide a table with Fiscal Year (FY) 89 - FY 99 historical budget authonity, on an
agency-by-agency basis. for the various components of the President’s “f_hmm Change
Technology {nitiativo," including the previous “Climatc Change Action Progeam/Plan™ and any
other new or previously authorized Rescarch and Development (R&D) bercln (except for the
U.8. Global Change Research Program included in Question 2 below). For cach component,
please indicate each specific budget account and a brief description of the program.

3 . For FY 93 and FY 98, pleace expiain why the details in Table S-10 do not eqml the totals
PR in Table 6

«  ForFY 97, please expluin the difference between the published figures in the Budget of
W& the United Statas Governuncod Fiscal Yoat 1998 (estimated $18) million) wnd the Budger

afthe United States Government Fiscal Year 1999 (actual $743 million), in¢luding any
reprogramming from other budget accounts,

@ . For FY 99, pleass expluin why the published ﬂgum (the requested funding for key
oW sectors) ln Table 6-3 of the Rudgct of the United Sistes Govemment Fizcal Year 1999

nouquulthﬂoul

' In Section 2 ("Programmati¢ Dctafls™) of QMB's Fcbrwy 2, 1995 handoyt, “Climate
Change Technology Initiative - 1999 Budget Briefing Materials,” plesse provide the
following information associsted with each paragraph description: each affected agency

“‘@ ard, for eash sgency, the esscciated funding in FY 97, FY 98, aad FY 99. Also, for cach
ov, paragraph, and for each agency, pleass provide evidance of any sceomplishments from
QOV the FY 97 funding. Laatly, for cach puragraph, and for each agency, picasc indicate any
(‘:2?" program performanca measures for the requested fuading aad, for each such measure,
\I‘D L pleass provide annus! data for the most recent three-year period (or which data are
W avnllabla,

2. Pleass provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historicel budget authority, on an agency-by-
agency basis, for the various components of the “U.S, Clobal Change Research Program™ which

wers ot are devoied exclusively 1o climats change R&D. For each camponent, pleasc indicate
cach spesific budges account and & bricl description of the program.

. For FY 93 actual figures for the “U.S. Global Change Research Program,” please explain
the differences amang the published figures in the Budeet of tha United Status
N\?’ Qavermment Fiscal Year 1996 ($153 | million), the Budget of the United States
] Qoynnmsot Fiscal Xsar 1997 (31319 million), and the Budgat ofthe Lnited Siates Fiscal
Yaar 1998 ($1464 million), including any reprogramming from other budget accounts.
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”@ . For FY 93 and FY 96, pleese explain why the detalls in Table 7-Z do not equal the totals
0 i Table 6-2 of the Budgat of the Unitad Statos Govoeament Fiscal Yoar 1996,
. For each agency with funding in FY ¥7, please provide evidence of any accomplishmems
—i} from the FY 97 funding. Also, fot cach agency requesting funding in FY 99, please ’
.’g" o indicate any program performance measures for the tequested funding and, for cach such
) \Q\" moaswe, please provide annusl data for the most recent threc-year period for which duta
&re available.

3. Please provide a table with FY #9 - FY 99 historical budget authority. on an agency-by-
agency basia, for any other camponeats of the Administration's climate change peogram (l.e., in
\N\% addition to those Included il anawer 1 queatious 1 aud 2). Fur ewch suwpoucul, pleuss linticae
b each specific budget account and 8 bricf description of the program.

4. Sloce the Governmanswide Performancs Plan for FY 1999 does not include any performance
_ measures for the Administration’s Climate Change proposal, plesse fdentify all governmentswide

|

" and agoncy-specifio performence measures for the Adminlstration’s Cliraste Changa proposal,
4)) including deta for at least FY 97, FY 98, and FY 99.

PR The Performance Plsn in DOE's FY 99 Budget submission includes gosle of teducing ges
909 emissions by S percent in 2010 and reducing encrgy consumption by 25 percent in 2010.
Pleasc provide atleast FY 97, FY 98, and FY 99 data ot gas emissions and energy
consumpton to meet these goals.

g??‘ . EPA's FY 99 Budget includes goals of reducing smissfons by 40 million metric tons and

reducing energy consumption by 45 billion kilowens. Please provide at least FY 97, FY
98, and FY 99 data an gas emissions aad energy consumption to mest these goals.

,\g’??‘ ] Pleass explain whether and how DOE's and EPA’s jmfonmncc measurcs overlap =-i.¢.,
whather they rclate to reductions made by only that agency’s programs or by all sagencics’
programs in tho aggrogese.
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INDEPENGENT
March 11, 1998

BY FACSIMILE

The Honorable Gene B. Sperling
Assistant to the President for Economic

Policy, National Ecanomic Council
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Sperling:

The Subcommitice on National Economic Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory
Affairs is conducting oversight of the White House Iniliative on Global Climate Change.

Pursuant to the Constitution and Rules X and XI of the United States House of
Representatives, please provide the Subcommittee with detailed information in response to the
attached questions regarding the budget, pecformance measures, legislation, regulations, and
analyses for this initiative. Please restate each question before the corresponding answer.

Please contact Subcommittee Staff Director Mil;lrcd Webber at 225-4407 if you have any
questions about this request. Please provide this information not later than 12 noon, March 31,
1998 to the Subcommittee in Room B-377 Rayburn. :

Thank you in advance for your attention to this request.

Sincerely,

@w& M, M

David M. McIntosh

Chairman

Subcommittee on National Economic Growth,
Natura]l Resources, and Regulatory AfTairs

ce: The Honorable Dan Burton
The Honorable John Tiemey

Enclosure
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Questions for Each Agency with Any Climate Change Funding

1. Please provide a table with Fiscal Year (FY) 89 - FY 99 historical budget authority for your
agency for the various components of the President’s “Climatce Change Technology Initiative,”
including the previous “Climate Change Action Program/Plan” and any other new or previously
authorized Research and Development (R&D) herein (except for the U.S. Global Change
Research Program included in Question 3 below). For each component, plcase indicate each
specific budget account, the specific legislative authority (including the specific statutc, the
section citation, and the language of the section) for the program, and a brief description of the
program. '

2. In Section 2 ("Programmatic Details") of OMB'’s February 2, 1998 handout, "Climate Change
Technology Initiative - 1999 Budget Briefing Materials,” plcase provide the following
information associated with each paragraph description in which your agency has been funded or
is requesting funding: the associated funding in FY 97, FY 98, and FY 99. Also, for each
paragraph, for the requested funding in FY 99, please provide evidence of any accomplishments
from the FY 93 - FY 97 funding, if any. Lastly, for each paragraph, please indicate any program
performance measures for the requested funding, and, for each such measure, please provide data

for the 1990 base year and annual data for the most recent three-year peried for which data are
available.

3. Please provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historical budget authority for your agency for the
various components of the “U.S. Global Change Research Program™ which were or are devoted
exclusively to climate change R&D. For each component, please indicate each specific budgct
account, the specitic legislative authority for the program (including thc specific statute, the
section citation, and the language of the seclion), and a brief description of the program.

. If funded in any of FY 93 - FY 97, please provide evidence of any accomplishments from
these dollars. Also, for requested funding in FY 99, please indicate any program
pcrformance measures for the requested funding, and, for each such measure, please
provide data for the 1990 basc year and annual data for the most recent three-year period
for which data are availablc.

. 4, Please provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historical budgct authority for your agency for any
other components of the Administration's climate change program (i.e., in addition to those
included in answer to questions 1 and 2). For each component, please indicate each specific
budget account, the specific legislative authority for the program (including the specific statute,
the section citation, and the language of the section), and a brief description of the program.

5. For the FY 99 request, please provide a table showing what part is funding to continue
initiatives funded in FY 98 or prior years and what part is brand new activity. For each
component, please indicate each specific budget account, the specific legislative authority for the
program (including the specific statute, the section citation, and the language of the section), and
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a baef description of the program. For each brand new activity, plcase indicatc expected
requested funding annually through FY 03. '

6. Please identify the full set of your agency-specific performance measures for the
Administration’s Climate Change proposal (besides those indicated in responsc to qQuestions 2
and 3), including data for at least the 1990 base ycar, FY 97, FY 98, and FY 99, Also, please

O identify how any of your agency-specific measures (including those in response to questions 2
and 3) relate to those for any other Federal agency. Lastly, please describe any interagency
efforts to identify and rclate the entire set of climate change performance measures, including
which agencies are involved and the names of the agency represcntatives,

7. Please providc a table for FY 93 - FY 97 identifying all assistance (including grants,
cooperative agreements, and other transactions) and contract awards to noa-profit and for
organizations for any climate change activity, including the date, amount of the award, name of
the organization, purpose of the award, and a summary of any result(s) from the award. Please
provide a copy of any final report from these awards.

-profit

8. Since January 1993, has your agency participaled in any interagency effort(s) relating to
climate change in any of the following areas: (a) review of current legislation and/or the need foc
any new legislation; (b) review of current rules, any needed revisions to current rules, and/or any
“,  needed ncw rules; (c) production or review of any environmental data and/or analyses: (d
i N _t production or review of any cost-benefit data or analyscs; and/or (¢) production or review of any
“_-“\ economic data and/or economic analyses? If so, please idcntify the interagency effort, its
membcer agencies, its membership not only from your agency but also from other Federal

agencies and/or any non-Federal parties, all drafts and analyses from the effort(s), and any
comments from your agency on any drafts. .

9. Sincc January 1993, has your agency either prepared or reviewed any enviroomental, cost-
benefit, and/or economic data and analyses relating to the White House Initiative on Global

Climate Change? If so, please provide a copy of all data, analyses, and any comments by your
agency.

10. Did your agency comment on any of the draft testimony on climate change by
5 Administration witnesses since the President’s 1998 State-of-the-Union address (including, but
—),) not limitcd to, testimony by CEA Chair Janet Yellen on the Economics of the Kyoto Protocol
before the House Commerce Committee)? If so, plcasc provide a copy of the draft testimony and
any comments by your agency. -
—_— T

11. Has your agency suggestcd any alternative policy options for climate change? If so, pleasc
provide a copy of all drafts and supporting analyses and any comments from other Federal
agencies on your alternatives.
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12. Does your agency plan to revise any existing legislation or propase any new legislation
relating o climate change (including legislation that will have the effect of reducing greenhouse
gas cmissions whether or not that is the intended purpose of the legislation)? If so, please
identify and describe all such initiatives, including a timetable for their development and
submission to Congress. Also provide any and all legal and policy analyses regarding the
applicability and availability of existing legislation to implement the Kyoto Protocol and any
comments from other Federal agencies on the analyses.

13. Does your agency plan (o revise any existing rules or propose any ncw rules relating to
climate change (including regulatory actions that will have the effect of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions whether or not that is the intended purpose of the regulatory action)? If so, plcasc
identify and describe all such initiatives, including any cost-benefit analysis, and a timetable for
their development and promulgation. Also, provide any and all analyses that were prepared or
considered of the cumulative effects on the U. S. economy and/or energy system of all or any

combination of regulations that were issued since 1992, that were proposed, and that are being
developed that have or will have such effects.

14. Has your agency participated in discussions or revicwed any documents relating to

international emissions trading, joint implementation, and/or the Clean Development

Mechanism? If so, please provide a copy of all drafts and any comment provxdcd by your
agency.
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1. Whea a request calls for the production of records, the Subcomumittes requests all
responsive records that are in the agency’s possession, custody, or control through the date of the
final submission of records (0 the Subcommittee, unless the request clearly states that the
Subcommittee is only interested in records received during a particular time period.

2. Please sequentially number all records that you produce to the Subcommittee, and
indicate the source of any record if the source is not accurately reflected on the record itself,

Please submit all records on single-sided paper and submit an inventory of records produced if
the volume is mare than 100 pages.

3. To the extent practicable, please organize the records or ducuments in tabbed binders or
folders that indicate which records are responsive to which requests for information.

4. For the purposes of this and related requests in the future, the “record” or “records” shall
include any and all drafts, originals, and non-identical copies of any item whether written, typed,
printed, elcctronically recorded, transcribed, punched, or taped, however produced or reproduced
and includes but is not limited to any writing, transcription, or recording, produced or stored in
any fashion, including any and all computer cntries, memoranda, notes, talking poiats, letters,
journal entries, reports, studies, calendars, manuals, press releases, opinions, documents,
analyscs, mcssages, summaries, bulletins, e-mail messages (in hard copy and clcctronic forms),
disks, the text of any alphanumeric messages or other electronic paging devices, briefing
materials, cover sheets or routing cover sheets and any other machine readable material of any
sort whether prepared by current or former officers and employees, agents, consultants or by any

non-employee without limitation. “Record” or “records” shall also include redacted and
unredacted versions of the same record.

b4
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March | 1, 1998
The Honorable Roberr E. Rubip
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Washington, D.C. 20229
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Please contact Subcommittes Staff Director Mildred Webber at 225-44|07 if you have any

questions about this fequest.. Please provide this information not [ater thag 12
1998 to.the Subcommittee jn Room B-3 77 Raybyrn,

Thank you in advance for your attczitiun 10 this request.
S Sincerely,
) .

David M. McIntosh
s Chairman

lnoon, March 31,
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ngstions for Each Agency with Any Climate Change _Fundiﬁg

{ -
L. Plcase provide a table with Fiscal Year TY) 89- FY 99 Kistoricay budget authority fur your
agency for the various components of the President’s “Climatc Change Technolagy Initiative,”
including the previoys “Climate Change Actlon Program/Plan” and any other new of previously
authorized Research and Development (R&D) herein (except for the U S, Global Change
Research Program included in Question 3 below). For each component, Please indicate each

is requesting funding: the associated funding in FY 97,FY 98, and FY 99, ‘Also, for each
paragraph, for the requesled funding in Fy 99, please provide evidence of any accomplishments
fumthe FY 93 - Fy 97 funding, if any. Lastly, for cach Paragraph, please indicale any program
performance measures for the requested funding, and, for each Such measure, please provide data
for the 1990 base year and annual data for the most recent three-year period fir which data are

account, the specific [egislarive authority for the program (including the specific statute, the
section citation, and the language of the section), and a brief descriprioq of the program.

. If funded in aﬁy of FY 93 - FY 97, please Provide evidence of auy'adégimplishmcnts from

¢ mr———
- —————
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6. Plcase identify the fu)] set of your agency-specific perfonmance measyres for the
Administration's Climate Change Pruposal (besides those indicated i fesponse to questiony 2

the Organization, purpose of the award, and 3 Surnmary of any resull(s) fiom the award. Please
provide a copy of any final report from these awards,

8. Sincc January 1993, has your agencey participared i any interagency effort(s) relating 1o

climate change in any of the following areas: (a) review of curren; legislation and/or the need for }
amy new legislution; (b) review of cwrrent rules, any needed revisinns 1o current rules, and/or any ‘
needed gew rules; (c) Production or review of any eavironmental datg and/or analyses; (d .
Production or review of any cost-benefit datg or analyscs; and/ar (¢) production or rcview of aaqy ';
sConomic daty and/or economic analyscs? If 50, please identify the interagency effort, its ‘
member agencies, its membership not only from your agency but also from other Federa)
agencies and/or any non-Federa| parties, all drafrs ang analyses from the effori(s), and any

v comments from your agency on any drafts,

Administratjon witnesses since the President’s 1993 State-of-the-Unign addrcss (including, but
hot limited to, testimony by CEA Chair Janet Yellen on the Economics of the Kyoto Protocol

before the Hoyse Commerce Commitiee)? [f $9, plcase provide a copy of the draft testimony and
any comments by your agency,

9
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3 To the exten, Practicable, please orgagize the recordsy op documents iy tabbed binders or
folders tha indicare which records are respansive o which requests for informatiyn,

Journal eatries, reports, Studies, calendars, manuals, pregs releages, Opinions, documgnls,
anajysey, messages, summariey, bulleting, e-maij me3sages (in hard copy ang electronic forms),
disks, the text of any alphamuperic messages or other clectronie paging devices, briefing
materfals, cover sheets Or routing cover sheets and any other machinc readable mateci} of any
sort whether Prepared by curreng or former officers and employees, agents, consultangs or by any
non-employee without limitation. “Recorg~ or “records” shal] ajsq include redaeteq and
uoredacted versians of the same record.
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February 26, 1998

The Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty
Chair

Council on Environmental Quality
Room 360

Old Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Ms. McGinty:

I wish t0 express my sincere appreciation for your testimony during the February 4, 1998 Committee on
Science “The Road from Kyoto—Part 1: Where Are We, Where Are We Going, and How Do We Get
There?" hearing.

Enclosed arc additional questions from Members of the Committee, as well as a copy of the hearing
transcript. Your responses will be published as part of the official record of the hearing. In addition to a
hard copy of your answers, the Comumnirtee requires an additional copy, including any supporting
graphs or charts, saved on a DOS formatted 3.5 inch diskette, in either Word Perfect, Word or ASCII
text. Please send your responscs to Ms, Sarah Monahan of the Committce staff. If you prefer, you

may E-mail your responses to sarah.moaahan(@mail house. gov. .
I'would appreciate receiving your responses to the enclosed quesfions by Thursday, March 19, 1995

Also enclosed is a copy of the verbatim transcript for your review. The Committee’s rule pertaining to the
printing of transcripts is as follows:

The transcripts... shall be published in verbatin form, with the material requested for
the record, as appropriate. Any requests to correct any errors, other than
transcriprion. shatl be appended to the record, and the appropriate place where the
change is requested will be foomared. :

The complete revisions to the transcripts submitted for the record must be received by Thursday, March 12,

- 1998, and should be sent to Ms. Sarah Monahan, Subcommittee on Energy and Environment, H2-389 Ford

- House Office Building, Washington, DC 20515. If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Monahan at
(202) 225-9662.
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The Honombl; Kathleen A. McGinty
February 26, 1998
Page two

Thaok you again for making this hearing successful. Oncs the transcript has bec completed and published,
a copy will be forwarded to you.

Sincerely, ; : :

F. JAMES
Chairman

FIS:blw

.03
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COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Hearing
on

The Road from Kyoto—Part 1:

“Hhere Are We, Where Are We Going, and How Do We Get There?

Wednesday, February 4, 1998

Past-Hearing Questions
Submitted to

The Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty
Chair
Council on Envirgnmg¢ntal Quality

Post- ring Questions Submitted by Chairm ensenbrenner

f 1897 Tempe tigtic

1. On page 1 of your written testimony, you state: (l)g\(

“Based on extensive ground-based measurements, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) — our lead national agency for collecting weather statistics —

reported that 1997 was the warmest year based on records that date back over a century.

While the temperature in any one year cannot prove or disprove anything about global
warming, this year’s statistics, further confirmed by two other sources of information
about global surface temperatures (the Goddard Institute for Space Studies/INASA and the
researchers at East Anglia University in the UK.), follow a clearly emerging pattern. The
nine warmest years of the century have occurred in the past 11 years.”

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

Please provide a copy of NOAA report and accompanying data/statistics referred
to in your statement above,

Please provide a copy of the Goddard Institute for Space Studies/NASA
confirmation and accompanying data/statistics referred to in your statement above.

Please provide a copy of the East Anglia University confirmation and
accompanying data/statistics referred to in your statement above.

Please document your statement that “The nine warmest years of the century have
occurred in the past 11 years.”

.04
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Wednesday, Ecbrua.ry 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Qumom Subrmtted to the Honorabl: Kath.lccn A. Mchty
Page 2 of 15

Tempera crd' Land- \Y atellite Data | 0%16

2. Your testimony refers to the recent announcement that 1997 was the warmest year in the
temperature record. However, the land-based temperature data do no comport with
satellite data, which show a slight cooling trends (-0.05°C per decade) over the last 19
years. In fact, 1997 was the 8" coolest year in the satellite record, just slightly less than
the 19-year average. How do you explain the discrepancy between these twa data sets?

ancet Study on Particulate Matter- th Impacts of Gree ‘Mitigati

d Reduction | nd Greenhouse Gas Emissions Doe to EPA’s Recently Promyl
Particulate Standard :

3. On page 2 of your written testimony, you state: . 08707 / 6?%4 . f‘ _

“A second development relates to a study published in November in the medical
journal Lancet. Most studies have examined the impacts of climate change on human
health in terms of increased fatalities due to heat stress or the spread of infectious diseases.
While by themselves, these areas represent considerable human health risks, this new study
‘by the Working Group on Public Health and Fossil Fuel Combustion looked at the short-
term impacts on mortality from air-bome particulate matter assuming no changes in
estimates of energy use from fossil fuels. The analysis found that an estimated 8 million
deaths globally due to exposure to fine particulates could be avoided between 2000 and
2020 if substantial steps were taken to limit greenhouse gas emissions from burning fossil
fuels. In the United States alone, the study reports that thousands of deaths annually
| could be avoided dunng the 2000-2020 period. This study presents an important near- -
‘ term benefit from actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that must be considered in
‘_ addition to the long-term benefits of avoiding climatic disruptions. EPA’s recently
: promulgated fine particulate standard begins to address this public health concemn and
\ should result in both some reductions in greenhouse gas emissions along with reducing the
| number of deaths associated with expasure to fine particulates.”

3.1  Please providc a copy of The Lancet article referred to above.

K R

32 Whatlevel of reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and in the number of deaths

N associsted with exposure to fine particles will result from EPA’s recently

f 4 promulgated fine particulate standard. begins to address this public health concern

: K_/\‘%\ and should result in both some reductions in greenhouse gas emissions along with
i \ reducing the number of deaths associated with exposure to fine particles.”

| - ) 33 Please document the figures provided in the response to question 3.2 above.
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Wednesday, February 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submitted to thc Honorable Kath]ccn A. McGinty
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The Kyoto Protocal and the Rate of Increase of the Build-Up of Greenhouse Gases in the
sphere and t rresponding Temperature Ch

4. On page 2 of your written testimony, you also state: OCJ/(O

“Although the agreement reached in Kyoto will not reverse the build-up .of .

greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, it will begin slowing the rate of increase.”

u
Deve

5. On page 2 of your written testimony, you also state:

in

How much will the Kyoto.Protocol slow the rate of increase of the build-up of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere? '

What is the estimate of the atmospheric concentrations of each of the six

greenhouse gases in each of the years 2050 and 2100, and what is the estimate of

the corresponding warming due to those increased concentrations in the absence of
the Kyoto Protocol?

What is the estimate of the atmospheric concentrations of each of the six
greenhouse gases in each of the years 2050 and 2100, and what is the estimate of
the corresponding warming due to those increased concentrations if the terms of
the Kyoto Protocol are met?

h _Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for atification and “Meaningful Participation b
n - r* #'

“The President has made it clear that he does not intend to send the Kyato

Pratocol to the Senate for ratification until we have achieved meaningful participation by
key developing countries.”

5.1

5.2

5.3

Which developing nations are “key?”

What does “meaningful participation™ mean and what will the United States seek
from developing countries? Please be specific about the kinds of limitations,
reductions, or other obligations that the United States will be seckmg in
negotiations and discussions.

Please explain all of the considerations that bear on the issue of when the President
will submit the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratification.

Al

.08
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Wednesday, February 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submitted to the Honomhlc Ka.thlccn A. Mchty
Page 4 of 15 -

I
( 54 Before the President submits the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratxﬁcauon, do

“key” developing countries have to make legally bmdmg, quantitative
commitments to limit the growth of their greenhouse gas emissions, and if so,
which countries would have to make such commitments?

5.5  Whatever it is that “key” developing countries have to do before the President
submits the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratification, will it satisfy the
Administration’s requirement if it is done by means of a bilateral or multilateral
agreement with the United- States that is not in the form of a new protocol or an
amendment to the Convention or to the Kyoto Protocol?

£th Protocal 5 | ﬁ;é:/‘LQ/

Will the President, or the Vice President, or another person with the authority to do 50
sign the Kyoto Protocol as it currently exists and if so, when the signing take place?

If your answer to question 6 above is not definitive, please explain all of the considerations
that bear on the issuc of whether or when the President, or the Vice President, or another
person with the authority to da so will sign the Kyoto Protocal.

ctions reenhouse Gas Emission Requi the Kyoto Prot missions Tradin

On page 3 of your written testimony, you state: . C@ﬂ’

“Ultimately, the U.S. agreed to a target of a 7% reduction from baseline levels.

Given the changes in the definition of the baseline for the three long-lived chemical —

compounds (FHFCs, PFCs and SF6) from 1990 to 1995 combined with a change in the way
sinks are accounted for in the baseline, the actual reduction required in the U.S. is no more
than 2-3% more than the President originally proposed as the U.S. negotiating position.”

Please provide a detailed calculation, including a listing of all assumptions that verifies
your statement that “the actual reduction required in the U.S. is no more than 2-3% more
than the President originally proposed as the U.S. negatiating position.”

What is the actual reduction in emissions within‘the borders of the United States would
have to be to meet the U.S. obligation as outlined in the treaty and what data uncertaintics
still exist with respect to calculating this number?

.07
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10.

I

1L

1

12

e it

ati

tional Emission ing and the Costs of K Protocol Complian Epjg
!

Article 6.1(d) of the Kyota Protocol states that “The acquisition of emission reduction

units shall be supplemental to domestic actions for the purposed of meeting the
commitments under Article 3 [of the Protocel]”

.08

10.1 What does this mean? %(WQQ/

10.2  Since Russia and the Ukraine will be substantially below their emission targets in

the Pratocol, they can sell large amounts of emissions credits. Why should the
American public be willing to underwrite the transfer of what could be billions of

dollars to those nations so the United States could reach its emissions reduction
targets?

10.3  What is the Administration assuming about the proportion of our reductions that

can be met through these means, and what is the limit acceptable w1thm the terms
of the Protocol?

On page 4 of your written testimony, you state: C%,{O '

“A number of studies have suggested that the costs of compliance can be significantly
reduced if flexible implementation is permitted.”

Please provide for the record a copy of each of the studies referred to in your statcmcnt”

evelopme nism ﬂ( /g/'ﬁ/)ﬂ

On page 4 of your written testimony, you also state: D,

“Clean Development Mechanism: Under this innovative provision, developed

~ countries will be able to use certified reductions from project activities in developing

countries to contribute to ‘compliance with greenhouse gas reduction targets. This
provides both a mechanism to secure low cost reductions throughout the world and a
powerful economic incentive to lead developing countries toward more climate-friendly
technologies. This represents an important avenue for developing country actions to
reduce emissions in cooperation with U.S. private sector firms that have the technology,
resources and know-how to make such reductions in ways that save energy, reduce
emissions and improve performance. This provision effectively embodies the U.S.
proposal for joint implementation with credit for activities in developing countries. It also
provides, again at U.S. insistence, an incentive for early action by permitting credit for
reductions that occur beginning in the year 2000.”
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13.

12.1

jon fro

On page 4 of your written testimony, you also state: % é Z

Article 12 of the Kyoto Protocol, which establishes the Clean Development
Mechanism, appears to have potential for creating a huge bureaucracy inserted

between the investing and the recipient countries. Why did the Administration

agree to such an arrangement?

Why is there a need for such an institutional mecharusm for joint implementation

(I1) projects?
Under the Kyoto Protocol, what would be the status of existing and pending
bilateral JI projects promoted by the U.S. Initiative on Joint Implementation? '

What is the Administration’s position on JI going into the November 1998

negotiations with respect to how this Clean Development Mechanism should
work? _

What criteria would you expect for projects that qualify for Clean Development
Mechanism financing?

How would emissions credits under the Clean Development Mechanism be
allocated to contributing/investing countries or entities?

Isn’t Clean Development Mechanism another form of foreign assistance by another
name, only funded by the private sector, and if not, why not?

“Emissions from the Military: The U. S. obtained agreement on its proposal for an

exemption for emissions from multilateral operations pursiant to the United Nations
charter. This decision will ensure that nations do not hold back from participating in

humamtanan, peacekeeping and other operations due to concerns about grecnhouse gas
emissions.”

13.1

13.2

Please cite the specific text of the Kyoto Protocol that provides such an
exemption.

Are unilateral operations subject to the terms of the Kyoto Protocol? If your

answer is no, please cite the specific Protocal text that provides that unilateral
operations are not subject to the Protocol.

-Q09
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\133 To be more specific, if the Kyoto Protocol was in force would unilateral military

/ 5 v action by the United States against Iraq be subject to its terms? If your answer is

@ . no, please cite the specific Protocol text that provides that unilateral military action
= | by the United States against [raq would not be subject to the Protccol.

|

13.4  If unilateral military action were subject to the terms of the Kyoto Protocol, what
: would be the national security implications?

13.5  Will domestic emissions from military training exercises be counted against the

: U.S., and if so, what are the implications for our military readiness?

{13.6  Concerning U.S. troops stationed overseas, will emissions from training and

\ operations be counted against the host country or the U.S.? And if the host
country, does that mean that U.S. troops overseas will be subjected to greater
control by the host country, and how will this affect readiness? ’

resident’s FY 1999 Budget Tax Credits for Hi ient Vehicle
3
14.  On page 5 of your written testimony, you state: /ﬁ 4

(\ \l “Tax credits for highly fuel efficient vehicles: This credit would be $4,000 for each vehicle
[

that gets three times the base fuel economy for its class beginning in 2003. A credit of

$3,000 would be available beginning in 2000 for vehicles that get double the base fuel

economy for its class. These credits would be available to jump start these markets and
\ would be phased out over time.”

Please specify—by year—the greenhouse gas reductions expected to be achieved through
the application of the tax credit for highly fuel efficient vehicles.

ident’ Yi999 Budget T redits for Energy Effjci ipment /l)ﬂ

. . e
15.  Onpage 5 of your written testimony, you also state: ) ( 27 O

“Tax credits for energy efficient equipment: These credits (all of which are subject to
caps) would include a 20% credit (subject to a cap) for purchasing certain types of highly
’ efficient building equipment, a 15% credit for the purchase of solar rooftop systems, and a
10% credit for the purchase of highly efficient combined heat and power systems.”

~ Please specify—by year and by tax credit—the greenhouse gas reductions expected to be
achieved through the application of the tax credits for energy efficient equipment.
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President’s FY 1999 Budget Proposal for Two New Partnerships for Heavy Trucks and nght .

16.

18.

inc Vehicles

Cv- |
0% (- (/""9/
On page 5 of your written testimony, you also state: L4 :

“Two new partnerships are proposed for heavy trucks and light trucks, including sport- _

utility vehicles.”
Please describe these two new -partnerships in detail, mcludmg funding, duratxon,
partmpants and cost-sharing requirements.

Fuel Eﬁg.j;m Vehicles . e [j@ a) , %

17.

On page 6 of your written testimony, you state:

~ “Fuel Efficient Vehicles: At the recent automobile show in Detroit, General Motors (GM)

announced .four passenger hybrid electric and fuel cell vehicles that can achieve fuel
efficiency of up to 80 miles per gallon — production prototypes of which could be
available in 2001 and 2004, Ford also unveiled a prototype of a mid-size high efficiency
sedan that achieves 63 miles per gallon using an advanced diesel engine. Ford also plans
to develop hybrid electric and fuel cell versions of this protatype. Chrysler unveiled its
full-size experimental hybrid electric vehicle with a projected 70 miles per gallon fuel
economy. These technological advances were made possible through the efforts of the

’ Partncrshxp for 2 New Generation of Vehicles between the Administration, U.S. auto

companies, and their supphers

Please document your statement that “These technological advances were made possible
through the efforts of the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles between the
Administration, U.S. auto companies, and their suppliers.”

Air lenge

* On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state: b D g

“Compressed Air Challenge: Air compressors represents about 3% of total industrial
electricity use and 1% of total U.S. electricity consumption. In mid-January, DOE and
major equipment manufacturers announced a new agreement aimed at significantly
enhancing efficiency in this sector. Under the agreement, changes in equipment and
operating pracnccs are anticipated to reduce energy use in this category by 10% by 2010

" at a cost savings of $150 million per year while reducmg greenhouse gases by 700,000

metric tones of carbon.”

(&
N

\
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‘Wednesday, Fcbruary 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submitted to the Honorable Karhlccn A. Mchty . _
Pagc 9of 15

18.1  Please provide a listing of the participants of the Compressed Air Challeng?.

18.2  Please provide the FY 1998 and prapaosed FY 1999 funding for the Compressed
Air Challenge. :

18.3  Please document your statement that “Under the agreement, changes in equipment
and operating practices are anticipated to reduce energy use in this category by |
10% by 2010 at a cost savings of $150 million per.year wh:le reducing greenhouse
gases by 700,000 metric tones of carbon.”

lar nin . f
19.  On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state: [‘ z Q

“BP Solar Opening: Last Friday, BP Solar opened its first manufacturing plant in the
United States. Located outside San Francisco, the Vice President flipped a switch to start
the plant. This facility will produce a new generation of thin film photovoltaic cells.
Spurred by DOE’s recently announced Million Solar Roof Initiative, planned plant
expansions and openings by other solar cell manufacturers, as well as the President’s .
budget request for enhanced funding for rencwable technologxes demonstrate that efforts |
to increase market penetration based on harnessing the sun’s energy are now ma.kmg
SIgmﬁcant advances. In fact, the Vice President was able to announce that the private

/ c
e
partners in the Million Solar Roofs Initiative have already announced plans for well over| \)\
half the solar panels needed to get to our goal--a full ten years early.” k
— 19.1 Why did the Vice President “flip the switch” to start a forexgn-owned

manufacturing plant? Has the Vice President ever “flipped the switch” to start a
domestic-owned manufacturing plant? .
19.2 Please provide documentation for your statement that “the private partners in the
Million Solar Roofs Initiative have already announced plans for well over half the
solar panels needed to get to our goal--a full ten years early.”
19.3  If indeed “the private partners in the Million Solar Roofs I[nitiative have already
announced plans for well over half the solar panels needed to get to our goal—a
full ten years early” in the absence of taxpayer subsidies, then why is the
Administration proposing that taxpayers now subsidize that effort?
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20.  On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state: |

“YCR/TV Energy Star Program: TV and VCRs represent one of the fastest growing
sources of electricity demand. Consumers spend over $1 billion annually to power VCRs

and TVS that are switched off In early January the Vice President announced a

pathbreaking partnership between EPA and the major manufacturers of these electronic

goods. The program is quite ambitious with a goal of achieving up to a 70% reductionin

energy use when the equipment is tumed off without sacrificing product quality, utility or
increasing costs. The average household could cut its energy bills by 30% or $400 per
year by switching to the full line of Energy Star products.”

20.1 Please identify the TV and VCR manufacturers participating in this partnership.

' .20.2 Please document the statement that “The average household could cut its energy
bills by 30% or $400 per year by switching to the full line of Energy Star

products.”
injsteation’ nomic_Analysi Impact of t Reached i
21.  Finally, on page 6 of your written testimony, you state: C%

“The Administration is working on a more detailed economic analysis of the impact of the

targets reached in Kyoto. Council of Economic Advisers Chair Janet Yellen will be .

prepared to discuss the analysis at a hearing next week before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.” '

Please provide a copy of that “more detailed economic analysis” for the record.
Administration Plans for Legislation and Regulations | 1Y {5{ e

22. - In the President’s State of the Union Address and in the Budget he submitted to the

Congress on February 2, there were provisions for federal reseafch and development

expenditures and for certain tax incentives for the purpose of reducing U.S. greenhouse
gas emissions. . :

22.1 What is the reason the President has made those proposals prior to his signing the

Kyoto Protocol and prior to his submitting the Protocol to the Senate for its advice -

and consent?
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22.2 Is the Administration contemplating submitting to Congress any other lcgislativé
proposals, or is it contemplating propasing any new or amended regulations, any
of which are intended to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, prior to the

President’s signing the Kyoto Protocol and submitting it to the Senate for its

advice and consent? If 30, please describe the substance of any such legislative or
regulatory proposals that are being contemplated?

23.  Has any Departinent or agency of the Executive Branch, or any interagency body, been

given the responsibility to develop potential proposals for legislation or regulations that

would be intended to facilitate compliance by the United States with the Kyoto Protocol if
the Protocol ever were to become binding on this nation? C’/I

23.1 If your answer is yes, please identify the Departments, agencies, or interagency
body; and, if it is an interagency body, who is the head of it.

23.2  If there is no interagency body, who in the Executive Branch has the responsibility
to coordinate or review these efforts for the purpose of making recommendations
to the President?

Entry Into Force ' 57 W

24. It will require ratification by 55 countries, representing 55% of developed country
- greerthouse gas emissions, for the treaty to enter into force. The United States accounts
for nearly 40% of these emissions.

24.1 Do you see any chance that the treaty would enter into force if the United States
does not ratify it?

24.2 Do you expect other countries ratify the treaty if the United States does not, and if
30, which countries? :

243 What is the earliest you would expect the treaty to'enter into force if the United
States does not ratify it?

244 Ifthereisa prolonged delay in entry into force, what are the consequences for this
treaty? For climate change?

... 04
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Contradictions between the Kvoto Protocol and the Montreal Protocol gﬁzg/

- 25. Among the six gases to be limited under the Kyoto Protocol are substitutes for
chlorofluoracarbons (CFCs) that deplete the stratospheric ozone layer. Therefore, \‘.hel
world’s nations have agreed under the Montreal Protocal (to reduce ozone dcplctmg\

chemicals) that they will seek the use of these substitutes, yet under the Kyoto Protocol !
they seek to limit use of the substitutes. '

4

25.1 How will this contradiction be dealt with?

—

25.2 What will the United States do to reconcile these opposing goals?

R ' missions Reductj | C%/

26.  The Administration has suggested on several occasions that elcctdcity restructuring is one
of the means by which the United States will reduce its emissions of greenhouse gases
because it will result in greater efficiency and therefore lower emissions of greenhouse

gases. However, the October 1997 report by the Energy Information Administration '
(EIA), An Analysis of Carbon Stabilization Cases, projects more emissions of carbon - i
dxoxldc—nct less—as a direct result of currently deve!oped state restructuring efforts

26.1 How do you explain this apparent direct contradiction?

262 If the Administration had counted on reductions in emissions from electricity \
restructuring, and if on the other hand, EIA is right that state restructuring efforts |
will result in higher levels of emissions, then how will this affect your calculus of \
how the United States will meet emission reduction targets? 1

26.3 When is the Administration releasing its electricity restructuring proposal?

Compliance and Eaforcement %@Z@.

27. © The Kyoto Protocal is very vague with respect to compliance and enforcement. ' ( _
27.1 Is the November 1998 meeting in Buenos Aires going to address these issues” \\
Will specific compliance guidelines result from that meeting? S~/

272 What is Administration’s position on what those guidelines should be?
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27.3 How does the Administration propase to enforce any such compliance guidelines
in the United States, ad how can verification and enforcement in other countries be
| achieved?

shouse Gas“ ik et
28. It seems unclear in the Kyoto agreemﬁnt what will qualify as a greenhouse gas sink—what

kinds of forests, forest projects, land use changes or management, etc. @

28.1 Please explain the U.S. position on what could constitute a sink, and how they
should be counted in assessing our reductions in the greenhouse gas emissions.

28.2  What proportion of U.S. emissions could be offset by these sinks?

Roles of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the Chair of CEQ in the Development
of the Administration’s Climate Chapge Policy and in the Kyotg Protocol Negotiations

29.  Please descnbe the rales played by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the
Chair of CEQ in developing: _
29.1 The statement of the Administration’s climate change policies in the PrcSldent 3 @
October 22, 1997 speech at the National Geographm Society.

/
|
{
B
— 29.2 The Administration’s policy approach to, and strategies concerning, the
international climate-change negotiations during the period between the
President’s Octaber speech and the first day of the Kyoto Conference (December
1, 1997); and
29.3 The Administration’s policy approach to, and the strategies concerning, the
intemnational climate-change negotiations in Kyoto.

ite Hou k Force limate | (“C ‘T@)\C__ f@{@——' '

30. When was the White House Task Force on Climate Change established and what its
purpose?

31.  Please provide a list of all staff and members of the White House Task Force on Climate @

Change—including detailees from other Executive agencies, consultants, etc.—fom its
date of establishment to the present.
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1.

2.

3.

4.

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted by Representative Roscoe G. Bartlett (R-MD) i

'Nu . wer in Reducti a . . iQns o ‘Q/O@

~ warmer than today, and Russia and Canada may not be all adverse to a’bit of global'

" we’'re having a bit of global warming?

" of oceans as carbon sinks?

It the Administration feels that carbon dioxide (CO7) production is such a menace to our o \
society, why is it not more vigorously proposing an increase in the use of nuclear power

_ production, since that produces no CO;?

Warmi ' O SVOQ
Why does the Administration believe that the modest increase in mean global températuf:é |

aver the past century (about 1 degree) is not due to normal fluctuations in the Earth’s
climate, rather than signaling a permanent “global warming™?

If we're moving to global warming, so what? In the past, the Earth has been much

warming. There will be winners and losers, but in terms of a global perspective, so what if
The oceans are enormous sinks for CO;. What can be done to enhance the effectiveness

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted by Minoritv Members

Discrepancies Among Economic Analyses of the Casts of Complying with the Kyoto Er_g:gggl &Q

1.

Relatxonshxp of U.S. Commnments Under thc Kyoto Protocol to Changes Caused by Electricity

- restructuring and implementation of the new, more stringent, Clean Air Act requirements.
~ How will the proposed U.S. commitments under the Kyoto protocal relate to those on-

cost of complying with the Kyoto Protocol. Some of these studies seem to suggest that

Most of the witnesses today have cited various economic studm that purport to show the R @
the costs will be minimal and painless, or even result in net economic benefits. Other . k‘

_studies cited seem to show just the exact opposxte that compliance costs will be

staggering and result in job losses and economic stagnation. What accounts for such
wide dxscrcpancxes in these econonuc analysa?

in ntation of the tringen Air i

The energy industry is already facxng challenges in meeting changes caused by clcctncxty )

going cfforts?
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3. Does thc Kyoto agreement in any way interfere with the ability of the U S. mxhtary to
carry out any military mission or protect our national security? .

. ,,.c,.‘?..:._._.. :
" Administration’s Intentions to Implemcnt the Kyoto Protocol in the Absence of Sc&itc:
Ratification : :
' Cc T G
4, The President ha.s proposed a $6 billion R&D and tax credit program to begin to reduce T @
: greenhouse gas emissions. Does this mean that the Administration intends to proceed . . '

with implementation, even though the treaty by the Administration’s own admission does ™
not meet the President’s requirements, and despite the lack of Senate ratification? ‘
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I, When a request calls for the produ
records that EPA has in its passession, custady, orconttol throygh th
records to the Subeammittes, unless the raquest clearly states that the Subcommittea s Only interesteg
in records BPA received during a particular lime pericd. -

2. Please saquentially number all records that ympmduu to the Subccmmitte., m,d indicaty
the source of any record if the soyrce Is not accurately reflected on the record itself, Plagse submit afl
racords on single~sided paper and submit an invantory of records Produced if the volume jg more than

reports, studles, calendarsy, manuals, press relasses, oplniocj;'g documents, analyses, messages,
summarics, bullsting, e-mail messages (In hard copy and electronic forms), disks, the text of any
slphanumeric messages of other electronic paging devices, briefing materials, caver theets or routing
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February 26, 1358

The Honorable John H. G:ibbons
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology,

and Director, Office of Scicoce and Techuology Policy -
Room 424

my sincere appreciation for your testimony during the February 12, 1998 Committec on
Road from Kyoto—Part 2: Kyoto and the Administration’s Fiscal Year 1999 Budget

Enclosed are additional questions from Members of the Commitize, as well as a copy of ths heanng
transcript. Your responses will be published as part of the official record of the beanng. In addition to a
hard copy of yout answers, the Committer requires an additional copy, wmcluding any supporting
graphs or charts, saved on a DOS formatted 3.5 inch diskette, in either Word Pe ord ar ASCII
text. Please send your responses to Ms. Sarah Monzban of the Commi If you prefer~yqu
may E-mail yout 1esponses o sazhimorabas@inail louse.gov.

1 would appreciate receiving your responses to the enclosed quest y Thursday, March 19, 1998.

Also enclosed is & copy of the verbatim transcnpt for your reviéy. The Committee’s rule pertaming to
prinfing of transeripts is as follows:

The mrarseripts... shol! be pubiishod in verbarim form. with the material requested for
the record. as apprepriate. Any requesis (o currect any errurs, ofer
transcripnon, shall be appended to the record, and the appropriate place wkhere the
change is requested will be footnoted.

The camplete revisions to the transcripts submitted for the record must be received by Thursday, March 12.
1998, and should be sent to Ms, Sarah Monahan, Subcommittee on Energy and Environment, H2-389 Ford
House Office Building, Washington, DC 20515, If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Monzhan at
(202) 225-9662.
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The Honorable John H. Gibbons
February 26,1998
Page twa

Thank you again for making this hearing successful. Once the transcript has beer coinpleted and published,
a copy will be forwarded to you.

Sincerely,

4
e {

F.JAMES SES
Chairman

FJIS.hiw
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: U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Hearing
oo

The Road from Kyoto—Part 2:

Kyoto and the Administration’s Fiscal Year 1993 Budget Request

Thursday, February 12, 1993

Post-Hearing Questions
Submitted to

The Honorable John H. Gibbons
Aszistant to the President for Science and Technology
and
Director, Office of Science and Technolagy Policy

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted by Chairman Sensenbrenner

“Clear and Campelling Fvidenca” That Human Activities Are Cansing Climate Change

Ql.

You also statc on pagc 2 of your testimony that “the scicntific cvidence that climate changc is
occurring, and that human activities are playing a significant role in causing such change, is clear
and compelling.” However, a1 a recent American Meteorological Society international meeting on
Global Chmate Studies in Phocnix, Anzona, David Rind and Judith Lean of NASA demonstrated
that about half cf the observed global warming is ascrbed to solar activity. These means that only
about 0.5°F of the warming experienced in the iast century could be due to other causes, including
buman activity. Are you familiar with this research, and if so, how does the interplay of solar
activity affect climate?

Climate Change and Extreine Events

Q.

Your testuniony on page 4 states that, “More precipitation 18 likefy 0 occur in “exireme’
downpours, where large amounts of rain fall in a short period. Somie arcas will be threatened by
increased flooding, while others wiil suffer through an ircreased incidence of drought, as
conugental mienors become warmicr and dner.” Yowevar, the 1953 PCC meport, fhe Science of
Climat: Change, serelades o page 236 “Execpt mayhe for precipitaros, thers is httle agicenient
between models on changes in extrsme events [emphacis added].” And even concerning
precipitation, 1t concludes: “Several models suggest an increase in the precipitation intensity,
suggesiing a possibiliry for more extreme rainfall events [emphasis added].”

Do you agree with thesc IPCC conclusions?

@A004

w\UL‘A
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Q3.

3

With respect to your statement on page 4 that “Some areas will be threatened by ncreased
flooding. while others will suffer throngh an increased incidence of drouzht, as continental interiars
become wamner and drier,” 1n't it also likely to be trus that some areas will have decreased
flooding and decreased incidence of drought™?

Ducuientation 0f 1997 Terperature Statistcs

Q4.

Your testimony on page 4 also states that “new results trom the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Admunistration (NQAA) show that 1995 has been surpassed by 1997, and that nine of the last
eleven years are among the warmest ever recorded (Figure 1). 1997 also shows up as the warmest
year 1 dara recards maintained by the Uhited Kingdom Meteriralagical Office and the NASA
Goddard Institute of Space Studies, meaning that the three most comprehensive and accurate long-
term surface data records all indicatc confimied warming of our planct.” T

Q4.1 Please provide a copy of NOAA report and accompanying data/statistics referred 1o in
your staternent above,

Q4.2 Please provide a copy of the Goddard Institute for Space Studics/NASA confirmation and’ |

accompanying data/statistics referred to in your statement above. _ N

Q4.3 Please provide a copy of the East Anglia University confirmation and accompanying
data/statistics referred to in your statement above.

Q4.4 Please document your statement that “ihe nine warmsst years ot the century have
occurred in the past 11 years.” '

Land- and Sea-Based Versus Satellite Temperature Measurements

Q5.

Your testimony on page 4 eays that 1997 was the warmest year on record. However, the land-

based temperamre data upon which this ciaim is based do not comport with sateliite data, which
show a slight voolisg tread (0.05°C per desade) over the last 19 years in the layer from about
5,000 to 30,000 feet. In fact, 1997 was the 8% coolest year in the satellite record, just slightly less
than the 19-ycar average.

Q5.1 How do you account for the divergence between the trends in land-based and sateilite
Yemperature records over the past two decades.

Q5.2 What type of rescarch is U.S. Global Change Rescarch Program conducting to resolve this
discrepancy? -
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Q6. The land-based temperature record is subject to the effects of urbanization that could raise \gtﬁi - \,j

temperatures Because of this bias, some scisntists have questioned the appropriateness of using

the land-hased temperature record alone to detect global warming. Because the satellites measure ,/'R"/
temperatires three-dimensicazlly (r.¢., between 5,000 and 30,000 feet), there is no bias from //L')
urbanization or other factors. Moreover, the satellites cover the eatire globe whereas ground-based ) %_

tienuurieters do uot. How teliablz, ey, is the ground-based temperature record?

3

Ewidence ror Sigmificant Regional Ecosystem Response 1o Warming Experienced durine the Period 1981-
1991

Q7. Your testimony refers a paper published in the April 17, 1997 issue of Nature that “presented
compelling evidence for significant regional ecosystem responsc to wanming experienced during the
period 1981-1991.” v

A
\

Please provide a copy of that paper for the record.

Records of Total Rainfall and Extreme Rainfall for the United States Over the Last Century

Q8.  Onpages 4 and 5 of your written testimony, you discuss NOAA's Tom Karl review of the records
of total rainfall and extreme rainfall for the United States over the last century and conclusions he
reached based upon that review. '

N\
T

Please provide a copy Mr. Karl’s review aud the underiying datz uscd in that review.
Extreme Weather Events

Q5. Onpage 6 of your written testimony you state that “I wart to emphasize that one can’t point to any 7), \Z*"Q/ .
single extreme-weather event today and say for sure that global warming caused it. But we can say * M » p;&
that such events are examples of the kinds of impacts we expect to occur with greater frequency in :

a waimer world.” W ¢
W

Pleasc provide documentation of your statemeat that “such [extreme weather] eveats are examples

ot the kinds of impacts we expect to occur with greater ffequency in a warmer world. i; m.,ﬂ/“
IPCC “Business As Usual” Scenario ﬁ;ﬁé @

< -2 W/"-;
« . . . - \ nrl ﬁg

lal . e - - N P | cmw ) L TR .~ = . . [
Qi0.  Oapage § of your wiities testreony vou discuss the IPCC Tusisons as usuat sw.aano.\ Yo

Please provide a listing of all IPCC “business as usual” scenario assumptions. me
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Similar Letters Urging Action from the Economic Community

Q15.  On page 10 of your written testimony you state that “We have received similar letters urging action

from thc cconomic commuruty.” .
( o «.G‘N\—m\ d’lﬁ/\/

Picasc dccument this szatement.

Regional Vulnerabilities

Ql6.  Onpage 11 of your wntten testimony you state the following:

“Alaska: The state’s economuc dependence on natural resources makes it highly
vuleralle w clinate change.  Global wanmirg will be most pronounced in northein regions.
Probable consequences include drying of Alaska’s interior, inundation of fragile coastal delta
areas, and, most seriousty, metting of pzrmafrost, which is already underway. Continuation of
Alaskan warming will lead to the disappearance of most discontinuous permafrost over the next
100 years. In many places, ground level can collapse 5 vards or more, leading to significant
damages to ecosystems and human infrastructure. Houses, roads, airports, military installations,
pipelines, and any other facility built cn ice-rich permafrost are at risk. The melting of permafrost
end the warming of tundra will lead to the releasc of carbon and methane deposits from the
fermerly frozen lands, which could make them an additional source of atmospheric greenhouse
gases. Ecosystem effects include destruction of trees and caribou habitat) cloggiog of salinon
spawning streams; reducticn in forested areas; expagsion of lakes and wetlands; and increased
rates of coastal and riverbank erosion, siope instability, landslides and erosion.™ / vijﬂdww*{o?”

Please document these statemeats.
Q17.  On page 12 of your written testimony you state the following:

“Great Plains:  All sectors of life in the Great Plains are dependent on a verv limited
water supply, and water shortages there are already a preblem. The further drying expected from
climate change, poses the region’s most significant risk. Agriculture is the base of the economy,
despite the constraints of the dry and variable enviroament. Because agricultural water needs often
exceed rainfall, water for irrigstion is commonly supplied from deep aquifers. which are
experiencing overdrafts and dropping water tables. As climate change leads to warmer conditions
and an intensiiied hydrolegical system, the soils of the area are auucipated to furibier ary. The
simiiianenys 4iop iu Zquiier levels, greater rau~off from extreric Guwnpouis, and shorer deration
uf suow cuver will easceibate the region’s water supply problems. Dricr soils could be subject
increased wind erosion, which has Jed to “dust bowl” conditions in the past. Better soil tillage
practices would simultaneousty wmprove soil tertility, sod carboo storage capacity, and sou
moisture holding capacity. ~ Native species will face increasing levels of competition from
introduced species, such as cheat grass, Japanese brome, Russian thistle, and leafy spurge, which
already aceount for extensive economic losses. Riparian areas (wetlands and prairie potholes),
which are used intensively by hunters, anglers, and bird watch:rs are extremely vulnerable to

warmer, drier climate.
) ’ Cod t ”Mé”?’
. R P ¥t Pacgnnsy ’f“ Ww

Please doceanicut these staienteats. B A’f/ko
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Q18. On page 12 of your written tesimony you also state the following:
page

“Southeast: The Scutheast is a region of abundance, with numerous wetlands, an
cxtensive coestling, and productive agricuiture, fisheries, and forcstry. Urbanization and rapid
population growth are already exerting significant stress on some fragile ecosystems The Florida
Everglacss have beeu significantly alwred by buman cocroachmeet, with approxisuately balf of the
ecosystern lost or severely altered by drainage for development as well as pollution from
agniculral run-off. While the Southeast’s long coastline makes it a recreational playground, its
low elevation renders it sxtremely vulnerable to sea level rise and storm surges during extreme
weather events, such as hurricanes, which are expected to worsen with climate change. A 1 foot
rise tn sea-level, the best estimate over the next centrry, could ernde V]O tn 1000 feet of Flonda

beaches, damaging property as well as tourist iaterests.” \/GP”' (789 ngpd &*ﬂwz/@:

&
Please document these statemeats. ILQ;.J’LD"“? /\ﬂ/du\f
Q19. On pages 12 and 13 of your written testimony you state the following: //\ o £ A w0 ST

kg

“Southwest: Rapid population growth in this and or semi-and regton make the Southwest
extremely vulnerable to water supply problems that are likely to worsen under climate change. The
region is naturally subject to larpe climate fluctuations, which have produced fairly robust
adaptation mechanisms In ranching and agriculturc. The vative flora and fauna are also well
adapted W life in (his Larsh and diy euvioument. Surface water supplics are insafficient; forcing
reliance on groundwater, use of which already excceds recharge and is leading to subsidence in
many areas. Climate change will pose serious challenges and is likely to resuft in significant
iapacts to the region’s traditicnal economic sectors as well as tourism, development, and retail
sectors that now makes up mwuch of the region’s economy.  Expected coaditions include more
extremnely hat days, fewer cool days, and decreased winter precipitation. Altcration of the region’s
hydralogic cycle would affect quantity and quality of the water supply, with major implications for
continucd development in the region.  Significant changes in vegetation are also nredicted, with
‘Gambel o2k, Pifion pine, and Douglas fir largely disappearing from the region. Saguaro would die
off in its current range, but might find 2 new home further east and at higher elevatons.”

Please document these statements. W A/u"ﬂ? Q(Pf
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Q20.

Health Effecis

Q21.

| f)

b} ] A
S e At
On page 13 of your written testimony you starc the following: > \gx’?ﬁz Q&\u.w"i(’

“New England: New England’s econamy is diverse, and many aspects are indirectiy
dependent on climate. Its natural areas are prized, and its fall foliage draws visitors from ali over
the world. The region is vulnerable to drought and severe storms, which modify its vegetatian zrd
impact production of furest and Gslieries products. Warmer, drer climate could reduce ski tourisin
and shuft optimal chmatic conditions north into Canada for the tree species prized for their fall
tollage and maple syrup. Coastal zreas are likely to be atfected by intensifying storms, sea level
rise, ard reduced freshwater input to cstuari€s. Air quality, already poor in the region’s major
urban areas, could decline even further as hot, humid weather increases, leading to increased
ncidences cf respiratory iliness.”

Please document these statements, - ,,SM‘
n&_ - (:;;'i —\,./f“’fm-’
. YW S~ :
(i {(\)Jﬂb o>
5 o

On page 13 of your wnitten testimony vou also state the following

“Health Effects: According to the Worid Health Organization, the vulnerability of human
populations to climate change varies across populations depending on enavironmental
circumstances, social resourcces, and preexisting health status. In general, developing countries are
morc vulncrable to climatc change than developed countries because of their limited capital and
thetr greater depecdence on natural resources. Climate change increases the risk of heat-related S
mortality and the porential for the spread of vector-barne diseases, such as malaria, dengue and \{_)
yellow fever, and cncephalitis, and nan-vector borne diseases such as choiera and salmanellosis. %‘
The incidence of infectious diseases, which are ztili the world’s leading causc of fatalities, may also
mcrease,”

Please document these statcments. Q& b
N

Ou page 13 of your wrillen testimony you also state the following; Q)

A study ot deathis associated with summer time heat stress and winter time illnesses in 44 US.

Cities estimated that climatc change could double the number of weather-related deaths. The /

elderly are at preatest risk in the U.S., and urban populations in developing countties are also

asparially winerable 1 hoat stress.” . /

Pleasc provids a copy of this study.
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Q23.

Q4.

Oa page 14 of your written testimony you state the following:

“Climate change is likelv to extend the geographic ranges and increase the rates of trausmission of
disease-carrying vectors such as mesquitoes, which can increase the populations exposed to
diseases such as malaria, dengue aad yellow fever. Globally, the population exposed to malaria
could increase by onc-third. There could be 50-80 million addx}onal malaria cases per year,
assurmung no change in public health protection.”

Please document these statcments.

On page 14 of your written testimony vcu state the following:

“Climate change can reduce air quality and mcreasc levcls of air bome pollen and sporcs, which
exacerbate respiratory disease, asthma, and allergic disorders.”

Please document these statements. - (VD U‘Q KB

On page 11 of your written testimony you algo gtate the following:

“Water Resources: Among the most (undwnental efects of clinmle clauge is au
intensification of the hydrological cycle. Changes in precipitation, and increased evaporation and
transpiration due to higher temperatures, can be expected to reduce water runotf, affecting the
quantity and quality of water supplies for domestic and industrial uses, irrigation, hydropower
generaticn, navigation, stream ecosystems and water based recreation. These effects will vary
region by region.  Increaserd variability in the hydralngic cycle is expacted to result in mare severe
droughts and/or floods 1 some places. Impacts and mitigation expenses for such events are
significant; damage estimatcs from the Mississippi flood of 1993 range from $10 billioa to $20
billion. Areas of greatest vulnerability are those where water supplies and quality ars already
problems, such as arid and semi-arid rchons of the world and some Iow lying coastal areas, deltas
and small islands.

) Climate change would likely add to the stress in scveral U.S. river basins, such as the
Great Basin, Califorzia, Missouri, Arkansas, Texas Gulf, Rio Grande, and Lower

Culerago.

. The Colorado R.wer Basin would sufer decreased summer runoff, comcndlng with pCak
demand for i i recipitation also increases substantially. ‘Reductions in
runaff of up fo 25 péreent in th‘cEtamin are projected under some scenanos..

?

o111

b
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\

. Water scarcity in Middle Eastern and African countries also is likely io be exacerbated by \€(
climate change. Countries that are kighly dependeat on water originating ‘n areas ouiside '
their bordars includz Syria, Sudan, Egypt and lraq.” -

Please documsnt these statements.
Impacts on Forests
Q26 Onpages 14 and 13 of your written testimony you also state the follovang: \Q - C

“Forests: Climate change can dramatically alter the geographic distributicas of ndividual
tree species and of forest and vegetation types. One-third of the Earth’s forests would undergo a
major change in the type of vegcetation that could be supported as a result of an equivaleat doubling:
of CO,. In northern forests, which arc the forcsts most vulnerable to climate change, two-thirds of
the currently forested area may undergo a change in vegetatian type. Mountaintop species and
isolated populations are particularly vulnerable. Over the next century, the ideal range for some
North American forest species will shift by as much as 300 mules to the north, exceeding the ability
of many species to migrate. In some instances. a change in vegetation type will result in a Joss of
forest area as the land converts to grassland or shrub land, while in other arcas forest cover may
erease.

. In the United States, western conifer forests cauld decrease in area and be replaced by
breadleaf forests; eastern hardweod forests may be replaced by grasslands along their
western boundary becanss of mid-continental drying. Forest damage from firc and
diebacks driven by drought, insects and disease could increase.”

Please document these statements.

Impacts oo Othcr Natural Arcas

Q27. Onpage 15 of your written testimony you state the following:

“Other Natural Aress: Natural ecosystems are highly vulnerable to degradation from i
climate change. Federally protected natural arcas have become a repository for the Nation’s rarest
species and are critical for the conservation of biological diversity. The compositioa, geographic U
distribution, snd producisaty of many ecosystms wil shit as individual cputies respong \<>
changes in climaic. These will iikely leed 1o redaston is blolsgical diversity and in fhe gonds znd }
scrvices suusystenns provide i suciely, suchasClequ water and recieation. Freshwater wetlauds

are particularly at risk from climate chang( IPCC findings show that: e - D l
& C‘w-/kl*rw (P ot oo et
. Precipitation changes and salt water intrulion from sea level rise could adversely affect t:hc
ecological communities of the Florida Evekglades and degrade the habitat for many species
of wading birds. 5
N TLA

Qg 12
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. The wetlands of the prairie pothole region of North America, which support half the \& .
waterfow! papilation of this continent, canld diminish in area and changa dramatically in
character in response to chmate change, significantly exacerbating the destruction already
causcd by agneulture.” /

Please document these statements.

[mpacts on Coastal Areas

Q28. Ounpage 15 of vour wntten testimony you also state the following:

“Coastal Areas: Even if concentrations of greenhouse gases are stabilized in the future,
sea lovel would continue to tise luug ez, pebiaps fur seveial centudies, and 1each levels muck
higher than projected for the next 100 vears. For example, after an equivalent doubling of CO,, the
IPCC expects sea level to rise by 6 - 38 incnes over the next century, with a “best esumate” ot 20
inches, but the equilibriur sea lovel sise several centuries in the future is estimated 10 be at least € \Q C
feet. Rising sea level erodes beaches and coastal wetlands, causes the gradual innndation of low
lying areas, leading to human habitat loss and increasing the vulnerability of coastal areas to
flooding froin storm surges and mtense rainfall. The TPCC estimates that 20 inches of sea level
rise would double the population at risk from storm surges, from roughly 45 million at preseat to
over 90 million warld-wide. A three foot nise would triple the number of people exposed.
Increases in coastal area populations are likely to further increase the number of people at nisk.

. Along U.S. coasts, 2 20 inch rise could inundate more than 5000 square miles of dry land ‘LQ {X
and an additional 4000 square miles of wetlands if not protective raeasures are taken. A
three foot riss weuld have greater impact, inundating much of the Southern tip of Flonda
among other areas.

. Intermtionally, low-lyiny arcas, such as parts of tic Maldives aud Bangladesh, would be
completely inundatsd by a three foot sea level rise, creating large numbers of Q C,(/
cuvironmental refugees, which put stress on governments and sociai structures. 72 million  \
people in China would be affected, assuming existing levels of coastal development.”

Please document these statements
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Impacts on Agriculture ands Food Supply

Q25.  Onpages 15 and 16 of your written testimony you &lso stete the following;

“Agriculture 20d Food Supply: Agriculture is highly dependent on a number of
variables that are likely to be affected by climate change, including weather parterns, longer (erm
patterns of climate variability, and, most importantly, water availability. Climate change is likely
to lead to increased crop yiclds in many areas, but decreased vields in others, even for the same
crop. The magmtude of these changes can exceed +/- 30 or 40 percent for some crops and
locations. Despite these potentially large changces in yields, average global food production is not
expected to change substantially. This 1s because farming practices are considered ta be highly
adaptable to different clinates, because production of importamt food crops can shift to new
locatons in respansc to changes iz climatc, and bocausc CO2 has beneficial effects- for plant C
photosynthesis ard water use efficiency that can offset some deleterious effects of changes in \PC
climate. lmpacts are hkely to vary considerably across regions and some regions may suffer
substantial reductions in agricultural production. Io general, developing countries are more
vulncrable to losses than are developed countries.

. Large reductions in soil maisture could significantly reduce flexibility in crop distribution
- saad increase demands on water resources infrastructure.

. Increases in the range of pest habitat could increase vuloerabilites (o pests wod dertaud

for, and use of, pesticides.
. , SR
o In the United States, large areas of the eastern and central regions of the country face (&
moderate to severe drying. Drought cculd become more frequeat, particularly in the Great Y K
Plains.” o

Plcasc document these statements.

Unresolved Scientific Issucs Relating to the Modeling ot the hnpact of Future Fotential Greenhouse Gas
Emissions on Global Temperamre . , \I\&(&@_&R

Q30. What are the greatest unresalved scientific issues relating to the modeling of the impact ¢f futurs 600&/‘('
potential greenhouse gas emissions on global temperature in order of importance? .
T \JL Ken
ow, by whom and wiere ate the iesves (dsntified i the respense w question 29 uddressed by .c.. d~ i
Global Change Research Program?

&L
1t
P
i

Unresolved Scientific Issues Involved in Projecting Future Temperature Iocreases and the Impacts Thereo

Q32.  Whar are the greatest unresolved scicutific issues involved in projecting future temperarure
increases and the impacts thercof?
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Q33. How, by whom and where arc the issues identificd in the response to question 32 addressed by the L-
U.S. Global Change Research Program? G

Piucess of Preparae and Revicwing the U.S. Global Change Research Proaram Budgets and Projects

. oo T recch Proscass b /ol
Q34. In the preparation of the FY 1599 U.S. Global Change Rescarch Program Ludget, have
idependent experts been involved in recommending and reviewing budget priorities and projects? / C Na 4

Q35 If your ancwer to question 34 is ves. what was the process and which outside
institrtions/individuals werc involved?

Q36. Was there any independent peer review or peer invalvement to identify scientific uncertainties to be
addressed by the FY 1999 U S. Global Change Research Program?

Q37.  If your answer to question 36 is yes: _ .. /GC ey

Q37.1 What independent peer review or peer mvolvement took place and what were their

suggestions/recammendations? ﬁ(&g P
Q37.2 Were any suggcestions/recommendations not addressed, and if so, why? /

Q38. 'What are your current pians for involving the sciemiific community identifying unrcsolved GC\(p +
scientific questions and directing resources to address them? - 0 STO
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March 2, 1998

The Honorable Kathleen A McGinty, Chair
Council on Eavironmental Quality
Executivs Office of the President

360 Old Executive Office Building
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Ms, McGinty:

As you are aware, the Third Session of the Conference of Parties to the UN Framework
Convention on Climate Change (COP-3) was held in Kyato, Japan from December 1-11, 1997,
On December 11, COP-3 adopted the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework

Conventicn on Climate Change (UNFCCC), which sers binding greenhouse 8as (GHQG) emissions
targets for developed nations.

Duc t0 the potential economic impact of this Protocal, the House Committee on Small
Business is reviewing this agreement, pursuant to its oversight Jurisdiction, based an the accord’s
perccived economic tmpact on small business.

Please provide the Committee with the following information regarding the Kyoto
Protocol:

1. Any and all regulatory impact or economic analyses performed by federal agencies, (‘gq
cOnLractors or grantees regarding the impleraentation of the Kyoto Protocal in the
United States: : ’

2
2. Any and all activities and/or plans for federal 3gency implementation of the 669‘?
Kyoto Protocol:

3. Any and all evidence, documentation, or scientific bases for the existence of the 7)@?
phenomenon described as Giobal Warming;

4. Any kmown or perceived specific time frame for signing of the Kyotd Protocol by the
@ President of the United States: and (



or these méteria.ls to the

ComnﬁtﬁéE\on Small Business, Room 2361 Raybur
House OfficeBuilding, by March 18, 1993,

: garding this request, please contact Pe;
Committee staff at 225-582],

er Brechtel of the

Thank you for Ye-ie.prompt attention to this matter.



Documents for 2P eeting RE: Congressional Requests for Climate Change Material

Summary of House Requests for Climate Change Materials
Grid w/ House Requests

Copies of House Requests

- Schaefer Opening Statement
- Mclntosh I

- MclIntosh I1

- Mclintosh III

- Mclntosh IV

- Talent

- Sensenbrenner [

- Sensenbrenner II

Summary of Senate Requests for Climate Change Materials

Copies of Senate Requests

- Senate Agriculture Committee
- Hagel/Helms

- Murkowski



SENATE REQUESTS FOR CLIMATE CHANGE MATERIALS:
Requests for new analysis or existing documents

[checked w/ NEC, CEA, CEQ, OMB, OSTP, State, Treasury, Commerce, Energy]

Lugar. Harkin, Cochran, Daschle, et al -- AGRICULTURE

to Vice President from 14 Senate Agriculture Committee Members
- analysis of the potential effects of climate change on US agriculture and livestock production

- analysis of the estimated greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the production of crops and
livestock in the US

- analysis of the net contribution of US forests and crops in the sequestration of greenhouse gases

- analysis of the actions or controls necessary to reduce agricultural greenhouse gas emissions to
comply with obligations that may arise under the treaty and an economic analysis of their impact
on US farmers and ranchers

- analysis of whether and to what extent greenhouse gas emission controls would disadvantage
agricultural producers in this country compared to producers in other countries with less stringent
emission controls or no controls at all.

Hagel/Helms -- FOREIGN RELATIONS
to Eizenstat from Hagel/Helms

- provide a list of all climate change prbgrams in the Executive Branch, with a description of
each program and how they relate to the Kyoto Protocol

- provide the US global greenhouse gas inventory used by negotiators in Kyoto, on a country-by-
country specific basis, for the six greenhouse gases listed in Annex A of the Kyoto Protocol

- provide the 1990 baseline and projections at least through 2030 for carbon dioxide , methane
and nitrous oxide

- provide the 1995 baseline and projections at least through 2030 for hydroflurocarbons,
perflurocarbons and sulphur hexafluoride

- provide the assumptions, data and calculation methodology that support the Administration’s
assertion that the impact of carbon sinks on the US greenhouse gas reduction commitment will
reduce the actual reduction to 2 or 3 percent below 1990 levels, rather than 7 percent.

[y
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PHIL GRAMM, TEXAS MAAY LAMDMEY, LOUEANA

LARRY B CARANT, IDANQ

COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY

WASHINGTON, DC 20510~8000
202-224-2035

March 14, 1597

The Honorable Al Gare
Vice Presmident

The White.Houss
Washington, D.C,.

Dear Mr. Vice Prasident:

Farm state members of Congress have become increasingly
concexned with the lack of adequate attention given to
agricultural concerns as Lhe Administratlon works on the United
Nations Framawork Convention on Climate Change (UNFCC). As you
know, this treaty, if ratifiéd, could affect U.s, agricultural
production and competitiveness.

humerican agricultural interests must be adequately
repreoented during the upcoming negotiations., This -
repregentation will ensure the continued succesa of farmers an
rancherns and allow them to maintain their productivity, which
ultimately benefits consumers. We belleve we can address the
global greenhouse gao iosue and protect the environment while
carafully congidering the intereots of Amerjica's farméra, B
ranclhiers and consumers, Howevexr, before the United States ig -
committed to a final international agreement- - to limit greenhouse
ganeao, it ig cosential that we know more aboul the treaty's '
impact on our nation's largaeat employaer and the world's mont
efficient producero of food and fiber.

We will be clogely monitoring the negotiations as work
continues on the f£inal agreement before its submission to the
Senate for ratification. We request an analysls and briefing by
the Adminietration on the followlng issues as soon as possible:™

1) The Potentiai effects of climate ghange an U.S.
agriculture and livestock production.

2) fhe estimated greenhouse gas emissions'resulting from
the production of crops and livestock in the U.S,

3) ‘‘he net contribhution of U.S. foreste and crops in the
sequestration of greenhouse gases.

4) Actions or controls necessary to reduce agricultural
greenhouse gas emissions to comply with obligationa
that may arise under the treaty and an economic
analysis of their impact on U.S. farmers and ranchers.

@oo2
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5) Whether and to what extent greenhouse gas emission
controls would disadvantage agricultural producers in
this country compared to producers in other countries

with less stringent emission controls or no contxols aft
all- N . .

We understand that serxiocus discussions in preparation for
the Kyoto meeting may commence during July and.August of this
year. We firmly believe this information, as well as the
Administration's formal economic analyasis, should be submitted to
Congress well before then so that the various options for U.s.
policy may be understood and thelr impact on American agriculture
and the Amerxican economy may be carefully assessed,

Wc look forward to working with you on this important iasue.

Sincerely,

ﬂ-‘(ﬁ""\_ﬂ ' /.bM "

¢c¢: The Honorable Madeleine Albright
The Honorable Dan Glickman

@oo03
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May 22, 1997

The Honorable Richard G. Lugar

Chairman

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20510-6000

Dear Mr. Chairman: Co .

i

Thank you for the letter from you and other m&mbers of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry regarding the climate change negotiations and the potential
impacts of climate change on U.S. agricultural production and compctitiveness.

The issuc of global climate change is an important one for agriculture. Over the next 50
years, U.S. food and fiber producers face major challenges in keeping pace with the ever
increasing demands of a growing world population. Climate changes, environmental
degradation, and increasing competition for land and freshwater supplics will make these
challenges even greater. Based on current trends the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change projects significant impacts to ecological systems and the economy, including food
security, water resources, coastal zones, and human health.

Information on the potential impacts of climate change on agriculture and net greenhouse
gas emissions from agriculture and forestry aclivities is currently available. The White House
Climate Change Task Force can arrange a briefing on this al your eatliest convenience.

In light of the potential environmental consequences of climate change, this
Administration has called on developed countries to agree to realistic and achievable binding
targets for greenhousc gas cmissions in the curtent climate negotiations. We believe that each
nation needs the flexibility to determine its own cost-effective means of reducing emissions.
And finally, everyone -- all nations (including developing couatries) and all economic sectors -~
must contribute to the solution because climate change is a global problem. We must begin now
to lead the way to a sustainable future.

Further commitments under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change must ensure that the U.S. economy remains strong and internationally competitive. To
help find the best solution, the Administration is engaged in an assessment of the economic
impacts of various emissions targets [coordinated by Dr. Everett Ehrlich: Undersecretary for

Printed on Rocyc‘l'ad Paper
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Economic Policy at the Department of Commerce.] This assessment includes a varicty of
aggregate national economic impacts, as well as sectoral and international economic im
This analysis is currently underway. As it

Once this pracess is complcted, we fully expect to brief Congress.

pacts.

As part of this assessment, the Department of Agriculture will anal
new agreement on America’s food sector and our farmers, ranchers and co

of the agricultural sector impacts of emissions reductions scenarios is contingent in some cases
on national macroeconomic results. As a result, an agricultural sector analysis will follow Dr.

Ehrlich’s modeling results.

yze the impact of any
nsumers. Evaluation

[ appreciate your concerns and look forward to working with you on this important
environmental issue.

Sincerely,

Al Gore
AG/pgu

.
~r

progresses, it will be subject to a peer review process.

@oos



Wnited States Senate

T . TIM JOMNSON, Soun Osiora
-j‘.; ’ QONTON, Wastington MARY |, LANDRIBU, {evmiana )
b Mortara : COMMITTEE ON
QAZGA 0. RENRES, STAFE DINECTOR AGY A A RCES
.‘mnv Q. ELLIWOATH, CHEP COUNBEL ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCE
THOMAS 8. WILLIAMA, STAPP DIRECTOR FOR THE MINOFITY
| SAME FOMUN, cnu:" COUNSEL FOR THE WMNOAITY WasHinaTon, DC 20610-8150

October 3, 1997

. Mr. Dirk Forrister ‘

Chair '

White House Climate Change Task Force

The White House ,_ .
Washington, DC 20500 '

Dear Mr. Forrister:

Because the administration declined to provide a witness for our September 30
hearing on elimate change, members of our Committee were unable to ask questions
on a variety of issues relevant to the climate change negotiations.

In an effort to allow the Senate—and the public at large—to appreciate the

diplomatic, economic and technical issues we face as a consequence of the climate

- change issue, I respectfully request that the enclosed written questions for the record

answered in a time frame prior to or concwrrent with the upcoming negotiations in
Bonn. § .

Should you, your staff, or officials in agencies generating responses to these
questions require clarification of additiona] j ormation, David Garman of the Senate
Energy Committee staff may be reached at (202) 224.7933.

Thank you for your attention to thig request. I will look forward to the
administration’s responses,

. Sincerely,

P 4 /f/ }“7""* L

Frank H, Murkowski
Chairman

cc.  The Honorable Federico Peria
The Honorable Janet Yellen
The Honorable Timothy Wirth
The Honorable Chuck Hagel
The Honorable Robert C. Byrd
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When will the Administration unveil its propose ets and
timetables” for carbon emission reductions?

When will the Administration release to the public the economic
analysis that it used in reaching these targets and timetables?

Will the economic analysis used to arrive at these‘ ets and

‘timetables be peer reviewed?

a, If not, why not?
b.  Ifso, will the peer reviewers comments be made public?

The Administration has indicated that it seeks to have an international
emissions trading scheme in the new treaty. -

a Roughly how many of the 165 parties to the existing climate
treaty have agreed to this approach? .

The Administration has indicated that it wanted to have “joint

implementation” with developing countries as a means to reduce the
costs of treaty compliance.

a Roughly bow many of the 129 developiné country parties have
agreed to this approach?

" The Administration hag indicated that it will “advance existing

commitmentas” for developing countries and has even proposed a
means under which developing nations would “graduate” into binding
commitments. _ -

a.  Roughly how many of the 129 developing country parties have

agreed to the “graduation” approach?

b. Roughly how many of the 36 industrialized country parties have
agreed to the “graduation” approach? : 5 :

Some of the key s‘:rat'egies for our negotiations~including developing
Icounhy participation, joint implementation, and emissjons

g—are not faring well in the negotiations.
. f

a If we don’t get all of thege elements in a Kyoto Protocol, will we
walk away from the dea]?

- @du0g4 Mseyl aBuwysy Sjewi | 5 PISTT 86-ET-ARW
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Questions for the Record - Page 2

8, :Last week the DOE released a report (the so-called “five labs” study)
- indicating that we might reduce carbon emissions to 1890 levels with a

v
e response to this report, the Secretary of Energy was quoted in a press
o . release as saying that the analysis “...showed that what was good for
» D&/ , the environment would be good for the economy'.”_

|
a.  Isitthe Administration’s position that a $50/ton carbon tax
would be good for the economy? '
eas and

b.  Does the DOE study analyze impacts on b
manufacturing? t

c. Is the DOE study an economic study or an attempt to make
Predictions? .

a Was this a valid and realistic asmtmptior;?
b. Did the peer reviewers f_eel itwasa maﬁsﬁc assumption?

10. The administration €conomic modelling effort also assumed a
in long term interest rates to almost 2%,

(ﬂzp( " a  Was this a valid and realistic assumption?

b, Don't new taxes and higher costs tend to inéreaséTnﬂaﬁBn and
interest ratea? _

11. The administration modelling effort did not consider the costs
& asgociated with the development, implementation and monitoring of a
/ trading program.
e

8. Was this a valid and realistic omission?

12. Did the administration modelling effort take into account the adverse

' effects on U.S, competitiveness and the potential shifting of producers
(ER  inthe United States?

13. It was reported earlier this month that the Administration is
- considering an executive order that would ird federal agencies to
@ reduce emissions by 20%. It was also reported that the Department of
o eaD Defense will oppose any Administration proposal on climate change

. DO that threatens military readiness, .

‘.

5404 3swi eBuey) SIRWL(D BIITT 86-CL-A%TW



- 14,

Questions for the Record - Page 3

a What studies have heen done to assess the impact of such an
executive order on the U.S. military?

b. Have any such analyses been conducted by the Department of
Defense to your knowledge?

c. Is consideration being given to granting waivers to federal
agencies that cannot comply with emission reduction mandates
without compromising their legal obligations and vital
functions?

d. Isthe Administration considering granting a waiver to the
Department of Defense? To any other departments or agencies?

The DOE “five 1abs” study concludes that a carbon emission reduction
of 390 million metrie tons per year is required to stabilize emissions at
1990 levels in 2010 and is based on implementation of the program by
the year 2000, The study finds that by increasing energy efficiency
through a variety of federal and state programs with ind

participation as well asg imposing a $50 per metric ton of carbon permit

price that "2010 emissions could be cut by about 390 [million metric
tons] per year.," '

N Does this mean that we can reach 1980 levels by the year 2010 or
that in the year 2010, using new technology in combination with
regulatory and other measures, we will begin to reduce
emissions at a rate high enough to stabilize emissions at 1990
levels at some point in the future?

b. In 2010, how many million metric tons will China or Brazil be
emitt_ing per year? More than 3907

The DOE study concludes that "in all [three] casges, carbon reductions
require the nation to embark on an aggressive set of policies and
programs.”

a. Assuming everything works as has been hypothesized in the
Efficiency Case (Cage One), we will not achieve stabilization of
carbon emissions at 1990 Jevels by 2010, correct?

According to the report, the Case 2 and 8 scenarios require "better
“technology, 'readier’ markets, and a price of carbon that results in a

significantly increased willingness to manufacture, purchase, and use
low-carbon technologies. It represents a vigorous national
commitment that goes far beyond current efforts.”

a If we were to agree to implement a program similar to Case Two,
including "a vigorous Dational program of research, development
demonstration, and diffusion, and a trading regime for carbon" at

SO°d
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Questions for the Racord . Page 4

a price of $25/ton, we still will not stabilize emissions ﬁt 1980
levels by 2010, correct?

b.  According to the DOE study, only if we were to do all of the
' above and impose a $50/ton carbon charge would we be able to,
achieve stabilization at 1990 leve]s by 2010, correct?

c.  To your knowledge, has any nation involved in the international
climate negotiations Proposed the adoption of an international
mandate for developed countries to stabilize emissions at 1990
levels by the year 2010?

d. If not, then this study fails to tell us what would be necessary to
achieve the significantly higher emission reductions that would
be necessary to comply with any of the ckmate proposals that
are on the table, correct?

e Ifthat is the case, then thig study also fails to demonstrate that

f, If $80/ton charges are required to stabilize emissions at 1990

levels by 2010, how much would the per ton charge need to be to
reduce emissions to 10% or 15% below 1980 levels? Would it
double? Triple?

Recent studies conducted by DRUMcGraw-Hill conclude that a $180-
180/ton carbon charge would be necessary to stabilize emissions at
1890 levels by 2010. (Pg. 4 of July 1997 study, "The Impacts of Carbon

Mitigation Strategies. .. "

a, Can you explain why there is such disparity between DRI's and _
DOE's estimates of the perton charge necessary to reach 1980
levels by 20107 S

b. Has any attempt been made to mconci.l‘é these significant
differences? _

¢.  Isit possible that the hecessary carbon charge would be higher
0/ton to simply stabilize emissions at 1990 levels by 2010?

One of the pPrimary conclusions stated in the DOE study is that each of
the three scenarios under consideration "can produce energy savings
that are roughly equal to or exceed costs” . . . "if feasible ways are found
to implement the carbon reductions...." The report states, however,
that the study did not analyze specific policies to achieve the
reductions described in the cases or the political feasibility of policies.

90" d
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Questions for the Racord - Page §

a If we don't know what the policies or means for reductions are,
and have not determined whether or not they are feasible, how
can we rely on this report's conclusion that the reductions can
be achieved without a cost to the nation?

b.  What are some of the means that might be used to achieve the
reductions? Would it involve new taxes? Note: Possible programs
mentioned include "energy efficiency codes and standards” and
"incentives through the tax system directed at investments in
energy- efficient technology in industry." (Page 1.13)

In numerous places in the report, information is provided on what
costs were taken into account or were excluded from consideration in
making the cost-benefit assessments. ", .. we count as benefits only
the energy savings to the nation.... Costs include the increased
technology cost plus an approximate estimate of the costs of program
and policy implementation," (Exec, Summary, footnote 2)

a If no effort has been made to analyze specific policies to achieve
the described reductions, how did you determine costs of
programs and policy implementation?

b. What is an exaniple of a "program" that was included in your
analysis, What is the cost of that program? What cost did you

assign to the "policy implementation” associated with that
program?

On page 1.12 of the report the following statement appears: We have
presented the direct and most eastly quantified of the costs and
benefits, but have not attempted a full benefit-cost analysis. We do not
account fdr indirect effects of policies (e.g., the reallocation of
investment dollars to efficiency investments). We do not account for

the increased cost of some R&D programs that are needed to achieve
the scenario results nor do we count the benefit of reduced carbon and
other pollutant emissions. Also, we have not analyzed any poassible
redistribution of wealth that could arise from a carbon trading system
or other policy to increase the price of carbon-based fuel"

a Aren't these pretty significant holes in DOE's analysig?

b.  Ifa"full benefit-cost analysis” has not been conducted, then how
can you legitimately conclude that emission reductions can be
achieved through energy efficiency without cost?

On page 1.15, the report states that the $50/ton carbon charge is not a
"direct cost."

a Why isn't the carbon charge considered a "direct cost?™
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Questions for the Record - Puge 6

b. Isn't it a direct cost to someone? Who has to pay it?

c. Isjthe cost of the carbon permit fees included in the analysis in
way?

22, There characterizes the carbon charge as "a potentially large
o transfer}payment” and makes the following statement: "The magnitude
o of the transfer payment, as well as the losers and winners from the
J/ b& transferd, depends on the nature of policy and its implementation as a
cap and trade system or some alternative. The amount of money that
could belin play is very large: $50/ton times 1.3 billion tons per year
equals $85 billion per year," '(Page 1.15) |

a Ia 1t correct then that the study concludes that emissions
reductions could be made at low or no cost yet fails to take into-
( actount some $85 billion in “transfer payments?”

i b, 'o are these "losers” the DOE report refers to?

23, Im describing the results of DOE's analysis, the statement is made that
- the DOE report "makes a strong case for the value of energy
technology research, development, demonstration, and diffusion as a
Public response to global climate change.” As the report points out on
v : page 1.3, DOE's expenditure of $8 million on energy-efficiency
A - research between 1978 and 1996 hag resulted in net benefits of $28
-V * billien through 1996 including significant environmental, health,
- , productivity and economic competitiveness benefits. As you kmow,
numerous economists agree that research and development and
NS technology deployment is the most cost-efficient way to address
: Q\‘é climate concerns. Indeed, it is precisely because of the kinds of cost-
: effective opportunities DOE has identified that these economists have

life cycle.The Administration has previously testified that if we "do it
dumb," compliance with the proposed international target and
timetable mandates could be very costly to the U.S,

a. Doesn't the ,DOI{‘. report provide furthe; support and justification
A S in December in Kyoto but delaying . even for a few years - to
' - reap the benefits of the kinds of R& D the DOE report is
pmmot_ingf? :

b. Can you quantify the "cost" of delaying for 10 or 20 years?
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Questions for the Racord - Page 7

C. Can you demonstrate that the cost of delay exceeds the cost of
adopting international mandates three months from now?

According to the DOE report, 95 million of the 135 million tons of

' carbon reductions necessary in the utility sector to achieve

stabilization at 1990 levels by 2010, "comes from retirement of coal
power plants and carbon-ordered dispatching of the utility system . ..
and from repowering coal plants with natural gas." (Page 1.6)

a How much does it cost to "repower” an average coal plant with
natural gas? .

b. Who would bear these cogta?
The DOE report says that the measures used to reduce emissions in

the utility sector are "cost-effective with a $60/ton carbon charge."
(Page 1.8)

a When you say that retiring a coal plant is "cost-effective” with a

n carbon charge, aren't you really saying is that if we
impose a fee of $50 per ton of carbon, a given number of coal
plants will be forced to shut down?

b. How many existing coal plants would be "retired?
c. Where are these plants located?
d. Has any consideration been given in DOE's analysis to the costs

associated with the shutdowns, layoffs, displacements that
would ‘oceur as a result of "retiring” existing plants?

e. When you say that energy savings or reductions can be achieved

at little or no cost "to the nation," does that include the citizens,
communities and businesses in this country?

The DOE report also states that the remaining reductions in the utility
sector would be achieved from renewables such as wind, biofuels,

expansion of hydropower, and extension of nuclear power plant life.
(Page 1.8)

2.  Explain what is meant by "nuclear power plant life extensions.”

b. Does this atudy contemplate new nuclear power plants or a
greater dependence on nuclear power?

Turning to the transportation and industry sectors, the DOE report
contemplates a reduction of 50 million tons of carbon per year through
(a) advanced combustion turbine cogenerators in industry; (b)
biomass and black liquor gasification and low-carbon industrial
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processes; and (c) cellulosic ethanol/gasoline blends for automobtiles, -
(Page 1.8)

a, What kinds of industrial processeg utilize advance combuation
- turbine cogenerators?

b. What percentage of industrial plants currently use these turbine
' cogenerators?

c. How much would it cost a given plan to re-outfit with a turbine
cogenerator?

d. Are cellulosic ethanol/gasoline blends currently available to
American consumers? What automobiles can use this fuel? What

 kind of conversion would he necessary for other cars to use this
fuel? What would it cost?

The Acid Rain trading program exists solely within the United States
and operates primarily through the annual allocation of sulphur

dioxide permits to a known group of electric power generators,

correct?

a Why are the permits generally allocated only to electric power
generators? : '

b, What mechanism ia used to determine whether these entities!
emissions are within thejr permit allowances?

c. What happens if a company's emissions exceed its permits?

d. What legal process exists to allow the regulated community to.
appeal decisions with which it disagrees in connection with the
trading and emission program?

e. What costs are associated with the operation and administration

of the trading Program? How are these costs minimized to
maintain market incentives?

Iunderstand that the establishment of a trading regime similar to the
sulphur dioxide program for carbon emissions has been proposed.

) Would the carbon trading program operate domestically or

internationally?
b. . What role is envisionel for the Chicago Board of Trade?
c. Could a U.S. company such as an automobile manufacturer in

Detroit purchase carbon Permits through the Board of Trade
from another developed country guch as Germany? From a
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Queations for the Record - Pags 9

developing country such as Guatemala orIBotswana?

d. If carbon perinits may be purchased from a developing country,
how would it be determined how many permits each developing
. country would be allocated?

e Would any UN agencies or bodies be involved in the
implementation of the emission trading program? How would
they be funded?

f. What kind of transaction costs would You expect to be associated
with an international emissions trading program?

| g Would state or local governments be required to purchase

carbon units for emissions? Federal agencies? .

r
h.  What kind of allocation process would be set up to establish the
caps that would be required to provide incentives to trade?

1 In the Acid Rain program, compliance with permits is ensured
through sophisticated continuous emissions monitoring '
equipment. How would compliance with permit limitations be
ensured under this p Y

3 Would developing countries have to reduce their own emissions
by one ton of carbon for each carbon unit they sell? How would
compliance be ensured for developing countries? Will developed
countries only be able to sell a carbon unit if they can

k.  What penalties would apply if a developing country failed to
reduce its emissions at an amount commensurate with the
carbon units it had sold?

L Who will monitor countries or companies for enforcement
purposes?

What is the administration’s calculation or estimate of the greenhouse
gas emission reduction equivalent of the Clean Coal Technology
Program, which was a 7 billion dollar program, at least half of which
came from private industry?

What exactly is the Administration itself doing to develop new
technologies to reduce greenhousge gas emissions? Pm not talking

.. i“
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White House Climate Change Task Force

734 Jackson Phice, N.W. + Washington, DG 20503

October 31, 1997

The Honorable Frank H. Murkowski
Chairman

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
United States Senate

Washington, D.C, 20510-6150

Dear Senator Murkowski:

Thank you for your letter of October 3, 1997, relaying questions related to the climate change
negotiations, which we received on October 16.

We are facilitating an interagency effort to respond to your questions and will incorporate recent
developments at the negotiations completed today in Bonn. When Mr, David Garman of your
staff returns from Bonn, I will contact him to determing a mutually convenient date for delivery of
OUr responses.

I can be reached at (202) 343-1060 if you have any further questions.

Dirk Forrister
Chairman

cc:  The Honorable Federico Pefia
The Honorable Janet Yellin
The Honorable Timothy Wirth
The Honorable Chuck Hagel
The Honorable Robert C. Byrd

‘l

202 343-1060 + Fax 202 343-1162
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JCLLE WCLME, NORTI CARGLINA, CHARMAN

AOHARD G, LUGAR, INDMMA JOBEMH R SiD6w, Ju, OELAWARE
oain, COVERDELL, CEORAIA PalL, £ SARBANLY, MANTLAND
CIHUCK KACEL MEBRASEA CHMSTORHER L. 000, CONMICTIUT K
GORDOM 14, EMUTI. OPRGON Jomrlg:;.ﬁ:lcmm ) .
CRAIG THOMAR, WYOMING <
e - Wnited States Senate
B AT, Tirccsen - PAUL D, WELLETONE, MINNEZOTA
SAM FROUWNRACE, LANTAS i COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
JaMES W, NANGE, STARS DIRECTOR
SOWIN €, Hatl, MINOAITY ETAFF DIRECTOR WASHINGTON, DT 20570-6225

February 13, 1998

The Honorable Stuart E, Eizenstat
Under Secretary for Economic, Business
and Agricultural Affairs

Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary Eizenstat:

Attached are questions for the record for this week’s hearing on the implications of the
Kyoto Protacol. Because of the need for timely oversight of this issue, I am requesting that you
supply the requested responses and documents within two weeks.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Chotthpec—

Chuck Hagel -
Chajrman

Subcommittee on International Econamic
Palicy, Export and Trade Promotion

CTH/Xkp
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\
_ QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD .
- FORUNDERSECRETARY OF STATE STUART EIZENSTAT
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR CHUCK HAGEL
UNITED STATES SENATE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
HEARING ON IMPLICATIONS OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL,
February 13, 1998

1. When the Congressional delegation met with Vice President Gore in Kyoto, I asked the
Vice President exactly what he meant when he called on you and the rest of the UJ.S.
delegation 1o show more flexibility, The Vice President said that he would defer thar
question to you, but you were not at that meeting. Can you tell us exactly what
instruction you received from the Vice President and what he meant when he instructed
you to be more flexible in the negotiations?

2. Please define for me: “meaningful participation from key developing countries?”
2.1  What countries do you define as “key?” Do you consider Chinz a “key”
developing country? Do-you consider India a “key™ developing country?

3. The Administration’s position on the issue of developing country participation has been
much weaker than that unanimously urged by the Senate in Senate Resolution 98. The
President has called for “key” developing countries to participate in a “meaningful” way,
while the unanimous view of the Senate was that “the United States should not be a
signatory to any protocol which would mandate new commitments ta limit or reduce
greenhouse gas emissions for the Annex [ Parties, unless the protocol or other agreement
also mandates new specific scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas
cmissions for the Developing Country Parties within the same compliance period” Why
did the Administration use a different standard than that voted unanimously by the

T Senawe? - —.

~ 31 Does the Administration intend to adhere to the letter of S. Res. 98, thatistw
negotiate legally-binding, specific new scheduled commitments within the same
compliance period for the Developing Country Parties currently left out of the
Kyoto Protocol? .

32  Atwhat point, specifically, will the Administration reconsider the viability of the
Kyoto Protocol if emission reduction commitments cannot be secured from the
Developing Country Parties? \

33  Does the President intend to honor the unanimous request of the Senate not to be a
signatory — that is not to sign the Protocol — vntil we have met both objectives of
the Byrd-Hagel resolution test: emission reduction commitments from the
Developing Country Parties and a demonstration that the Protocol will not
seriously barm the U.S. economy?

4, Does the FY99 budget contain any programs or budget requests that could have the effect
of implementing portions of the Kyoto Protocol? Please provide the Committes with a i
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list_ of all climate change programs in the Exacutive Branch, with a description of each
program and how they relate to the Kyote Protocol.

Article 3 calls for the U.N. Subsidiary Body. for Scientific and Technalogical Advice 19
report within a year on which additional activities should be regulated by the treaty.
What specific additional domestic U.S. economic activities do you believe should be
brought under the jurisdict)ion of the Kyoto Protocol? '

Article § calls on countries lo enhance their monitoring systems of greenhouse gas

emissions. Will the Administration make any changes in our existing moritoring systems
prior to Senate ratification of the treary?

Article 6 delays the implementation of any international emissions trading system among
industrial countries until some later U.N. conference establishes procedures for
verification and reporting. Do you believe that a fully functioning trading system will. in
fact, be adopted next November in Buenos Aries?

Article 11 requires the industrial countries to “provide new and additional financial

resources” 1o developing countries. What exactly does this mean, in terms of the U.S.

budget? '

8.1  Does the Administration plan to implement this requirement of the Kyoto
Protocol before Senate ratification? _

Article 12 creates a new U.N. foreign aid fund on the climate change issue. This is the
“Clean Development Mechanism.” This Article creates a new U.N. structure for the
transfer funds from industrial to developing nations. It would perout industrial countries
or companies to pay into a fund that would, in tum, pay for projects in developing nations
to achieve “sustainable development” and to reduce gresnhouse gas emissions beyond
What they would otherwise be. Axticle 12 also contains language that would permit the
U.N. Cleari Development Mechanism to retain a portion of the funds it receives for its
own administrative purposes. Early versions of this Brazilian proposal forthrightly
referred to this as “user fee” authority, a form of U.N. taxation authority. Does the
Administration have any cogeerns about granting this kind of fae retention authority to a
U.N. body?

Last year, the Administration abandoned a year and a half-long effort to develop an
economic model that would show that we could make major cuts in energy use in this
country without harming our economy. The Chair of the Council of Economic Advisors
went so far as to call economic modeling “futile.” On February 4, 1998 the Chair of the
Council on Environmental Quality, Kathleen McGinty said before the House Science
Committee, “The Administration is working on 2 more detailed economic analysis of the
impact of the targets reached in Kyoto. Council of Economic Advisers Chair Janet
Yellen will be prepared to discuss the analysis at a hearing next week before the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee.” Can you tell me why the Administration did not produce
cither Janet Yellen as 2 witness or the promised detailed economic model or analysis?

- @ooy
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Were you involved in developing the statement of the Administration’s climate change
policies announced by the President in his October 22, 1997 speech at the Naﬁonal
Geographic Society, and, if you were, will you blease describe for us the role you played?
11.1  When were you told that you would be head of the U.S. delegation at the third
session of the Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framewark
Convention an Climate Change; and who told you? '

11.2 Wil you please describe for us the role you played in developing the
Administration's palicy approach to, and strategies concemning, the international
climate-change negodations during the period between the President's October 22
speech and the first day you arrived at the Kyoto Conferance?

113 Atthe Kyoto Conference, you were the bead of the U.S. delegation. Wil you
please describe the role you played in developing the Administration's policy
approach 10, and swrategies concerning, the international ¢climate-change '
negotiations in Kyoto; and, in doing so, will you please describe on a comparative
basis the decision making authority within the delegation of you, Ms. Kathleen
McGiuty, and Mr. Todd Stern? :

In his testimony last fall before the House Commerce Committee, former Under

Secretary of State Wirth referred to the Administration’s “economics team" in response to

Committee questions about economics issues relevant to the international climate change

negotiations. Prior to your appointment as head of the U.S. delegation for the Kyato

Conference, did you regard yourself as part of the Administration’s “economics team"

with respect to the international climate-change negotiations?

12.1  From and after the time you were appointed head of the U.S. delegation, was there
an “economics team™ concerning the international climate-change negatiations,
and, if there was, who were its members and who headed the “economics team?”

Is there currently in place any interagency body within the Executive Branch that has the
responsibility to analyze the economic implications to the nation of the emissions-
reduction requirements specified in the Kyoto Protocol for the United States and of
alternative domestic policics to achieve those reduction requirements?

12.1  Ifyes, What is the name of that interagency body? Who is the chair of that body? ’

Are you a member of that body?

You were appointed head of the U.S. delegation at the Kyoto Conference after farmer
Under Secretary of State Wirth announced his intention to resign as Under Secretary for
Global Affairs. The President has not yet sent to the Senate his nomination of a successor
to Mr. Wirth. Are you currently proceeding on the assumption that, unless and unti] you
are informed by the Secretary of State or the White House to theiconmary, you are the
senior State Department official who has immediate responsibility for the
Administration’s policy approach 1o, and strategies ¢oncerning, internadonal ¢climate-
change negotiations?

13.1  What is your current assumption about whether you or Mr. Wirth's successar, if
and when confirmed by the Senate, will head the U S. delegation at the fourth
session of the Conference of the Parties when it meets in Buenos Aires in
November?

@oos
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In his October 22, 1997 speech at the National Geographic Saciety, the President said:
“First, the United States proposes at Kyoto that we commit 1o the binding and realistic
target of returning to emissions of 1990 levels berween 2008 and 2012. And we should
not stop there. We should corumit to reduce emissions below 1990 levels in the five-year
period thereafter, and we must work toward further reductions in the years ahead.” As of
the time you artived at the Kyoto Conference, or at any time during the Kyoto
Conference, were you informed of:

- what the President’s October proposal would require of the United States

in terms of the tons of carbon-equivalent emissions reductions;

- what domestic laws and regulations likely would be required 1o enable the

United States to abide by the President's October proposal; and

- what the economic consequences to the nation likely would be if the

Fresident’s October proposal were the basis for a protacol?

14.1  For any affirmative response to any of the aboye questions,
~ Who gave you that information, and when?
= Please tell us what portions of the information were in written form, by
way of briefing papers ar otherwise, mcluding any notes you made of
information that was given to you?
- To the extent the information to which I have referred was not given to

Yyouin written form or reflected in any notes you made of the information

given to you, would you please tell the Committee:

- -What the President’s October propesal would require of the United
States in terms of the tons of carbon-equivalent emissions
reduction; . :

- what domestic laws and regulations likely would be required o
enable the United States 1o abide by tk'm President's October
proposal; and

- what the economic consequences 1o the nation likely would be if
the President’s October proposal were the basis for a protocol?

142  Prior to your leaving for the Kyoto Conference, was it your understanding that the—
President’s Octaber proposal for emissions “targets and timetables” presupposed
that a protocol would provide for emissions trading among Annex I Parties and
for “joint implementation” among and between Annex I and non-Annex Parties?

14.3  Prior to your leaving for the Kyoto Conference, whar was your belief as to how
difficult it would be for the United States to achieve the emissions limitation that
was proposed in the President’s October speech, assuming a protacol provided for
emissions trading among Annex I Parties and for “joint implementation” among
and between Annex I and non-Annex I Parties?

As you know, the Kyoto Protocol, if it ever were ta become binding on the United States,
would require our nation to reduce its emissions of greenhouse gases by 7 percent below
their 1590 levels during the period 2008 through 2012, all in accordance with the specific
provisions of the Protocol concerning the list of greenhouse gases, sinks, baseline dates,
and so forth. I refer you to a document entitled “Fact Sheet: The Kyota Protocol on
Climate Change,” dated January 23, 1998, It states that it was prepared by the _
Department of State’s Bureau of Oceans and Loternational Environmental and Scientfic

4
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Affairs.” Did you, personally, approve issuance of that “Fact Sheet,” and, if you did pot,
who was the highest ranking official of the State Department who approved its issuance?
15.1  The State Department's “Fact Sheat” states: “The 7 percent target represents at
most a 3 percent real reduction below the President’s inital proposal of reducing
greenhouse gases to 1990 levels by 2008-12. The remaining 4 percentage pojnts
result from certain changes in the way gases and sinks are calculated and do not
reflect any increase in effort as corupared to the President's original proposal.”
The document then goes on to artribute one percentage point of the 4 percentage
points to changing the baseline from 1990 to 1995 for the three synthetic gases
- cavered by the Kyoto Protoco] (HFCs, PFCs, and SF,). It further attibutes “about
3" percentage points of the 4 Percentage points to not including in the 1990
bascline U.S. sinks, but including certain changes in sinks during the period 2008
through 2012. Was an analysis, which showed that the Kyoto Protocol involves
“at most a 3 percent real reduction” of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions below 1990
levels fumished to you while you were in Kyoto and before you agreed to the 7
percent reduction figure; and, if so:
- Who prepared the analysis?
~ Who fumnished you the analysis, and when?
- Were you given or shown any such analysis in WwTiting?

15.2  Please tell us which other nations — at the time of the Kyoto Conference, but
before actual adoption of the Kyoto Protocol - were informed, either by you or by
any other member of the U.S. delegation, that the Kyoto Protocol, as finally

" proposed to be adopted by the Kyoto Conference, would entai] at most a 3 percent

real reduction of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions below 1990 levels?

- Was Chairman Estrada of the Committee of the Whole informed of that;
and, if so, when?

- Were any member nations of the European Union informed of that; and, if
0, which ones and when?

- Were any developing nations, including, but not limited to, China, India,
Argentina. Brazil, or any member pation of the Alliance of Small Island
States informed of that; and, if so, which ones and when?

Article 3.1 of the Kyoto Protocol states that the emissjons reduction requirements of the
Annex I Parties set forth in Ammeyx B 1o the Protocol, in accordance with the provisions of
Article 3, are “with a view to reducing their overall emissions of such gases by at least 5
per cent below 1990 levels in the commitment period 2008 to 2012.” My recollection is
that Ambassador Estrada, who chaired the AGBM and the Commirtee of the Whole,
stated thart the reduction of the Apnex [ Parties would amount to about 5.2 percent below
1990 levels. If the “real” reductions or limitations of the Annex I Parties are calculated in
the same manner as the proposed U.S. reduction is calculated in the State Departument’s
“Fact Sheet™ — in other words, taking into account the 1995 baseline for the three
synthetic gases and the provisions regarding sinks — shouldn’t we conclude that the
“real” reductions of the Annex I Parties below 1990 emissions levels will be less than 5
percent? ,
16.1 Putting it another way, if the U.S. reduction is “at most a 3 percent real reduction”
below 1990 levels, that would be less than one-half of the 7 percent proposed

}
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_ reduction for our nation set forth in Annex B to the Kyoto Protocol.. T understand

- thart the United States accounted for perhiaps 2s much as one-third or moye of the
Annex | Parties” gross emissions in 1990; Russia (the next largest Annex I emitrer
of greenhouse gases), as well as New Zealand and Ukraine, refised to agres 10
any rednctions below their respective 1990 emissions levels; and Australiz would
be allowed to increase its emissions by 8 percent over its 1990 level. In these
circumstances, ¢an you explain how the aggregate reductions of the Annex |
Parties during the period 2012 through 2018 will achieve the 5 percent reduction
level referred to in Article 3.1 of the Kyota Protocol?

162 As far as the Administration is concerned, is the phrase “with a view 1o reducing
their overall emissions of such gases by at least 5 per cent below 1990 levels in
the commitment period 2008 to 2012,” as set forth in Article 3.1 of the Kyoto
Protocol,-anything more than a purely political statement; or, could it in any
manner be interpreted as placing on the United States a legal obligation over and
above the 7 percent reduction set forth in Annex B, when interpreted in
accordance with the balance of Article 3 without regard to that phrase?

The fact sheets and related documents that were distributed by the Whire House, along
with the text of the President's October speech, stated with respect to the emissions target
and timetable he had announced: “And it is meaningful. Achieving 1990 levels in the
period 2008-12 would amount to almost a 30 parcent reduction off a business-as-usual
approach.” Even assuming, for the sake of our discussion, that the 7 percent reduction
referred to in Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol amounts to “at mast a 3 percent real
reduction” below 1990 levels, would you please:

- tell the Committee how many millions of tons of reduction will have to
occur in 2012 (the last year of the first commitment period) compared to
the baseline emissions projections for that year; and :

- cxplain why the Administration agreed in Kyoto to a legally binding
obligation to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions by such amount below
1990 levels during the period 2008 through 2012?

17.1  Given the provisions in the Kyoto Protocol concerning the baseline for the three

18.

synthetic gases and the provisions regarding sinks, if the U.S. delegation had
insisted at the Kyoto Conference on percentage figures in Annex B-to the Protocol
that would have resulted, in reality, in a U,S. commitment only to return its
greenhouse gas emissions to their 1990 level, rather than the 3 percent reduction
claimed in the State Department's “Fact Sheet,” please tell us, based on your
discussions with ather nations, which of them, if any, would have férmally
objected to adoption of such a protocol? .

Asticle 32 of the Kyoto Protocol states: “Each Party included in Annex I shall, by 2005,
have made demonstrable progress in achieving its commitments under this Protocol.”
Does this constitute a legally-binding obligation?
18.1  'Will you please tell us what that provision means in terms of the relationship
between U.S. greenhouse gas emissions in 2005 and --
- the baseline projection of U.S. emissions for 2005; and
- U.S. greenhouse gas emissions in 19907
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182 Does the Conference of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol have the autharity to
determine whether the United States is in compliance with Article 3.2 and, if it
does, would our nation be exposed to risk of enforcement provisions that might be
established pursuant to Article 17 of the Protocol?

In his October speech, the President said there should be reductions below 1990 levels
during the five-year period after 2012. Either before or during the Kyoto Conference, did
you or any other member of the Executive Branch ever propose to, or discuss with,
another nation what the pereentage reduction should be during the five-year period after
20127 Ifyes— .

- what percentage reduction was proposed or discussed for that second

commitment period; _

- who expressed the view of the United States on that issue;

- when such further reduetion was proposed or discussed;

- who the other nations were; and

- what their reaction was?

19.1  Asnpearly as ] can determine, there are twa places in the Kyoto Protocol that
define the first “commitment period.” Article 3.1 uses the expression “the
commitment period 2008 w 2012, and Article 3.7 uses the identical expression.

I am concemed that the word “to” could be interpreted by some to mean “up to,”
rather than “through,” so that the language in the Kyoto Protocol would be
interpreted to refer to the years 2008, 2009, 2010, and 2011— that is, “up t0” 2012.
Such interpretation would mean that the first commitment period has a duration of
only four years. Was it the intention and understanding of the U.S. delegation at
the Kyoto Conference that the phrase “the commitment period 2008 to 2012,” as
used in the Kyoto Protocol, was meant to include the full year 20127

Even if one assumes that the Kyato Protocol provides for at most a real 5 percent
reduction of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions below their 1990 levels diring the period
2008 through 2012, would you agree that, all other things being equal, the level of effort
required to enable U.S. compliance with that commitment would have to be greater or
more far-reaching than would be the case if the Protocol only required, under its
provisions, returning the nation’s emissions to their 1990 level, and, also, that the
economic consequences would be greater? )

20.1 During the decision-making process as to whether the U.S. delegation should
agree to the Kyoto Protocol, as it finally was to be proposed to the Kyoto
Conference, did you participate in any discussions, or receive any information,
concerning whether, or how, or the exteat to which, domestic laws and regulatons
that would be required, and the economic consequences to the nation, would ot
could differ from those contemplated at the time of the President’s October 1997
speech? If yes --

- ‘Was any such information furnished to you in written form; and, if so,
who prepared the information, and who furnished it to.you?

idoog
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- Would you please describe for the Committee what was said during any
discussions you had on that {ssue?

- Would you please tell us whether the President or the Vice President, or
both, were provided the information that you had?

As you know, Senate Resolution 98, the Byrd-Hagel Sense of the Senate Resolution,
provided, in part, that “the United States should not be 2 signatory to any protocol to, or
other agreement regarding, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change of 1992, at negotiations in Kyoto in December 1997, or thereafter, which would
~ (A) mandate new commitments C) limit or reduce greenhouse gas emuissions for the
annex [ Parties, unless the protocol or other agreement also mandates new specified
scheduled commitments to Limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for Developing
country Parties within the same compliance period. . .." Please tell the Comnmittee what
efforts were made by the United States, from and after the time you were told you would
head the U.S. delegation at the Kyoto Conference, 0 obtain language in the Kyoto
Protocol that met the specific requirements of Senate Resolution 98, namely, that
“mandates new specified scheduled commitments to limir or reduce greenhouse gas
emissions for Developing country Parties within the same compliance period” as would
apply to our nation"?

21.1  In the President’s October speech, he stated: “The United States will not assume
binding obligations unless key developing nations meaningfully participate in this
effort.” In his December 8 speech 1o the Kyoto Conference, one of the specific
conditions stated by the Vice President to show “increased nsgotiating flexdbility™
also was “the meaningful participation of key developing countries.” At any time,
were you under the impression that such language met the requirements set forth
in the Senate Resolution that was adapted by a vote of 95 10 zero? If yes »

- What, if anything, made you think that Senate Resolution 98 was only
concerned with “‘key” developing nations, as distinguished from all, or
substantially all, of them?

- What, if anything, made you think that the expression “meaningful
participation” was exactly the same thing as the requirement of Senats
Resolution 98 that referred to “new specified scheduled commitments to
limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for the Developing country
Parties within the same compliance period?”

212 Do you agree that the Kyoto Protocal, as written, does not meet the requirements
of the Senate, as ser forth in Senate Resolution 937

As of, or around, the time you were designated to head the U.S. delegation to the Kyoto
Conference, what was your understanding of the intention and meaning of the following
wards, as used in the President's October speech: :

- “key"” — Please name al] of the developing narions that were "key?"

- “participation” — did it include quantitative commitments, in the Protocol
or in a simultaneously adopted, but separate, protocol, to limit the growth
of developing nations’ greenhouse gas emissions?

- “meaningful” — what did that mean?

do1o
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22.1 My understanding is that the Annex I rations and the developing nations knew of
- the terms of Senate Resolution 98 at least by the summer of 1997, when the Ad
Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate met in Bonn, [ that your understanding also?

At any time during the Kyoto Conference, did the Admijnistration’s intent and
understanding of the phrase “meaningfit] paticipation of key developing nations” change
from the intent and understanding that existed as of the President’s October speech? If 50,
would you please tell us what the changes were?

Does the Kyoto Protocal, as written, provide for “meaningful participation of key
developing countries” within the meanng of the President's October 1997 speech?
24.1 The following is from a document, dated December 11, 1997, which is entitled
“Transcript: Eizenstat Briefing on Results of Climate Talks” and which bears a
legend at the top stating “The United States Mission to Italy.” The document
purports to be a transcript of your news conference on December 11 in Kyoto.
The following statement is attributed to you:
“Second is the question of eventual rarificarion by the U.S.
Senate. The President has indicated that the United States
would not take on legally binding targets until there was
meaningful participation by developing countries. Clearly,
despite the very important step taken through the Brazilian ,
process of creating a Clean Development Mechanism for Credit,
that meaningful participarion has not yet been taken as a result
of the steps that were done here, We hope, over time, they
will.” '
Did that transcript accurately set forth what you said at your news conference?
24.2 Ifanybody in the Administration, or anybody else, ever tries to tell or suggest to
this Committee that the Kyato Protocol, as written, provides for “meaningful
participation by key developing countries,” can we count on you 1o deny that?
The State Department’s “Fact Sheet: The Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change,” dated
January 23, 1998 states (beginning at the bottom of page 4): “While the conference
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22.1 My understanding is that the Annex I nations and the developing nations knew of
" the terms of Senate Resolution 98 at least by the summer of 1997, when the Ad
Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate met in Bonn. Is that your understanding alsa?

At any time during the Kyoto Conference, did the Administration’s intent and
understanding of the phrase “meaningful participation of key developing nations” change
from the intent and understanding that existed as of the President's October speech? If so,
would you please tell us what the changes were?

Does the Kyoto Protocal, as written, praovide for “meaningful participadon of key
developing countries” within the meaning of the President's October 1997 speech?
24.1 The following is from a document, dated December 11, 1997, which is entitled
“Transcript: Eizenstat Bricfing on Results of Climate Talks” and which bears a
legend at the top stating “The United States Mission to Italy.” The document
purports to be a transcript of your news conference on December 11 in Kyoto.
The following statement is attributed to you:
“Second is the question of eventual ratification by the U.S.
Senate. The President has indicated that the United States
would not take on legally binding targets until there was -
meaningful participation by developing countries. Clearly,
despite the very important step taken through the Brazilian
process of creating a Clean Development Mechanism for Credit,
that meaningful participation has not yet been taken &s a result
of the steps that were done here. We hope, over time, they
will.”
Did that transcript accurately set forth what you said at your news conference?
242 Ifanybody in the Administration, or anybody else, ever tries w0 tell or suggest to
this Commirtee that the Kyato Protocol, as written, provides for “meaningful
participation by key developing countries,” can we count on you to deny that?

The State Department’s “Fact Sheet: The Kyota Protocol on Climate Change,” dated
Tanuary 23, 1998 states (beginning at the bottom of page 4): “While the conference
rejected a proposal to create a new category of nations that would voluntarily assume
binding emissions targets, developing countries may as a prerequisite for engaging in
emission trading still do so through amendment to the annex of the protocol that lists
countries with targets.” Does that statement mean that there is a mechanism for
developing pations to opt into the Kyato Protocol by means of amendment to Annex B?
951 Was the United States, before and during the Kyoto Conference, a proponent of
what had been called Article 10, which was called Article 9 in a subsequent draft
because of renumbering of the Articles, and that Asticle 10 was intended to set
forth the rules by which a2 non-Annex I Party (that is, a developing nation) coutd
“gpt in” to a quantitative commitment to limit or reduce its greephouse gas
emissions? '
252  Is it true that the developing nations, as a group, refused to go along with this
“Article 10,” and that, in your press conference immediately after adoption of the
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26.

27.

Protocal, you stated that the defeat of the opt-in provisions of Article 10 “was I
- think our single greatest disappointment?”

253 'Who came up with the idea that Annex B could be amended so astoc add a
developing nation and a related emissions-limitation commirtment, or when such
idea first entered into a draft of the Protocol? _

25.4 Do you believe that a majority of the developing nations wanted to include Article
10 in the Kyoto Protocol? }

25,5 If a“developing” nation wanted to undestake an emissions-limitation commitment
for itself and that it proposed to amend Annex B of the Kyoato Protocol by stating
what its commitment was, do you agree that, by reason of Articles 20.7 and 19.3
of the Protocol, such amendment would first have to be approved by at least a
three-fourths majority vote of the Parties to the Pratocol?

25.6 Do you believe that the Government of the United States, under our Constitution,
could not deposit an instrument of acceptance to any amendment of Annex B
pursuant ta Article 15.4 of the Kyoto Protocol without the advice and consent of
the U.S. Senate?

25.7 Ifadeveloping nation were added to Annex B, would it automatically become an

Annex I Party to the Convention?

25.8 Would a developing nation that is added to Annex B also undertake the
commitments of Annex I Parties set forth in Article 2 (concerning policies and
measures), Article 5 (conceming a national system for estimation of its emissions -
and sinks), Article 7 (concerning its national emissions inventory and national
communications), and Article 8 (concerning expert review of its reports filed
pursuant to Article 7)? If yes —

- Will you please look at those Articles in the Kyoto Protocol and tell me
what language in them would make them applicable to a developing nation
that became listed in Annex B?

In her written testimony before the House Science Committee on February 4, Ms.
Kathleen McGinty said: “The President has made it clear that he does not intend to send
the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratification until we have achieved meaningful
participation by key developing countrics.” Is thar also your understanding of the
President’s position; and, if it is, who told you that? '

1 am told that various Administration officials have referred to efforts 1 obtain, ona

bilateral or multilateral basis, the agreement of certain developing nations to quantitative

lirita- tions on the growth of their greenhouse gas emissions. For example, I understand
that Ms. McGinty indicated that in her oral testimony before the House Science

Committee. s it the Administration’s position that any such bilateral or multilateral

agreements would constitute “meaningful participation by developing nations?”

27.1 How could the Administration comtend that bilateral or multlateral agreements
with developing nations would justify the Senate’s ratificarion of the Kyoto
Protocol, in the absence of amendments to the Kyoto Protocol that made it certain
the developing nations added to Annex B also were subject to Articles 2,3, 5,7,
and 8, and that all such commitments, including those undertaken by means of

10
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_ joining Annex B, wece subject to such enforcement provisions as might be
- adopted to elaborate Article 177
272 Is the Administration contemplating proposals 10 amend the Kyoto Pratocol to
make certain that, if developing nations were added to Annex B, they also will be
subject to Articles 2,3, 5,7, and 8?

28.  What do you believe the chances are that the Kyoto Protocol will enter into force by the
fourth session of the Conference of the Parties in November if the Senate has not ratified
it more than 90 days before that session?

29.  Ifthe Kyota Protocol does not‘cnte.r into force by the November session of the
Conference of the Parties, do you believe thar the Protocol's provisions concerning
amendment of the Protacal are irrelevant and that, in the absence of adoption of the Rules
of Procedure of the Conference of the Parties that provide for amendment of the Kyoto
Protocol by something other than “consensus,” any amendments to that Protocol would
require “consensus?”

30. Would you please describe for us all of the ways, including procedure, that the State
Department is considering to accommodate the requirements of Senate Resolution 98?

31.  Did the President, personally, authorize the U.S. delegation at the Kyoto Conference to
vote for adoption of the Kyoto Protocol?

31.1 Will you please explain to the Committee why the President authorized the U.S.
delegation to vote for adoption of the Kyoto Protocol at the Kyoto Conference,
but no decision has been made as to when it will be signed in behalf of the United
States?

32.  Will you please identify and deseribe any oral or written understandings with, or

commitments to, other nations - of any kind other than those specifically set forth in the

Protocol -- which were made by the President, by the Vice President, or by any member

of the U.S. delegation ta the Kyoto Conference, including, but not limited to, any

understandings or commitments regarding: .

- implementation or the interpretation of the Protocol;
- the substance of furture decisions by the Conference of the Parties, which
the Unjted States would support, regarding rules or guidelines elaborating
the Protocel; or concerning the timing of any Party’s signature or
ratification of the Protacol. o
33.  Artcle 16 bis. Will you please tell us what “modalities” would be, as distinguished from
the “principles,” “rules,” and uguidelines” referred to in that Article?

33.1 Do you believe that, until the Conference of the Partics makes all of the decisions
that it is empowered to make under those Articles of the Kyoto Protocal, it will be
impossible for either the Administration or the Congress to know the extent to
which those Articles — in reality — would or could reduce the nation’s cost of
complying with the emissions- reduction requirement sct forth in the Protocol?

11
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35.

36.

37.

i

Do you believe that under Article 16 bis, Annex B Parties can begin engaging in

emissions trading how? .

34.1 Do you have any reason to believe that cther Parties to the Convention, l

- specifically including the European Union, agree that, under Article 16 bis, Annex
B Parties can begin engaging in emissions trading before the Conference of the
Partics defines what it regards as the “relevant principles, modalities, rules and
guidelines” for emissions trading, as provided for in the first sentence of Article
16 bis?

34.1 Will you please explain to the Commirtee, in summary form at this tme, all of the
issues that will have to be decided by the Conference of the Parties 1n order to
enable emissions trading under Article 186 bis be a viable and effective mechanism
for reducing the costs of complying with the emissions-reduction commitment of
the United States under the Kyoto Protocol?

Regarding the Clean Development Mechanism, particularly Article 12.8, which states:
“The Conference of the Parties serving as the mecting of the Parties to this Protocol shall
ensure that a share of the proceeds from certified project activities is used to cover
administrative expenses as well as to assist developing country Parties that are
particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change to meet the costs of
adaptation.” Who are thase countries that will be entitled to recejve funding to meet the
costs of adaptation?
- Are they limited to the groups of countries referred to in Article 4.8 of the
Convention? : :
- Will the share of proceeds to be used to meet the costs of adaptation be
' allocated among deserving nations in accqrdance with some currently
unknown, decision making process to be established by the Conference of
the Parties? ‘
- Please identfy all countries that would be excluded from receiving any
portion of such funding.

35.1 Does the United States have an understanding with Brazil, or with any other
nations, as to a limit, or potential limit, on.the amount of money derived from
projects under the Clean Development Mechanism that will be diverted 1o
developing nations for adaptation purposes?

My understanding is that the fourth session of the Conference of the Parties in November
will review the adequacy of Articles 4.2(a) and (b) of the Convention. Given that the
Conference of the Parties adopted the Kyoto Protocol and that Articles 4.2(a) and (b) of
the Convention have nothing to do with commitments of developing nations, will you
assure this Committee that the position of the United States at the November session will
be that Articles 4.2(a) and (b} of the Convention are “adequate?”

The Kyoto Protocol contains no provisions that describe what the procedures and
consequences will be if 2 Party is not in compliance with its commitments under the
Protocol. Article 17 of the Protocol does not itself provide deterrence to non-compliance;
yet we know that, for any number of reasans, the United States would comply with its
commitments if the Protocol ever received the advice and consent of the Senate, What
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38.

39.

specific proposals did the U.S. delegation make during the negotiations that concluded

with the Kyoto Protocol that detailed the procedures to determine whether a Party was in

non-compliance, and, in case of non-compliance, what specific consequences would .

ensue in different situations?

37.1 Does the Administration.favor use of trade sanctions, such as embargoes, in case
of certain types of non-compliance; and, if so, please tell us what the
Administration is considering in that regard?

Is the Administration contemplating submitting.to Congress any other legislative
proposals, or is it contemplating proposing any new or amended regulations, any of
which are intended to reduce U.S. greenhouse gas emissions, prior to the President’s
signing the Kyoto Protocol and submitting it to the Senate for its advice and consent? If
s0, will you please describe the substance of any such legislative or regulatory proposals
that ar¢ being contem- plated?

Has any Department or agency of the Executive Branch, or any interagency bady, been
given the responsibility to develop potendal proposals for legislation or regulations that

~_would be intended to facilitate compliance by the United States with the Kyoto Protocol

if the Pratocol ever were to become binding on this nation? If so, will you please identify
the Departments, agencies, or interagency body; and, if it is an interagency body, who is
the head of it? |

Qoos
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD
SENATOR JESSE HELMS
IMPLICATIONS OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL HEARING
February 13, 1998

. Please provide the following information either in electronic or hard-copy form:

-- the official US global greenhouse gas inventory used by negotiators in
Kyoto, on a country-by-country specific basis, for the six greenhouse gases
listed in Annex A of the Kyoto Protocol;

— the 1990 baseline and projections at least through 2030 for carbon dioxide,
methane, and nitrous oxide; and

— the 1995 baseline and projections at least through 2030 for
hydroflurocarbons, perfluoracarbons, and sulphur hexafluoride.

. Please provide the assumptions, data and calculation methodology| that
support the Administration’s assertion that the Impact of carbon sinks on the
U.S. greenhouse gas reduction commitment will reduce the actual Jeduction to
2 or 3 percent below 1990 levels, rather than 7 percent. f

. The Kyoto Protecol establishes a Clean Development Mechanism.| Please
provide the following information regarding the "Mechanism.” '

- What staffing and administrative costs do you anticipate will be required to
establish and run this “Mechanism™?

-- What fee do you anticipate the U.N. will charge companies for investing in
developing countries through this "Mechanism™?

— What criteria do you anticipate this “Mechanism” will use to approve or reject
investments?

. The Energy Infarmation Administration (EIA) has projected that carbon
emissions in the United States will increase from 1990 emissions levels by 34
percent by the year 2010. The Kyoto Protocol would require the United States
to reduce these emissians to 7 percent below 1990 levels by 2010.

— In addition to your assertions of increased energy efficiency, and
international emissions trading, please detail how the Administration intends to
reach these enormous commitments without constraining U.S. economic
growth?

@oos
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Please answer the following questions regarding the creation and
implementation of a domnestic emissions trading program,

— 1s the Administration considering the creatian and implementation of a
domestic emissions trading program?

_ Does the Administration believe that a domestic emissions trading program
could be implemented absent legislation? Would legislation be required for
any aspect of a domestic emission trading program under consideration? If
you do not believe that legislation is required, under what statujory authority,
specifically, would the Administration intend to proceed? What would be the
basis for such an interpretation? -

— Would a domestic emissions trading program be implemented without
ratification of the Kyota Protocal? If so, on what basis? How would such a
program relate to the proposed, yet thus far undefined, international emissions
trading regime?

.. Would a domestic emissions trading program be voluntary? If so, what
incentives would be offered to induce companies and other entities to
participate? Who would run such a program? Under what authaority?

— By its very nature, an emissions trading program would require an emissions
“cap” that would make an emissions unit tradable commodity. Would
adherence ta the cap be voluntary or mandatory? How would a cap be
established? Has any Administration official or entity examined in any way
whether a mandatory cap could be placed on carbon emissions? If so, would
it be the Administration’s's view that legislation would be required to proceed?
If not. under what authority would the Administration act?

- Could international emissions trading proceed today on the basis of the
Kyoto Protocol? If so, how? If not what would the Administration deem
necessary for an intemational emissions trading program to proceed?

Please answer the following questions regarding amendments to the Kyoto
Protocol: '

— While the Administration is calling the Kyato Protocol a “work in progress,”
isn't it true that the Kyoto Protocol is a final document that must be considered
by all nations as is? Can the Protocol be amended or changed in any way

‘pefore it enters into force? If so, haw would this be done?

-- Procedurally, how does the Administration intend to act on any proposals in
Buenos Aires? For example, how would an emissions trading regime be '
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considered and adopted? What about enforcement and compliance rules?
What about new scheduled emissians reduction commitments by developing
countries in the same compliance periad as developed countries?

— If the United States, or any other nation, sought to amend the Kyato
Protocol, wouldn't it need to foliow the amendment process to the Protocol?

To participate in that process, wouldn't the United States. or any other nation,
have to be a party to the Pratacol? if this is the case, how does the
Administration intend to change anything that is now included in the Pratacol or
add anything to the Protocol -- which is deemed a work in progress ~ until
after U.S. ratification? [f itis your pelief that the United States dees not have
to be a party to the Protocal to amend the agreement, how could this be done?

.- Would the Administration consider submitting the Kyoto Protocol to the
Senate for its advice and consent before formal adoption of amendments to
the Protacol? If not, Is it the Administration's intention to forgo submitting 2
global climate treaty to the Senate? If so, how specifically would the
Administration go about making the Protocol acceptable to the American
people?

—- Is it the intention of the Administration’s to seek to negotiate a new Protocol
and send both Protocols together to the Senate for advice and consent? If so,
what would a new Pratocol look like specifically? Have any other countries
expressed an interest in such an approach? If so, which countries?
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