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March 14, 1997
The Honorable A1 Gore 
Vice President 
The White.House 
Washington^ D.C.

Dear Mr. Vice President;

Farm state members of Congress have become increasinglv 
concex*ned with the lack of adequate attention given to 
agricultural concerns as the Administration works on the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNPCG) . As vou 
know, this treaty, if ratified, could affect U.S. agricultural 
production and competitiveness.

American agricultural intoreoho must be adequately 
represented during the upcoming negotiations. This 
representation will ensure the continued success of farmers and 
r-anchers and allow them to maintain their productivity, which 
ultimately benefits consumers. V/e believe we can address the 
global greenhouse gas issue and protect the environment while 
carefully considering the interests of America's farmers, 
ranchers and consumers. However, before the United States is ■ 
committed to a final international agreement to limit greenhouse 
gases, it is essential that we know more about the treaty's 
impact on our nation's largest employer and the world's most 
efficient producers of food and fiber.

Wg will be closely monitorijag the negotiations as work 
continues on the final agreement before its submission to the 
Senate for ratification. We request an analysis and briefing by 
the Administration on the following issues as soon as possible; '

1) The potential effects of climate change on U.S. 
agriculture and livestock production.

2) The festiraated greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
the production of crops and livestock in the U.S.

3) The net contribution of U.S. forests and crops in the 
sequestratioi^ of greenhouse gases.

4) 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 U.S. farmers and ranchers.
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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 leas stringent emission controls or no controls at 
9 JLJL •

We understand that serious discussions in preparation for 
the Kyoto meeting may commence during July and.August of this 
year. We firmly believe this information, aa well as the 
Administration's formal economic analysis, should be submitted to 
Congress well before then so that the various options for U.S. 
policy may be understood and their impact on Americati agriculture 
and the American economy may be carefully assessed.

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

Ad/Lhlk

nsc^^

cc: The Honorable Madeleine Albright
The Honorable•Dan Glickman

'/AA
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WASHI NOTON

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:

Thank you for the letter from you and other mijmbers 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 competitiveness.

The issue of global climate change is an important one for agriculture. Over the next 50 
years, U.S. food and fiber producers face major cliallcngcs in keeping pace with the ever 
increasing demands of a growing world population. Climate changes, environmental 
degradation, and increasing competition for land and freshwater supplies will make these 
challenges even greater. Based on current trends tlie Intcrgovcnunental 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 Uie potential impacts o^climate change on agriculture and net greenhouse 
gas emissions from agriculture and forestry activities 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 developed countries to agree to realistic and achievable binding 
targets for greenhouse gas emissions in tire 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 developing countries) 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 die economic 
impacts of various emissions targets [coordinated by Dr. Everett Ehrlich: Undersecretary for

Printed on Recycled Pacer
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Economic Policy at tlie Deponent of Commerce.] This assessment includes a variety of

Once this process is completed, we fully expect to brief Congress. ^

As part of this assessment, the Department of Agriculture will analyze the imoact of anv 
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 foUow Dr 
Ehrlich’s modeling results.

I appreciate your concerns and look forward to working with you on this imoortant 
environmental issue.

Sincerely,

A1 Gore

AG/pgu
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The Honor^le ICthlm. A. McGiray, Ch.ir 
v^ouncU on Environmental Quality 
Executive Office of the President 
360 Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Ms. McGinty;

Convention on Climate ChwgI^Co?3)“w'L'’hdd ofP^ies to the UN Frameworlc
On December 11, COP-3 adopt«i the Kyoto Protocni?°Ih' ^«"mber l-i i, 1997
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCCl whlh 1 t ^*^*’*“ Framework
targets for developed nabons bmdmg greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions

Business is rcviewiJg'Ss ^h! Small
perceived economictnpact on^lVus^esT based on the accord’s

Protoc information regarding the Kyoto

KyLTprMo*roir*''^ implementation of the a J^
J

4^
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Commitlee aiff« 223-5821. >Ws request, plcise conucl Peter flrechlel of the

ThanJc you for yo-ii.pronipt attention to this matter.
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BY FAr.STVf|| p

The Honorable Franlcliii D. Rainej 
Director
Office of Manegexaent and Budget 
Wajihingion, D. C 20503

The Honortblo Kathleen A. McGintv 
Chair
Council on EnviromneotAl Quality 
Washington, D. C. 20502

Dear Director Ridnea and Chair McGlnty:

Aff,ln ^“ffloic Orowih, Nu„„a R..our<»,, „d R.pJ.u,v

rS“=S=“'=«-^--=r-

" <“» 225-M07 « k™. „ I„d«kte to'
coo: 1 of the infonnatioo to the Subcommittee.



Mar--09-9S 16:43 Clima-te Change Task For-ce P.03
VOOJ 

Q003/014

Thank you for your eoopemion in thia matter.

Sincently,

ftDatvid M. McIntosh 
Chiinxian
Subcommittee on National Economic Growth. 

Natural Reaources. and RejuJatoty Affairs

CC; The Honorable Dan Burton. Oiaiiman 
Commitrea on Govenunent Refonn and Oversight

The Honorable John Tierney, Kanldnf Member 
Subcommittee on National Economic Growth. 

Naftiral Resources, and Regulatory Affairs

^e Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Member 
Commutoa on GoYcnnuBat Reform and Oversight



Mar-03-9a 16:43 Clima-te Change Task For-ct
-------------------------VBW P . 04

«JUU4
004/014

*mplementation withodt raidicahon

'*■»

the Unlied Stttw s«y« 40.” ' ^ Senate of

fr ^ Hoaoreblc Stuart E. fiitenjtat

U| 3^ o^mtttc on Fcnn„ R„«joo5

SrlsSSS^-^*™
Statemant of Viea Ptwidcat Gore 
i^ecoraber 1997
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Secretary of State H. 1998, Under
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in a >,idon ..ere .e .ill .c ^
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oa the drafts

^ange Action Proposal on October 22.1997 Was this Climate V
Admliuscration agreed « Kyoto to commit the r r ^ ^ d««J«OQ affected by tha fact that the 
Wow 1990 levels rather than stabilising

have made demonstrable F°lp«^^hicvSincluded in Annex I, by 2005, shall ^

^c,u4i^cSr .. -.
commitments under the Kyoto Protocol? Wnonstrablc progreag in achiarving iu ^ '

for its 5-ycar 'th'“^ perfomunce measures
following: the 1990 U.S. emissions i.veKjS 'S’ ^
1997, and then projected emissions reductions beiHn • for Rscal Year ^
year up to and including Fiscal Tear 2003. Fiscal Year 1997 and then for each

Administration reductions that the
«l«ncntofiis Global fr°m implementing each p

6a. The Administration has maintained that the cctt j. -s.regardless of whether or not there is a real t^ar of SS ^ ' , |\
it» own ments as good energy and envirom^uliucriTtkllJ'ff ^
demonstrate the need for this initiative based on u u ^
emissions reductions. *** fanilitating greenhouse gas

support this XKjue« Miviroomental and economic data and analyses chat

inreat m‘‘’‘*^°°»“«id.73pcK«, p 
technology? According to OECD data, *”* °> efficient ^
than that of most induscrialited counaies. ^ afficiency since 1980 has improved more
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The lacaeapebte Regulatory Backdoor.

Convarrio, or.dracoman measures would likely be lnsumc.J.r m ^ognfzing that even the most ( \ ' 

met wl*out cou^xaloint U.5. ecenoicSh^LJ”J:?!^ ‘•*>ii*«icns c«i be
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No Cogt««Mflt Analysia of theKyoto Treaty*

preptttd (or U^ari^) ^ben^ A<^iiu«ion or any federal agency

*«:otint the global impUcedona rfthe wa^ *“ '^to
analyre «d document the foUowmg* ^ Alao.^o

24b. Whether the benefits of implmendag this Protocol « justified by the costs;

™sta1 «„i «c,o, “S ““

25a. la eveliutiag eltcnative scenarios, please examine the following;

emissioas permit trading. In this regard, -valoete altenutive 

aumoer of Ttey developing countnoi, and trading in urhicb aU countries ve foUy participating
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fransiUoo to more energy effleiaw technolojes. ^ countries with export iii«ii«ts to

30. President Clinton has suggested chat the U S
agreement. Please indicate at wSt rate the continue to grow under this
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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 oflScial record of the hearing. In addition to a 
hard copy of your answers, the Committee 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 Committee staff. If you prefer, you 
may E-mail your responses to sarah.raonahan@inail.housc.gov.

I would appreciate receiving your responses to the enclosed que ins by Thursday, March 19,1998.

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

T7ie transcripts... shall be published in verbatim form, with the material requested for 
the record, as appropriate. Any requests to correct any errors, other than 
transcription, shall be appended to the record, and the appropriate place where the 
change is requested will be footnoted.

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 Monaliaiv 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 tbr nlaking this hearing successful. Once the uauscript has bear completed and published, 
a copy will be forwarded to you.

Sincerely,

F. JAMES fENSElrBRENNER,JR. 
Chairman

FJS:hlw
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COMMITTEE ON SQENCE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Hearing
on

The Road from Kyoto—Part I:

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

Wednesday, Febmary 4,1998

Post'Hearing Questions 
Submitted to

The Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
Chair

Council on Environmental Quality 

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted bv Chairman Sensenbrenner 

Documentaiion of 1997 Temperature Statistics 

1. On page 1 of your written testimony, you state: 6SfP
“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 carmot prove or disprove anything about global 
warming, this year’s statistics, further confirmed by two other sources of irtfonmation 
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.”

1.1 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 Studics/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 Questions Submitted to the Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
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Temperature Record: Land-Based Versus Satellite Data (Pftp
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?

The Lancet Study on Particulate Matter-Related Health Impacts of Greenhouse Gas Mitipntinn • 
and Reduction in Deaths and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Doe to EPA*s Recently Promulgated 
Fine Particulate Standard /)

3. On page 2 of your written testimony, you state; on“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 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 begirrs 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 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 vdth exposure to fine particles.”

3.3 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 the Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
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The Kyoto Protocol and the Rate of Increase of the Build-Up of Greenhouse Gases in the
Atmosphere and the Corresponding Temperature Changes

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

“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.*’

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

4.2 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 wanning due to those increased concentrations in the absence of 
the Kyoto Protocol?

4.3 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 wanning due to those increased concentrations if the terms of 
the Kyoto Protocol are met?

Submission of the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for Ratification and “Meaningful Participation by
Key Developing Countries’* .

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

“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 Which developing nations are “key?”

5.2 What docs “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 seeking in 
negotiations and discussions.

5.3 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.
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Wednesday, JFebruary 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submitted to the Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
Page 4 of 15 ■

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 “ke/’ 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?

Signint^ of the Kvoto Protocol

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?

7. If your answer to question 6 above is not definitive, please explain ail 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.

U S Reductions of Greenhouse Gas Emission Required bv the Kvoto Protocol/Emissions Trading

8. On page 3 of your written testimony, you state:

“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.”

9. 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 uncertainties 
still exist with respect to calculating this number?
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10. 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 
commitments under Article 3 [of the Protocol]”

10.1 ^^^at does this mean?

10 2 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 assuming about the proportion of our reductions that 
can be met through these means, and what is the limit acceptable within the terms 
of the Protocol?

International Emissions Trading and the Costs of Kyoto Protocol Compliance 

On page 4 of your written testimony, you state:11.

/^/

“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” 

Clean Development Mechanism

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

"Clean Development Mechanism: Under this innovative provision, developed 
countries will be able to use certified reductions fi'om 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 implementation 
(Jl) projects?

»
12.3 Under the Kyoto Protocol, what would be the status of existing and pending 

bilateral Jl projects promoted by the U.S. Initiative on Joint Implementation?

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

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

12.6 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?

F.misslon from the Military

13. On page 4 of your written testimony, you also state;

“Emissions fi'om the Military: The U.S. obtained agreement on its proposal for an 
exemption for emissions firom multilateral operations pursuant to the United Nations 
charter. This decision will ensure that nations do not hold back firom participating in 
humanitarian, peacekeeping and other operations due to concerns about greenhouse gas 
emissions.”

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

13.2 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.
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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 vrill be subjected to greater 
control by the host country, and how will this affect readiness?

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

14. On page 5 of your written testimony, you state;

“Tax credits for highly fuel efficient vehicles: This credit would be J4,000 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 friel efiQcient vehicles.

President's FY 1999 Budget Tax Credits for Energy Efficient Eouinment /

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

‘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.



Mar'-09-98 16:51 Climate Change Task For-ce P . 11

Wednesday, I^niary 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submitted to the Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
Page 8 of 15

President’s FY 1999 Budget Proposal for Two New Partnerships for Heavy Trucks and Light 
Trucks, including Snort-Utility Vehicles ^

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

“Two new partnerships are proposed for heavy trucks and light trucks, including sport- 
utility vehicles.”

Please describe these two new partnerships in detail, including funding, duration, 
participants, and cost-sharing requirements.

. iyJ
17. On page 6 of your written testimony, you state;

Fuel Efficient Vehicles

“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 
Partnership 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 effons 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;

“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 5150 million per year while reducing greenhouse gases by 700,000 
metric tones of carbon.”
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18.1 Please provide a listing of the participants of the Compressed Air Challenge.

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 while reducing greenhouse 
gases by 700,000 metric tones of carbon.”

BP Solar Opening

19. On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state:

“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 technologies, demonstrate that eflforts 
to increase market penetration based on harnessing the sun’s energy are now making 
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 weU over half the 
solar panels needed to get to our goal~a fiill 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?
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yCR/TV Energy Star Program

20. On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state:
2)C

“VCR/TV Energy Star Program; TV and VCRs represent one of the fastest growing 
sources of electricity demand. Consumers spend over SI 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 turned 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.”

Administration’s Economic Analysis of the Impact of the Targets Reached in Kyoto

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. 

|\dministration Plans for Legislation and Regulations

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 research 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 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 
Pxesident’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?

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 y 4 
the Protocol ever were to become binding on this nation? ^

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

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 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 
so, 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?

24.4 If there is a prolonged delay in entry into force, what are the consequences for this 
treaty? For climate change?
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Contradictions between the Kyoto Protocol and the Montreal Protocol

25. 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?

F.lectricitv Restructuring and Emissions Reductions

26. 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?

26.2 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 m«t emission reduction targets?

26.3 When is the Administration releasing its electricity restructuring proposal? 

Clompliance and Enforcement

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 guidelines result from that meeting?

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

(^eenhouse Gas “‘Sinks” 

28. It seems unclear in the Kyoto agreement 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 
nf the Administration’s Climate Change Policy and in the Kyoto Protocol Negotiations

29. glease describe the roles 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 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 October speech and the first day of the Kyoto Conference (December 
I, 1997); and

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

White House Task Force on Climate Chance 

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.—from its 
date of establishment to the present.
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Post-Hearing Questions Submitted by Representative Roscoe G. Bartlett fR-MDl ’ '

Role of power in Reduction of Carbon Dioxide Emissions

1. It the Administration feels that carbon dioxide (COj) production 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 CO2?

Global Warming 

2.

0^
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 
wanning. 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 CO2. What can be done to enhance the effectiveness 
of oceans as carbon sinks?

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted bv Minority Members

ni.<tcreoancies 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 discrepancies in these economic analyses?

Relationship of U.S. Commitments Under the Kyoto Protocol to Changes Caused by Electricity 
Re.structuring and Implementation of the New. More Stringent. Clean Air Act Requirements

2. The energy industry is already feeing 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?

icity



7.-

Ma - 09 T- 9S 16:56 Cli mate Chancie Task. Fo r"ce p or

Wednesday Eebruary 4.1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submitted to the Honorable Kathleen A. McGin^ f"
Page 15 of 15'

^illtarv/Nfttional Security Implications of the Kyoto Protocol i/]iJ^^ ■■

3 Does the Kyoto agreement in any way interfere with the ability of the U.S. military
___________-ir^________ ___________________ ____ ___________ _____ ..I _______ -■ •carry outjany military mission or protect our national security?

Administration’s Intentions to Implement the Kyoto Protocol in the Absence of Senate 
SfltificfttiQn ^

4. The President has proposed a $6 billion R&D and tax credit program to begin to reduce h 

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 I hope to focus my questions 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, I 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 ieft 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. I 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 h 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. J am extremely distnrherl if this was relied upon to reach the cost 
prediction in today's testimony because with respect to meaningful develooina countiv 
comrTMtments 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, I 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 I 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, I am pleased that the Administration is supportive of the Idea of 
electricity restructuring. I too believe it will bring real savings to electricity consumers. 
^^fortunately, it is becoming clear to me that the Administration support rfi.Rtrnn^^^iring 
as a way trymask the noalZlif compiyjiig_with this treaty from American consu^f^ 
As I stated at the last hearing I would like the benefits of restructuring to flow to the 
consumers and not be spent buying emissions credits from a foreign government.

I hope today the Administration can answer our questions about the agreement 
in a straightforward manner. I 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, 0MB, 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

McIntosh m - GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT
to 0MB 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 vve 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 
reduetions 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 cormection 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 lAT 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 lAT’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 Itr)

- 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

McTntosh riD - 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)

McIntosh gyp - 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

McTntosh n\Y - 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 eopy 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 ehange

- 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 I 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 equivalenf’ 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 specifie 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 - SMALT. BTJSINESS
to CEQfrom 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-govemmental entities



Sensenbrenner m - COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
to CEQfrom 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 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 (ID - 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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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 I hope to focus my questions 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 Administtation 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 ° ^ pe
ton carbon tax. The day that document was made public the Administration called

a "flawed" effort.

Today we are presented with the result of analysis conducted, I presunie, in the 
three months post-Kyoto that, apparently using at least one of the ^
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
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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. 1 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 h was limited to developed 
countries only.

/;
I./'"

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. I 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 oM\oi

/ In order for us to fully analyze the Administration's economic analysis andrWe^ 

assumptions used, 1 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 ^her economic analysis that was*

/ done that reached different conclusions, and I askthat 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

V
y

\.

-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, I am pleased that the Administration is supportive of the Idea of 
electricity restructuring. I too believe it will bring real savings to electricity consumers. 
Unfortunately, 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 I stated at the last hearing I would like the benefits of restructuring to flow to the 
consumers and not be spent buying emissions credits from a foreign government.

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

Thank you.
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The Honorable Franlclln D. Rainea 
Director
Office of Management and Budget 
Waihingion. D. C 20503

The Honorable Kathleen a, McGinty 
Chair
Council on Enviromneatal Quality 
Washington, D. C. 20502

Dear Director Ramea and Chair McGlnty:

Affain is conducting an Rasourcai, and RoguJatory
the Adminlirmuon’s efforts to jump-stait tte oroceas regulatory Implications of
under the tenns of tbc Kyoto PrSl firccahousc gu emissions
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Hank you for your ooop««iou in foia matte.

Sincerely,

Qh
DaaddM. McIntosh 
Quifixian
Subcommittee on National Economic Growth 

N.tural Resources, and Reffu^atory Affairs ’

cc; The Honorable D«i Bunoo. Cbaiimaa 
Commitrea on Govenmient Refonn and Oversight

The Honorable John Tioiney, Ranlang Member 
Subcommittae on National Economic Growth

Natural Raaourcca. and RegulatoiyAffim ’

The Honorable Henry Waaman. Ranking Member 
Conmutteo on Government Reform and Ovenight
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llie HonorablB Franklin D. Ralnci 
Director
Office of Management ami Budget 
WaDhtngmn, D.C. 20303

The Honorable Katblecn A. McOioty 
Cbair
Council on Envirenmcntal Quality 
WMhiagioii.D.C. 20502

Dear Director Raines and Chair McOlnty:

The Subconimiltee on Ketlonal Economic OravHh, NatotBl Resources, and Rcgulatoty 
AfTalis j^condwtlng ovenlghl of Uw White House Inilistive on Global Cllniete Change.

Fuisuent to the Cotudonlon and Rules X and XI of the United Smtes House of 
Repreaentativea, please ptovido the Subcommittee voih detsUed informatinn in rc5iTinnse to._the^ 
attached questions regarding the budget iind pofonoaoce meaAites fbr this iniiiative.^PIsue 
resiaiH each quottion before the uonesponding answer.

Please contact Subcommittee Staff Director Mildred Webber at 225^4407 if you have any 
queitioiu sbnut this requetf. ?}«**• provide rhi* infomiNtloa not Istex than 12 noon. Much 24, 
199S to the Subeoiiunlitee In Room B‘377 Rayburn.
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TtuuUc you in odvonce for your attention to this request.

Sincerely,

Motcctoifc-
David M. McIntosh 
GmUnnui
Subcoinmittee on hJatioaai Economic CrawUi, 
Natural Resources^ and Regulatory Affairs

cc: The Honorable Dan Bunoa
The Honorable Bernard Sanders

Enclosure
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Questions on the White House Initiative on Global Climate Change

1. Ploaee provide a table with FUc»l Year (FY) 89 - FY 99 hirtorical budget auihorit)', on an 
agency-by-agency basis, for the vahoua con^»n«nta of tb« YresidenlH *t:limattt Change 
TiohftOlogy InitiaUvo,” including the previous “Climate Change Action Pngnm/Pla” and any 
other new or previously authorised Research and Development (RAD) bcidn (except for the 
U,6. Global Change Research Program included in Quezon 2 below). For each componwu, 
pleaae indicate each epeoilic budget account and a brief description of the program.

For FY 93 and FY 9S, plea.ee explain why the dotiile in Table S«10 do not equal the toul.i 
111 Tabic $-2 in the fl^yct of the United Statea Onvenypenl Fiscal Year 1996.

For FY 97. pleaae explain the difference between the published ffguies in the Budget of 
the United Stata* rtaCemmeot Fiscal Year 100« (estimated $113 milliott) and the Budget 
ftfthe ITnirM gt^ea flcrvmment Fiieal Year 1999 (actual $743 million). Including any 
reprogramming firora Other budget accotinta.

For FY 99, please expla'ui why the pubtiahed figures (the requested binding for key 
sectors) In Table 6-3 of the flpdgct pf the tlnlted States Oovemment PUeal Year 1900 do 
not equal the toUl.

In Section 2 CProgrammaUe Dctalh“) ofOMB's February Z, 1998 handout, Xlfmacc 
Change Technology Initiative. 1999 Budget Briefing Materials," please provide the 
foltowing iafocmation associated vvith each paragraph descHpdon: each afbeted sgaoey 
and, for aaoh agency, the asaoolated funding in FY 97, FY OS, and FY 99. Also, for each 
paregr^, and fbr e^ agency, pleaaa provide evid«nca of any aocompUahmenta ftom 
die F Y 97 funding. Lastly, fbr each paragraph, and tor each agency, please indkata any 
ptogram perfomunca measures for the requested fbading and. for each such measure, 
pleast provide annual data for tha moat recent thKa^year period for which data an 
nvnllabia.

2. PleaM provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historical budget authority, on an agcocy-by- 
agancy basis, for the various cornponants of the “U.S. Global Change Resecrch Profrvn“ which 
were or ate devoted exclusively to climate change RAD. For each componest, please indicate 
each specific budget account and a brief description of the pregram.

* For FY 93 actual figures for the “U.S. Global Change Researdi Program," please explain 
the dlfierences among the published figures in tha b>v1^ nf iK» t initad stataa 

% novenunep^ v«xr 1996 ($1 S31 miUioa), tbc Btidgr.t of tfw litlitad States
Fi«eai Y««r 1097 (31319 uUIUon), lod tbc Hudgst flf Uw y»ritad,aiilts, Fiacal 

Year 1998 ($1464 million), including any repiogianuning from odier budget accounts.
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*37 • For FY 93 and FY 96, please explain why ihe dewlls in Table 7*2 do nol equal the totals
0*^ ill Tiitili ^ rf Thr fludOtf ^ Fiecal Yoflt \996.

. For eaoh agency wiih funding in h Y V7, please provide evidence of any aecomplishmenu 
^ from the FY 97 ftindtoo* Also, for each agency wquesUna funding in FY 99, please

L indicate any program perfbrroance measures for the requested ftinding and, for each such 
V mouuic. please provide annual data for the most reowtt thrcc-ycar period for which dula

ar« availabla.

3 Please provide a Ubla with FY 19 - F Y 99 hiitorlcal budget aufoority. on an aganey-hy- 
agency basis, fbt any other components of the Adminlstrailoti's climate change pcogrim Cl.e., In

u, ^ addition to tllosc Included in aiiswet to qucalions I and 2). Fur eecli wuuijiouaii, please Indicate
each speciBc budget account and a brief description of the program.

4 Since tbc Pt»" for FY 1999 does not include any peifonnaftce
^ measures tor the Admlnlstradon'i Climate Change proposal, please idcniUir all goveroment-widc
( ^ wdag^^jpecinoperlbiniBnoc measures tor ibeAdmlnUttatlon'sCUmaieChanga proposal,

including data tor at least FY 97, FY 9», and FY 99.

The Performance Plan b DOB’s FY 99 Budget rubmiwion uKlvde* goell of wdwlng gas 
emissions by S percent la 2010 and reducing energy consumption by 25 percent in 2010. 
Fleaae provide at least F Y 97, FY 9$. and P Y 99 dau on gas emissions and energy 
consumption to meet these goals.

EPA'a FY 99 Budget utcludw goeti of reducing emisalone by 40 million m«»lc tona and 
reducing energy consumption by ^3 billion kilowatts. Fleaie provide nt least FY 97, FY 
98, and FY 99 daU on gas amissions and energy consumption to meet these goels.

Plcaae explainwbetfaet and how DOE’s artd EPA’s performance measures ov«lap — I.c.. 
whether they rolato to reduationa mode by only that agoney's progfoma or by aU agcoc.«* 

programa in tho aggregate.

>0^
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The Honorable Gene B. Sperling 
Assistant to the President for Economic 
Policy, National Economic Council 

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Sperling:

The Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory 
Affairs is conducting oversight of the White House Initiative on Globa] Climate Change.

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

Please contact Subcommittee Staff Director Mildred Webber at 225-4407 if you have any 
questions about this requesL Please provide this infonnaiion 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,

David M. McIntosh 
Chairman
Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, 
Natural Resources, and Regulatory AITairs

cc: The Honorable Dan Buxton
The Honorable John Tierney

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 “Climate Change Technology Initiative " 
including tlic 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, please indicate each 
specific budget account, the specific legislative authority (including the specific statute, 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 0MB’s February 2. 1998 handout, "Climate Change 
Technology Initiative - 1999 Budget Briefing Materials," please provide the following 
information associated witli 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. I.astly, 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 period 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 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.

• If fimded 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 
pcrfoimancc measures for the requested funding, and, for each such mea.<mre, please 
provide data for the 1990 base year and annual data for the most recent three-year period 
for which data are available.

4. Please provide a table with FY 89 - FY 99 historical budget 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 ^count, 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 bnef dcscripiion of the program. For each brand new activity, please indicate exoceted
requested funding annually through FY 03. ^^pcciea

6. Please identify the ftill set of your agency-specific performance measures for the 
Admimstration’s Climate Change proposal (besides those indicated in response to questions 2 
^d 3) including data for at least the 1990 base year, FY 97, FY 98. and FY 99. Also please 
j^denufy how any of yooi agcnoy-spedfic measures (including those in response to qneslns 2 
md 3) relate to Aose for any other Federal agency. LasUy, please describe any interagency

to ident.(y and relate *e entire set of climate change performance measures, includAg 
which agencies are involved and the names of the agency representatives.

7. Please provide a table for FY 93 - FY 97 identifying all assistance (including grams 
^operative a^eeinenls, and oAer transactions) and contract awards to non-profirand for-profit 
orgamzations for any climate change activity, including the date, amount of Ac award name of 
Ae organization, purpose of Ac award, and a summary of any result(s) from the award Please 
provide a copy ot any final report from these awards.

8 Since January 1993, has your agency participaied in any interagency effort(s) relating to 
climate change in any of the following areas: (a) review of current legislation and/or the need for 
any new legislation; (b) review of cuirent rules, any needed revisions to current rule.s. and/or any 
needed new rules, (c) production or review of any environmental data and/or analyses- (d) 
production or review of any cost-benefit data or analyses; and/or (c) production or review of any 
economic data and/or economic analyses? If so, please identify the interagency effort, its 
member 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 effortfs) and any 
comments from your agency on any drafts. . ' /» /

9. Smcc January 1993. has your agency either prepared or reviewed any environmental, cost-
^efit, ^i^or economic data and analyses relating to the White House Initiative on Global 
agOTc^ provide a copy of all data, analyses, and any comments by your

10. Did your agency comment on any of the draft testimony on climate change by
Adr^tration witnesses since the President’s 1998 State-of-the-Union address (including but 
not limited to. testimony by CEA Chair Janet Yellen on the Economics of the Kyoto Protocol 
before tlie House Commerce Committee)? Ifso, please provide a copy of the draft testimony and 
any comments by your agency. " ----------------------------- ^

11. Has your agency suggested any alternative policy options for climate change? Ifso, please
provide a copy of all drafts and supporting analyses and any comments from other Federal 
agencies on your alternatives.
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12. Docs your agency plan to revise any existing legislation or propose any new legislation 
relating lb climate change (including legislation that will have the effect of reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions 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 to revise any existing rules or propose any new 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, please 
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 axe being 
developed that have or will have such effects.

14. Has your agency participated in discussions or reviewed any documents relating to 
intftmrttinnal emis.-^ions trading, joint implementation, and/or the Clean Development 
Mechanism? If so, please provide a copy of all drafts and any conunent provided by your 
agency.
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Definitions and Tn.stnirtion^ for the Production of

1. When a request calls for the production of records, the Subcoimnittcc requests all 
responsive records that are in the agency’s possession, custody, or control through the date of the 
final submission of records to 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 more than 100 pages.

3. To the extent practicable, please organize the records or documents in tabbed binders or 
folders that indicate which records are re.spon.$ive 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, electronically 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 entries, memoranda, notes, talking points, letters, 
journal entries, reports, studies, calendars, manuals, press releases, opinions, documents, 
analyses, messages, summaries, bulletins, e-mail messages (in hard copy and electronic 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 
unrcdacted versions of the same record.
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of the Treasury

Washington, D.C. 20220 

I3car Secretary Rubin;

^ you i. aclvaocc for y..., ^
request.

Sincerely,

^^^Saa(1L HcXoW<v7

Dan Burton
Honorable John Tierney

Enclosure
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February 26, 1998

The Honorable Kathleen A. McGtnty 
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 Arc 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 
tianscripL Your responses will be published as part of the official record of the hearing. In addition to a 
hard copy of your answers, the Committee requires an additional copy, including any supporting 
graphs or charts, saved on a DOS formatted 3.5 inch-diskene. In either Word Perfect, Word or ASCII 
text. PIcnse send your responses to Ms. Sarah Monahan of the Committee staff. If you prefer, you 
may E-mail your responses to sarah.monahan@mail.housc.gov.

I would appreciate receiving your responses to the enclosed ques s by Thursday, March 19,1998.

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

77ie transcripts... shall be published in verbatim form, with the material requested for 
the record, as appropriate. Any requests to correct any errors, other than 
transcription, shall be appended to the record, and the appropriate place where the 
change is requested will be footnoted.

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

Thank you again fbr making this hearing succcssfiil. Once the transcript has beat ccmplctcd and published, 
a copy will be forwarded to you.

Sincerely,

FJS-.hlw

F. JAMES lENS 
Chairman I
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COMMITTEE ON SQENCE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Hearing
on

The Road from Kyoto—Part 1:

'Where Are We, Where Are We Going, andHoh>Do We Get There?

Wednesday, February 4,1998

Post-Hearing Questions 
Submitted to

The Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
Chair

Council on Environmental Quality 

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted bv Chairman Sensenbrenner 

Documentation of 1997 Temperature Statistics 

1. On page 1 of your written testimony, you state; 6
“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.”

l.l

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/stadstics 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.”
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Temperature Record: Land-Based Versus Satellite Data 0
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?

The Lancet Study on Particulate Matter-Related Health Impacts of Greenhouse Gas Mitigating 
and Reduction in Deaths and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Doe to EPA’s Recently Promulgated
Fine Particulate Standard

3, On page 2 of your written testimony, you state:

“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 concern 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 

)) 3.2

V
^ 3.3

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

What level of reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and in the number of deaths 
associated with exposure to fiine 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 exposiu-c to fine particles.”

Please document the figures provided in the response to question 3.2 above.



Ma r-- 09 - 98 16:50 Climate Change Task Fonce P . 06

Wednesday. February 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submitted to the Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
Page 3 of 15

4.2

The Kyoto Protocol and the Rate of Increase of the Build-Up of Greenhouse Gases in the 
Atmosphere and the Corresponding Temperature Changes

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

“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."

! 4.1 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 wanning due to those increased concentrations if the terms of 
the Kyoto Protocol are met?

.Submission of the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for Ratification and “Meaningful Participation bv 
Key Developing Countries”

5. On page 2 of your written testimony, you also state: ■7^

“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 meaningjful participation by 
key developing countries."

5.1 Which developing nations are “key?"

5.2 What docs “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 seeking in 
negotiations and discussions.

5.3 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.
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5.4

5.5

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?

Whatever it is that “ke/’ 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 Kyoto Protocol

y

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?

7. 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.

U S Reductions of Greenhouse Gas Emission Required bv the Kyoto Protocol/Emissions Trading

8. On page 3 of your written testimony, you state:

“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.”

9. What is the actual reduaion 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 uncertainties 
still exist with respect to calculating this number?
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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

10.1 What does this mean?

10.2 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 assuming about the proponion of our reductions that 
can be met through these means, and what is the limit acceptable within the terms 
of the Protocol?

International Emissions Trading and the Costs of Kyoto Protocol Compliance 

11. On page 4 of your written testimony, you state:

"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” 

Clean Development Mechanism

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

“Clean Development Mechanism: Under this Innovative provisioi^ developed 
countries will be able to use certified reductions firom 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 implementation 
(Jl) projects?

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

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

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

12.6 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 fimded by the private sector, and if not, why not?

o

Emission from the JvGlitarv

13. On page 4 of your written testimony, you also state;

“Emissions fi’om the Military: The U.S. obtained agreement on its proposal for an 
exemption for emissions fi’om 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 Please cite the specific text of the Kyoto Protocol that provides such an 
exemption.

13.2 Are unilateral operations subject to the terms of the Kyoto Protocol? If your 
answer is no, please cite the specific Protocol te-xt that provides that unilateral 
operations are not subject to the Protocol.
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13.4

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.

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

13.5 Will domestic emissions fi'om 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 subjeaed to greater 
control by the host country, and how will this affect readiness?

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

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

“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 ftiel 
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 ^el eflScient vehicles.

President’s FY 1999 Budget Tax Credits for Energy Efficient Equipment /
^ I

15. On page 5 of your written testimony, you also state: ^ ir 7 ^ ^ CJ

‘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 reduatons 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 Light 
Trucks, including Soon-Utilitv Vehicles » .Cy^

16. On pagei of your written testimony, you also state: ^

“Two new partnerships are proposed for heavy trucks and light trucks, including spon- 
utility vehicles.”

r

Please describe these two new partnerships in detail, including funding, duration, 
participants, and cost-sharing requirements. . ^ '

Fuel Efficient Vehicles ^ ^ ^

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 fiiel 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 
Pannership 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.”

Gpmpressed Air Challenge

18. On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state; I)®?
“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 armounced 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 SI50 million per year while reducing greenhouse gases by 700,000 

metric tones of carbon.”



Ma y-09 ~ 98 16:55 Climate Change Task Fonce P . 02

Wednesday, February 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Questions Submiacd to the Honorable Kathleen A. McGinty 
Page 9 of 13

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

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

Air Chdlenge.

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 S150 million per. year while reducing greenhouse 
gases by 700,000 metric tones of carbon.”

BP Solar Opening

19. On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state: ctQ
“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, plaxmed plant 
expansions and openings by other solar cell manufacturers, as well as the President’s 
budget request for enhanced funding for renewable technologies, demonstrate that efforts 
to increase market penetration based on harnessing the sun’s energy are now making 
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 “rite 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?
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Y(^.^/TY F.nergy Star Program

20, On page 6 of your written testimony, you also state:
3)C

“VCR/TV Energy Star Program; TV and VCRs represent one of the fastest growing 
sources of electricity demand. Consumers spend over SI billion annually to power VCRs 
and TVS that are switched off In early January the Vice President announced a 
pathbreaking pannership between EPA and the major manufacturers of these electronic 
goods. The program is quite ambitious with a goal of achieving up to a 70*/o reduction m 
energy use when the equipment is turned oflf without sacrificing product quality, utility or 
increasing costs. The average household could cut its energy bills by 30% or S400 per 
year by switching to the full line of Energy Star products.”

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

20.2 Please document the statement that “The average household could cut its energy 
bills by 30% or S400 per year by switching to the full line of Energy- Star 
products.”

Administration’s Economic Analysis of the Impact of the Targets Reached in KvOtO

21. Finally, on page 6 of your written testimony, you state; C
“The Administration is working on a more detailed economic an^is of the impact of the 
targets reached in Kyoto. Council of Economic Advisers Chair Janet Yellcn 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.

/tdmlnistratinn Plans for Legislation and Regulations ^

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 reseafeh 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 si^g
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 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?

23. Has any Department or agency of the E.xecutive 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 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?

Fnfrv Into Force 

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 chance that the treaty would enter into force if the United States 
does not ratify it?

24.2 Do you expea other countries ratify the treaty if the United States does not, and if 

so, which countries?

24.3 What is the earliest you would expea the treaty to enter into force if the United 

States does not ratify it?

24.4 If there is a prolonged delay in entry into force, what are the consequences for this 

treaty? For climate change?
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rnntradictions between the Kvoto Protocol and the Montreal Protocol

25. 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?

Flectricitv Restructuring and Emissions Reductions

26. The Administration has suggested on several occasions that electricity restructuring is one 
of the means by which the United States wiU 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 
dioxid'e—not less—as a direct result of currently developed state restructuring efforts.

26.1 How do you explain this apparent direct contradiction?

26.2 If the Administration had counted on reduaions 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, rthen how will this affect your calculus of 
how the United States will m«t emission reduction targets?

26.3 When is the Administration releasing its electricity restructuring proposal?

(^nmpliance and Enforcement ^

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 guidelines result from that meeting?

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

1 achieved?

(^eenhouse Gas “Sinks 

28. It seems unclear in the Kyoto agreement 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'Devclopment 
of the Administration’s Climate Change Policy and in the Kyoto Protocol Negotiations

29. Elease describe the roles 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 President’s 
October 22, 1997 speech at the National Geographic Society.

29.2 The Administration’s policy approach to, and strategies concerning, the 
intemational~clintate-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 
international climate-change negotiations in Kyoto.

f7<r\Q

White House Task Force on Climate Change 

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 dctailces from other Executive agencies, consultants, etc.—fi'om its 
date of establishment to the present.
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Post-Hearing Questions Submitted bv Repreaentative Roscoe G. Bartlett fR-MDl

Bnle of Nuclear Power in Reduction of Carbon Dioxide Emissions

1. It the Administration feels that carbon dio^dde (COz) production 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 COi?

Global Warming

2. Why does the Administration believe that the modest increase in mean global temperatures 
over the past century (about I 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 
wanning. There will be winners and losers, but m terms of a global perspective, so what if 
we’re having a bit of global warming?

4. The oceans are enormous sinks for COz. What can be done to enhance the cfifectivcness 
of oceans as carbon sinks?

^ W

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted bv Minority Members

pjscrepancies 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 discrepancies in these economic analyses?

Relationship of U.S. Cornmitments Under the Kyoto Protocol to Changes Caused by Electneity
Restructuring and Implementation of the New. More Stringent. Clean Air Act Requirements '

2. The energy industry is already facing challenges in meeting changes caused by electricity 
restructuring and implementation of the new, more stringent, Clearr Air Act requirements.
How will the proposed U.S. commitments under the Kyoto protocol relate to those on­
going efforts?
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Mllitarv/Natinnal Security Implications of the Kyoto Protocol •

3. Docs the Kyoto agreement in any way interfere with the ability of the U.S. military to.';^,:,:;-,v 
cany out any military mission or protect our national security? . • , V •

V Administration’s Intentions to Implement the Kyoto Protocol in the Absence of
■

Page 15 of 15"

g,ati-fication 

4. The President has proposed a $6 billion R&D and tax credit pro^am to begin to reduce . i 
greenhouse gas emissions. Does this mean that the Administration intends to proceed 
with implementation, even though the treaty by the Admiiustration’s own admission does ’ 
not meet the President’s requirements, and despite the lack of Senate ratification?
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February 26, 1998

The Honorable John H. Gibbons 
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology', 

and Director, Office of Science and Tcclmology Policy 
Room 424
Old txecutive Utlice Building 
Washingtoi:3|pC 20502

Dear Dr.

I wish to «Vess my sincere nppreciaton for your tEstimony during the February 12, 1998 Committee on
Science “llR Road &om Kyoto—Part 2; Kyoto and the Administration’s Fiscal Year 1999 Budget 
Request" healing.

Enclosed are additioiial questions from Members of the Comrahise, as wll as a copy of the hearing 
transcript. Your responses will be published as pari of the official record of die bearing. In addition to a 
hand copy of your answers, the Committee requires an additional copy, including any supporting 
graphs or charts, saved on a DOS formatted 3.5 inch diskette, in either WordPerfect, Wgij^ ASCII 
text Please send your responses to Ms. Sarah Monahan of the Comrnjrirt^^fLJffT^li
may E-mail yOui lespuuse^j to saiali.iiiOualiau(^iiail.Louse.gov

1 would appreciate recaving your responses to the enclosed questio^s^y Thursday, March 19,1998.

Also cnebsed is a copy of tiie verbatim transcript for your revii 
printing of transcripts is as follows;

The Cbnimittee’s rule pertaining to

The traracripts... sherV. be published in verbeifirH foem, u ilh the matcriai requested for 
the /■ecord, as appropriate. Any requests to correct any errors, otixr Xttua 
cranscripnon, shall be appended to the record, and the appropriate place where the 
change is requested will be footnoted.

The complete revisions to the transcripts submitted for the lecoiti must be received by Thursdaj', March 12. 
1998, and should be sent to Ms. Sarah Monahan, Subcommittee on Energy and Enrironment, H2-389 Ford 
House Office Building, Washington, DC 20515. If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Monahan ax 
(202) 225-9662.
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The Honorable John H. Gibbons 
Febniaiy 26J199S 
Page two

'Riank you again for maldng this hearing successfiil. Once the transcript has beer completed and published, 
a copy will be forwarded to you.

Sincerely,

F. JAMES SMSENB: 
Chairman 1

fER, JR.
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COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Hearing
on

The Road from Kyoto—Part 2:

Kyoto and the Administration’s Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Request

Thursday, February 12,

Post-Hearing Questions 
Submitted to

The Honorable John H. Gibbons 
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology

and
Director, Office of Science and Technology Policy 

Post-Hearing Questions Submitted by Chairman Sensenbrenner

“Clear and ComnelliniT F.viHffnfi^” That Human Artivifies Are Causing Climate Change

Ql. You eilso state on page 2 of your testimony that “the scientific evidence that climate change is 
occtirring, and that human activities are playing a significant role in causing such change, is clear 
and compelling." However, at a recent American Meteorological Societ}' international meeting on 
Global CKmate Studies in Phoenix, Arizona, David Rind and Judith Lean of NASA demonstrated 
that about half cf the observed gbbal wanning is asenbed to solar activity. These means that only 
about 0.5"F of the warming experienced in the last century could be due to other causes, including 
human activity. Are you familiar with this research, and if so, how do^the interplay of solar 
activity affect climate?

Climate Chziufle and E.Kti eine Events

Q2. Your testimony on page 4 states that, “More prccipitauon is liJkeiy to occur in 'extreme' 
downpours, where large amounts of rain fall m a short period. Sonic areas will be threatened by 
increased flooding, while others will suffer through an increased incidence of drought, as 
coatinentai latenurs become warmer and dner." Hcw'evci, the 1995 iPCC report, Ike Science of 
CUmat: Change, xnd'aces on page 330; “E:-;cept rnayr-ir Lvr piscipitacoa, there is httle agreeraent 
between models on changes in extreme events [emphasis added].” And even concerning 
precipitation, it concludes: “Several models suggest an increase in the precipitation intensity, 
suggesting a possibility for more extreme rainfall events [emphasis added]."

Do j-ou agree with these IPCC conclusions?
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Q3. With respect to ycur statement on page 4 that “Some areas will be threatened by increased 
floodinc. while others will suffer through an increased incidence of drought, as continental interiors 
become w-armer and drier,” isn’t it also likely to be true that some areas will have decreased 
flooding and decreased incidence of drought”?

DocmMciiUitiun of 1997 Tcttiuoalutc S*xiisiir.s

Q4. Your testimony on pace 4 also states that “"new results ffom the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOA^A) show that 1995 has been surpassed by 199?, and that nine of the last 
eleven years are among the wannest ever recorded (Figure 1). 1997 also shows up as the warmest 
year in dara records mainrained by the Thnifed Kingdom Meterirnincncal Offir.p and th^ MA$A 
Goddard Institute of Space Studies, meaning that the three most comprehensive and accurate long­
term aurfiicc data records all inxlicate continued warming of our planet.”

Q4.1 Please provide a copy of NOAA report and accompanying data/staiisties referred to in 
your statement above.

04.2 Please provide a copy of the Goddard Institute for Space Studics/NAS A confimiatioD and' 
accompanying data/statistics referred to in your statement above. ^

Q4.3 Please pro\ide 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 warmest years of the century have 
occurred in the past 11 years.”

T .and- and Sca-Bft^cd W.r^u.* Satellite Temperature Kfeasiirernftnt.s

Q5. Your testimony on page 4 eaya that 1997 was the warmest year on record. However, the land- 
based tempeianire data upon which this claim is based do not comport with satellite dam^ which 
sliow a slight cooling trend (-0.05''C per dcoadc) over the last 19 years in the layer from about 
5,000 to 30,000 feet. In feet, 1997 was the 8* coolest j^r in the satellite record, just slightly^ less 
than the 19-vcar average.

Q5.1 How do you account for the divergence between the trends in land-based and satellite 
vemp<Mafure records over ibe past two decades.

QS.2 What type of research is U.S. Globa! Change Research Program conducting to resolve this 
discrepancy?

itJ-
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Q6. The land-based temperature record is subject to the effects of urbanization that could raise I
temperatures Because of this bias, some scientists have questioned the appropriateness of using - i. 
the land-based temperature record alone to detect global 38'anning. Because the satellites measure 
temperatures three-dimensionally (?.«,, between 5,000 and 30,000 feet), there is no bias from \
urbanization or Other factors. Moreover, the satellites cover the entire globe whereas ground-based \
diciiuu.'uetei:> do uol Huv. itliiiblc, theu, is iIk; gruund-based Lemperature record? J

btidence rbr Sicniticant Regional hcosvstem Response m Warming Expenenr,^d during the Period 1981- 
1991

Q7. Your testimony refers a paper published in the April 17, 1997 issue of Nature that "presented f' 
compelling evidence for significant regional ecosystem response to warming experienced during the 
period 1981-1991.”

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. On pages 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 reviw.

Please provide a copy Mr. Karl’s review’ and the underlying data used in that review.

Extreme Weather Events

Q9. On page 6 of your written testimony you s:me_tbat “I want to emphasize that one cant point to any 
single extreme-weather ev'ent today and say for sure that global warming caused it. But we can say ^ 
that such events are e.\amples of the kinds of impacts we expect to occur with greater frequency in ^
a waimerworld.” ^

Please provide documcncation of your statement that “such [extreme weather] evente are examples v ^
ot the kmds of impacts wc expect to occur with greater frequency in a warmer world.

IPCC ‘'Business As Usual” Scenario O'

Q10. Oa page 5 of your wiirtea tesornonv you discuss the I?CC ' cosincNS as usuar suiaarlo.X \ „

Please provide a listing of all IPCC “business as usual ’scenario assumptions. ^ ^

(r’’
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Similar Letters Urgiag Action from ihe Economic Cnmmnnifv

Q15. On page 10 of your written testimony you state that '‘We have received similar letters urging action 
from the economic community." ,,

Please dccumeat this s'^atcmeni.

Regional Vulaerabilities

Q16. On page 11 of your v*,Tittcn testimony you state the following:

“Alaska: The suie’s economic dependence on natural resources makes it higtily
vulnciablc to climate change. Global wanniiig will be most pronounced in northern region.'. 
Probable consequences include drying of Alaska’s interior, inundation of fragile coastal delta 
areas, and, most seriously, melting of permafrost, 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 yards or more, leading to significant 
damages to ecosj'stems and hnman infrastructure. Houses, roads, airports, militaiy in«rfal1aTinnc 
pipelines, and any other freility built on ice-rich permafrost arc at risk. Tae melting of permafrost 
end the worming of tundra will lead to the release of carbon and methane deposits from the 
fcnnmerly frozen lands, which could make them an additional source of atmospheric greenhouse 
gases. Ecosystem eflbcts include destruction of uccs and caribou habitat; duggiug of saliiiuu 
spawning streams; reduction in fraested areas; expansion of lakes and wetlands; and increased 
rates of coastal and riverbank erosion, slope instability, landslides and erosion.” , ^

Please document these statements. •'

Q17. On page 12 of your written tesrimony you state the followiiig:

“Great Plains; All sectors of life in the Great Plains are dependent on a very limited 
water supply, and water shortages there arc already a problem. The further diying expected from 
climate change, poses the region’s most significant risk. Agriculture is the base of the economy, 
despite frie constraints of the dry and variable environment Because agricultural water needs often 
exceed rainfeQ. water for irrigation is commonly supplied from deep aquifers, which ate 
experiencing overdrafts and dropping water tables. As climate change leads to warmer conditions 
una ail iiiiensided hydrologicai systian, ths soils ol tht area are auuoipated to furtber dry. The 
simultaneous diop in aquliln levels, greauii run-off fioiu extreme (lowapOui's, and shorcei duration 
uf suuw cuvei will cxnceibate the regiou's water supply problems. Drier soils could be subject to 
increased wind erosion, which has led to “dust bowl" conditions in the past. Better soil tillage 
practices would sunultaneousiy unprove soil fertility, soil carbon storage capacity, and soil 
moisture holding capacity. Nativ'C species will free increasing levels of compeddon from 
introduced species, such as cheat grass, Japanese brome. Russian thistle, and leafy spurge, which 
already account for extensive economic losses. Riparian areas (wetlands and prairie potholes), 
which arc used intensively by hunters, anglers, and bird watchers, are extremely vulnerable to 
warmer, drier climata." , n

- u
Please doeumcuL liicsc sliLcmeiits

J
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Q18. On page 12 of your wTitten tesamony you also state the following:

“Southeast: The Southeast is a region of abundance, wth numerous wetlands, an 
extensive coesUine, and producti-v© agriculture, fisheries, and forestry. Urbanization and rapid 
populatiop- growth are already exerting significant stress on some fragile ecosystems The Plorida 
Everglades have been significmtly alteiud by human cacryachmcnt, wiih appruxiinatcly half uf lire 
ecosystem lost or severely altered by drainage for development as well as pollution fi:om 
agricultural run-off. 'S'-Tiile the Southeast’s long coastline makes it a recreational playground, its 
low ekvadoQ renders it extremely vulnerable to sea level rise and storm surges during extreme 
weather events, such as hurricanes, which are expected to worsen with climate change. A i foot 
rise in sea-level, the best estimate over tlie next centrry', could erode 100 tn 1000 feet nf FInnda ^ 
beaches, damaging property as well as tourist interests.”

On pages 12 and 13 of your written testimony you state the following: /

Please document these statements.

“Southwest; Rapid population growth in this arid or semi-arid region make the Southwest 
e.xtrcmely vulnerable to water supply problems that arc likely to worsen under dimate change. The 
region is naturally subject to large dintatc fluctuations, which have produced feirly robust 
adaptation mechanisms in ranching and agriculture. The native flora and fauna are also well 
adapted lu life in this baish and thy euviiouiiiew. Surlacc water supplies arc insofiScient; ferclng 
rdiaoce on groundwater, use of which already exceeds recharge and is leading to subsidence in 
many areas. Climate change will pose serious challenges and is likely to result in significant 
impacts to the region’s traditional economic sectors as well as tourism, development, and retail 
sectors that now nake up much of the region’s economy. Expected conditions include more 
extremely hot day's, fewer cool days, and decreased wiutei precipitation. Alteration of the region’s 
hydrologic cycle would afifect quantity and quality of the water supply, with m^or implications for 
continued development in the region. Significant changes in vegetation are also predicted, with 
Gambd oak, Pifion pine, and Douglas fir largely disappearing from the region. Saguaro would die 
off in its current range, but might find a new home fiinhcr east and at higher elevations."

Please document these statements.
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Q20. On page 13 of your wntten testimony you state the following; ) ^ '

/ Q
“New England: New England’s economy is diverse, and many aspects are indireetlv 

dependent on climate. Its natural areas are prized, and hs fall foliage draws visitors from all ovd- 
the world. The region is vulnerable to drought and severe stonns, which modify its vegetation and 
hiipoa pioductiou of forest and Cshctics pioduOs. Warmer, drier dimalc could reduce ski tcurisra 
and shift optimal climatic conditioiis north into Canada for the tree specie* prized for theu fell 
tbiiage and maple syrup. Coastal areas are likely to be alfected by intensify'ing stonns, sea level 
rise, ar.d reduced freshwater input to estuaries. Air quality, already poor in the region’s major 
urban areas, could decline even further as hot, humid weather increases, leading to increased 
incidences of respiratory illness.”

Please document these statements.

Health Effects

Q21. On page 13 of your wntten testimony you also state the following; ^

./

“Health Effects: According to the World Health Organization, the vulnerability of human 
popxilations to climate change varies across populations depending on environmental 
circumstances, social resources, and preexisting health status. In general, developing countries arc 
more vulnerable to climate change than developed countries because of their iiraitod capital and 
their greater dependence on natural resources. Qimate change increases the risk of heat-related 
mortahty and the potential for the spread of vector-borne diseases, such as malaria, dengue and 
yellow fever, and encephalitis, and non-vector borne diseases such as cholera and salmonellosis. ^ 
The incidence of infectious diseases, which are still the world’s leading cause of fetalities, may also Ni'” 
increase.”

Please document these statements.

.r^

Q22. Ou page 13 uT your wriUcu Icslimony you also sUlc the following: (a
A Study of deaths associated witn summer time heat stress and winter time illnesses in 44 U.S. 

cities estunated that dimalc change could double the number of weaihcr-relaled deaths. The 
elderly are at greatest risk in the U.S., and urban populations in developing countries are also 
.-<:p.vi:i!l-y v,;lni;r?b!c TO hci,; s::«s.”

Please provide a copy of this study.
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Q23. On page 14 of your wriacn testimony you state the follov,-ing;

‘‘Climate change is likely to extend the geographic ranges and increase the rates of transmission of 
disease-carrying vectors sucii as mosquitoes, v\-hich con increase the populations exposed to 
diseases such as malana, dengue and yellov^' fever. Globally, the population exposed to malaria 
could increase by onc-third. There could be 50-80 million addiifinaCjnalaria cases per year, 
assuming no change m pubLc healtli protecuon.”

Please document these statements.

Q24, On page 14 of your written testimony you state the following:

“•Climate change can reduce air queility and increase locls of air borne pollen and spores, which 
exacerbate respiraiorv disease, asthma, and allergic disorders.” , or C-

Pl#»ac#» rtru-nTT>^»nf c^tATn^rtTC ^ ^

<ftsnnrr^^

Please document these statements.

Imports on Wafer Rt

Q25. On page 14 of your written testimony you also stale the following:

“Water Resources: Amung (he must fundamcnlal clTccts of diiiialc diauge b an
intensifi(2.ti(jn of the hydrological cycle. Charges in precipitation, and increased evaporation and 
transpiration due to higher temperatures, can be expected to reduce rvatcr runoft; aliccUng the 
quantity and cjuality of •water supplies for domestic and industrial uses, irrigation, hydropower 
gtneraticn, navigation, stream ecosystems and water based recreation. These effects -.vill vary 
region by region Increased variability in the hy-dmlngic. cy'de i.'? escpected to result in more .severe 
droughts and/or fl<X)ds in some places. Impacts and mitigation expenses for such events are 
significant; damage estimates from the Mississippi flood of 1993 range nom $10 billion to $20 ,
billion. Areas of greatest vulnerability are those where water supplies and quality are already I \ ^ 
problems, su<tii as arid and semi-arid regions of the world and some low lying coastal areas, deltas ' 
and small islands.

• Climate change would likely add to the stress in several U.S. river basins, such as the 
Great Basin, California, Missouri, Arkansas, Texas Gulf, Rio Grande, and Lower 
Colorado.

• The Colorado River Basin would suffer decreased summer runoff coinciding with peak f ^ -
demand for iaigatiumjutiess nrecipitation also increases substantially. Reductions in 
runoff of up fo 25 p^r^t in the o^in are projected under some scenarios..
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\

\ \ R• Water scarcity in Middle Eastern and Afnean countries also is likely to be exacerbated by 
climate charge. Countries that are highly dependent on water originating in areas outside y 
tfaeir borders include Syria, Sudan, Egy-pt and Iraq.”

Please document these statements.

Imuacts on Forests

026 On pages 14 and 15 of your mitteQ tesumony you also state the follov/ing: ^

“Forests: Clintate change can dramatically alter the geographic distributions of indi’/idual 
tree species and of fiarest and vegetation types. One-third of the Earth’s fiDrests would undergo a 
major change in tlic type of Tcgctation that could be supported as a result of an equivalent doubling 
of COj. In northern forests, which arc the forests most vulnerable to climate change, two-thirds of 
the currently forested area may undergo a change in vegetation type. Mountaintop species and 
isolated populations arc particularly vulnerable. Over the next century, the ideal range for some 
North American forest species will shift by as much as 300 miles to the north, exceeding the ability 
of many species to migrate. In some instances, a change in vegetation type will result in a loss of 
forest area as tiic land converts to grassland or shrub land, while in other areas forest cover may 
increase,

• In the United Stares, western conifer forests could decrease in area and be replaced by 
brcadleaf forests; eastern hardwood forests may be replaced by grasslands along their 
western boundary because of mid-contineirtal drying. Forest damage from fire and 
difthadfc driven by drought, insects and disease could increase.”

Please document these statements

Impacts oc Other Natural Areas

Q27. On page 15 of your written testimony you state the fo«o'.ving:

“Other Natural Areas: Natural ecosystems are highly vulnerable to degradation from 
climate change. Federally protected natural areas have become a repository for the Nation’s rarest 
species and arc critical for the conservation of biological diversity. The composition, geographic^ 
distribution, produciisitj' of many fc*i:iiiysuims will uhifl as individuii cpciie:: rospond tc-'',
changes in These will likely lead ic reductiun in biological diversity and in the ges-ds zr.i )
services ccosyslciiis piuvide fui sucicLy, suclMis^esp water and iccreatiou. Freshwater wetlands 
are particularly at risk from climate chang^ IPCC nnditigs show that; , , ^ ,

• Precipitation changes and salt water intrusion JBrom sea level rise could adversely affect the 
ecological communities of the Florida Eve^ades and degrade the habitat for many species 

of wading birds.
■
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The wetlands of the prairie pothole region of North America, which support half the 
■wr.terfowl papulation of this continent^ could diminish in area and change dramatically in 
character in response to climate change, significantly exacerbating the destruction already 
caused by agriculture.”

A.n

Please document these stamments.

Impacts on Coastal Areas

Q28. On page 15 of your written testimony you also state the followng;

“Coastal Areas: Even if concentrations of greenhouse gases are stabilized in the future, 
sea level would coulinuc to lisc lung aflci, perhaps fui scvcial ecuLuiics, and icaeh levels lUueh 
higher than projected for the next 100 years. For example, after an equivalent doubling of COj, the 
IPCC expects sea level to rise by 6 - 38 inches over t'le next century, with a "best estimate” of 20 
inches, but the equilibrium sea level rise several centuries in the future is estimated to be at least 6 ^
feet. Rising sea level erodes beaches and coastal wetlands, causes the gradual inundation of low ' 
lying areas, leading to human habitat loss and increasing the vuhierabilitj' of coastal areas to 
flooding from storm surges and intense rainjEall. The IPCC estimates that 20 inches of sea level 
rise would double the population at risk from storm surges, from roughly 45 million at present to 
over 90 million worid-wide. A three foot rise would triple the number of people exposed. 
Increases in coastal area populations are likely to further increase the number of people at risk.

Along U.S. coasts, a 20 inch rise could inundate more than 5000 square miles of dry land ^ 

and an additional 4000 square miles of wetlands if not protective measures arc taken. A 
three fiaot rise would have greater impact, inundating much of the Southern tip of Florida 
among other areas.

IntcrmUionally, low-lying areas, sudi as parts of iLc Maldives and Bangladesh, would be 
completely inundated by a three foot sea level rise, creating large numbers of 0 C' 
environmental refugees, which put stress on governments and social structures. 72 million 
people in Qiina would be affected, assumirig existing levels of coastal development.”

o

Please doaimeut these statements
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Impacts on Agriculture ands Food Supply

Q29. On pages 15 and 16 of your written testimony you also stare the following;

“Agriculture and Food Supply: Agriculture is highly dependent on a number of
variables that are likely to be affeaed by climaie change, including weather patterns, longer term 
patterns of climate variabilit)', and, most importantly, mter availability. Climate change is likely 
to lead to increased crop yields in many areas, but decreased yields in others, even for the same 
crop. The magnitude of these changes can exceed +/- 30 or 40 percent for some, crops and 
locations. Despite these potentially large changes in yields, average global food production is not 
expected to change substantially. This is berati.se farming prartrices are considered to be highly 
adaptable to dififerent climates, because production of important food crops can shift to new 
locations in response to changes in climate, and because C02 has beneficial effects-for plant 
photosynthesis and water use efBciency tliat can offset some deleterious effects of changes in 
climate. Impacts are likely tp vary considerably across regions and some regions may suffer 
substantia] reductions in agricultural production. In general, developing countries are more 
vulnerable to losses than are developed countries.

Large reductions in soil moisture could significantly reduce flexibility in crop distribution 
and increase demands on-water resources infrastructure.

Increases in the range of pest habitat could increase -vulnerabilities to pests and demand 
for, and use of, pesticides.

In the United States, large areas of the eastern and central regions of the country fece 0 ^
moderate to severe dry-ing. Drought could become more frequent, particularly in the Great 
Plains."

1

Please document these rtaiements.

Unresolved Scientific Issues Relating to the Modeling of the hnpact of Future Potential Greenhouse Gas ,
F.missinns on Global Tcrripcrarure _ j ^

Vv
Q30. What are the greatest unresolved .sdenrific i.s.sueis relating to the modeling of the impact of future \ (^cd

potential greenhouse gas emissions on global temperature in order of importance?
,\

•Q31. Ho A, ly wlioni and v/uero arc the issues iitnlified in the response question 29 addressed by is \ , n d t - 
U.S. Global Change Research Program? ___J LrCC.'-^'’'-'

Uaresol-ved Scientific Issues Involved in Proiectincr Fimire Temperature Increases and the Impacts Thereof^

Q32. WTiai are the greatest unresolved scientific issues involved in projecting future temperature \ 
increases and the impacts thereof?
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Wednesday, Februaiy' 4, 1998, Post-Hearing Qucsliocs Su'uiuitLcd U; rbc Honorable John II. Gibbons 
Page 11 of 12

Q33. How, by whom and where arc the issues identified in the response to question 32 addressed by the ( , 
U.S. Global Change Research Progrrim? —^

/a€f
yeeic

Pioocss and Rcvios’ing the U.S. Global Change Research Program Budgets and Projects

Q34. In the preparation of the FY 1999 U S. Global Change Rcseuroh Progiiiiu budget, have 
independent experts been involved in recommending and reviewing budget priorities and projects?

Q4S Tf ynnr answer to question 34 is yes, whal was the process and which outside 
institutions/individuals were involved?

Q36. Was there any independent peer review or peer Luvolvemcnt to identify' scientific uncertainties to be 
addressed by Ihc FY' 1999 U S. Global Change Research Program?

Q37. If your answer to question 36 is yes:

Q37.1 What independent peer review' or peer involvement took place and what were their 
suggest ion.?/rerommendat i ons ?

Q37.2 Were any suggcstions/reoommendationB nor addressed, and if so, why?

Q38. What arc your current plans for involving the scicuiiile tonuuunity in identifying unresolved H-
scientific questions and directing resources to address them? QSTP
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Con^rtss of the lanital States
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1^ Cangtiss
on^mail Josmaa25*1 Hajihani Hijdk ©fflet jBBlldlng 

March 2, 1998

Executive Office of the President 
360 Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Ms. McGinty:

Convention on aiiHatrCbMglcco^s^wJhl^ ofP^cz to the UN Framework
On December 11, COP-3 adopt^ the Kvoto Prnfj December 1-11,1997
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) which'^r^K'^j- Framework
targets for developad nations ^mdmg greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions

Business is reviewing this agr^c^^plJJ^u^nohs ' ^°'^«ee on Small
peredved economic impact on small business. ’^'^'Sht junsdiction, based on the accord’s

Pro.« taformaticn r^g^ding ft, Kyoto

United States; ________ _

4 An,,!—________ . .
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Houje by MarcrSt ^9^8* Small Busbcsi, Room 2361 lUyb
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Comniinec laffa 225-3321. P«sr Brechlel of the

Thatk you for ycte-promp,
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Documents for 2PM Meeting RE: Congressional Requests for Climate Change Materials

1. Summary of House Requests for Climate Change Materials

2. Grid w/ House Requests

3. Copies of House Requests
- Schaefer Opening Statement
- McIntosh I
- McIntosh II
- McIntosh III
- McIntosh IV
- Talent
- Sensenbrenner I
- Sensenbrenner II

4. Summary of Senate Requests for Climate Change Materials

5. Copies of Senate Requests
- Senate Agriculture Committee
- Hagel/Helms
- Murkowski



SENATE REQUESTS FOR CLIMATF CHANGE MATERIALS; 
Requests for new analysis or existing documents

[checked w/ NEC, CEA, CEQ, 0MB, 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 REf.ATIONS
to Eizenstat from Hagel/Helms

- provide a list of all climate change programs 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.
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-«o6o‘

202-22«035
March 14, 1997

The Honorable A1 Gore 
Vice President 
The White.House 
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Vice President:

Farm state members of Congress have become increasingly 
concex'ned with the lack of adequate attention given to 
agricultural concerns as the Administration works on the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNPCC) . As vou 
know, this treaty, if ratified, could affect U.S. agricultural 
production and competitiveness.

American agricultural interests must be adequately 
X'apresontcd during the upcoming negotiations. This 
repreaentation will ensure the continued oucceaa of farmers and 
ranchers and allow them to maintain their productivity, which 
ultimately benefits consumers. We believe we can address the 
global greenhouse gas issue and protect the environment while 
carefully considering the intoreots of America's farmers, 
ranchers and consumers. However, before the United States is ■ 
committed to a final international agreement to limit greenhouse 
gases, it is essential that we know more about the treaty's 
impact on our nation's largest employer and the world's moot 
efficient producers of food and fiber.

V/G will be closely monitorijjg the negotiations as work 
continues on the final agreement before its submission to the 
Senate for ratification. We request an analysis and briefing by 
the Administration on the following issues as soon as possible; '

1)

2)

3)

The potential effects of climate change on U.S. 
agriculture and livestock production.

The festiraated greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
th© production of crops and livestock in the U.S,

The net contribution of U.S. forests and crops in the 
sequestration of greenhouse gases.

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 U.S. farmers and ranchers,
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The Honorahle A1 Gore 
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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 controls at

We understand that serious discussions in preparation for 
the Kyoto meeting may commence during July and.August of this 
year. We firmly believe this information, aa well as the 
Administration's formal economic analysis, should be submitted to 
Congress well before then so that the various options for U.S. 
policy may be understood and their impact on American agriculture 
and the American economy may be carefully assessed.

v;c look forward to working with you on this important issue.

Sincerely,

I

/^(a-CvvW-*

cc: The Honorable Madeleine Albright
The Honorable Dan Glickman

'/AA
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121004

The Honorable Richard G. Lugar 
Chairman
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510-6000

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for the letter from you and other mi;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 competitiveness.

Tlie issue of global climate change is an important one for agriculture. Over the next 50 
years, U.S. food and fiber producers face major cliallcngcs in keeping pace with the ever 
increasing demands of a growing world population. Climate changes, environmental 
degradation, and increasing competition for land and freshwater supplies will make these 
challenges even greater. Based on current trends the Intcrgovcrmncntal 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 Uie potential impacts o^climate change on agriculture and net greenhouse 
gas emissions from agriculture and forestry activities 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 developed countries to agree to realistic and achievable binding 
targets for greenhouse gas emissions in tlic cuaent 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 countries) 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 CUnrate 
Change must ensure that the U.S. economy remains strong and internationally competitive. To 
help find the best solution, tlie Administmtion is engaged in an assessment of the economic 
impacts of various emissions targets [coordinated by Dr. Everett Ehrlich: Undersecretary for

Prinlad on Rocyclad Paoc'
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Economic Policy at tlie Department of Commerce.] This assessment includes a variety of 
^^egate national economic impacts, as well as sectoral and international economic imoacts 
ms an^ysis is cuirently imdcrway. As it progresses, it wiU be subject to a peer revie^v process 
Once this process is completed, we fully expect to brief Congress. ^

As part of this assessment, the Department of Agriculture will analyze the impact of anv 
new agreement on America’s food sector and our fanners, 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.

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

Sincerely,

A1 Gore

AG/pgu
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BnitaJ States Ornate
CXjMMITTEg ON

eNEHGY AND NATURAt RESOURCES 
Washinotoh, DC I0S10-81SO

October 3,1997

Mr. Dirk Forrister i 
Chair *
^j^te House Climate Change Task Force 
The White House
Washington, DC 20500 '

Dear Mr. Forrister:

Bonn. ^ ^ concurrent with the upcoming negotiations in
i

“ agencies generating reeponeee to these 
Energy Committee staff may be retch°XtfSl2^793r'^

admintaSor.SpSs“'’ ^

, Sincerely,

Frank H. Murkowski 
Chairman

cc: Honorable Federico Pena 
Honorable Janet Yellen 
Honorable Timothy Wirth 

^e Honorable Chuck Hagel 
The Honorable Robert C. Byrd
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1.

3.

5-ft^
4.

5.

V. 6.

5

7.

Questions from Chairman Miirkows d

SS^a-“K,'SSStSSJKr--^“

ssTKssssissKsraivK^
" sisis.'ssss" -
a* Ifnot, why not?

b. If so, will the peer reviewers comments be made public?

■• S:S£;ns5^£:;ss3r““”“^'^
indicated that It wanted to have “joint 

cort, of " “ “*“» •« a>®

"■ ap^'cS*

“advance exiting
meana under whteu countries and has even proposed aconunltaoSsT*^ ** “•*»“ would “graduate” into binding

W.S a™? fl^i“th°e Si',3? *^'“®”** “ “ wUl wo
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9.

Quettions for the Record - Page 2

I

”■ ?«^cSon.7^'' “ ■*"‘*5’" “ «**“”P‘ to ”»J“

‘**«* *“ abandon«i by the

?ssriHr=S.HaS=“
a. Was this a valid and reaUrtioasnmiptionV 

h. Did the peer reviewers feellt was a reallstioaswunpHon?

a. Was this a valid and realistic assumption?

SS:«“«JS?’“'*“*^“'“*^‘“<>*<>‘”“™““^aiionand

“■ the cost.
^ trading progtaii^*^ development, implementation and monitoring of a

Waa this a valid and realistic omission?

c

10.

take into account the adverse 
* ’ 'Jnited States? potential shifting of producers

;^0 i>ef^ o^posTiT^^^^ Doparti^^t.
that threatens proposal on climate change

VO ' d so-toj V(SBX sBuh43 sxwuJL LO VT~: 'tt 86-ET --*ww
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”■ toS^lLVeT ““■

v^out^pproml,mg their legal obUgaUci^d Xl ’

W^that^OW ^S.? *“•»•“«» »50 per metric ton ofS,n permit 

“■ “®'“SS!?i’”®*"”®®‘‘l®®® •«■'«•• l>yU»> year 2010 or
the yett 2010, using new technology in .^biiation mlth

"la all [three]

- ^?sS5SS;:siS'SSSgi£;„
carbon enuamona at 1990 levela by 2010, correct

SSjiSSBSSSS

»iii,5 «vws»ss.'tr"
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fe^STby ”* « ««•

SSSSS»™«25s..

ttl^us*,.^*-®"’i‘'“?xf^ "*"'*y «J" *>il> to demonstrate that
the kind of legally binding^ission

Sto™So^^« '“<•«■ oonstderarn taZ
LOlogy at

f. "® “> stabilize emissions at 1990

^••. •• 
•■ j.'.-

XWitlgationStrategies.;.•») impacwoii^aroon

^ ‘ SSr=*«-^«srr^s?
°**^' *° these signiflcant

that are roughly oqSt. o“^^o^'“4??^“ki“"®' “'**** 

to implement the c^on ~si! d5^ ^ ^®««Wo ways are found
that the study did Mt an^A^^'** .”»P<>rt states, however,
reductions described ®P®«»fic P<>li«es to achieve the

escnbed m the cases or the poKtical feaslbUity of policies.
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Que«tioni for the Racord - Pa^e S

a. If we don't know what the policies or means for reductions ate, 
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 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 
"incentive tough the tax system directed at investments in 
energy- efficient technology in industry." (Page 1.13)

19, In numerous places in the report, information is provided on what
costs wen taken into account or were excluded 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)

made to anal3rze specific policies to achieve 
the described reductions, how did you determine costs of 
programs and policy implementation?

b. What is an example of a "program" that was included in your
anal3fsis. What is the cost of that program? What cost did you
assign to the *^licy implementation" associated with that 
program?

20. On page 1.12 of the report the following statement appears: We have 
pres^ted the direct and most easily quantified of the costs and 
benefits, but have not attempted a ftill benefit-cost analysis. We do not 
accoi^ fdr mdtrect effects of poUcies (e.g., the reallocation of 
investment dollars to efficiency investments). We do not account for

^ * increased cost of some R&D programs that are needed to achieve
toe scenmo results nor do we count the benefit of reduced carbon and 

emissiouSj^Also, we have not analyzed any possible

a. Aren't these pretty significant holes in DOE'S anal3^is?

b. If a "full bmefit-cost analysis" has not been conducted, then how 
can you le^timately conclude that emission reductions can bo 
achieved through energy efficiency without cost?

$«0/ton carbon charge is not a

I Why isn't the carbon charge considered a "direct cost?"

LO'd :>iSBx sBuwqo i_ 3 ‘ ‘ g t ^ t ' 86-E I
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b. la I't it a diraet coat to aomeone? Who haa to pay it?

carbon ponnitfeea mclndod in the anaiyaia inla
aity way?

t/'

€<^d ba “o“«y that
oqnala Wllion pet^^»

b. are thoao-loaora" the DOE report refora to?

“■ Se*DOT 5^rt ““lyaia- «>« rtatement i. made that

^^ology deployment i. the ntoat coatHtffici^^S^di^f

‘ SSSSSS5Sr-““
b. Can yon quantift, the "cort” of deUying for 10 or 20 yeara?

¥-

^■■:i
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r-
Acc°itiing to the DOE report. 95 mfflion <rftha Iffll mlll.^w.

i/

#

Msxs'ssisMsissvrrr"--
*® "> average coal plant with

natural gas? 

b. Who would bear these costs?

says that t^ measures used to reduce emissions ii 
^Hge^.e) "cost-effective with a $60/ton carbon charge.-

”****>« “ <»»1 plant ia "oort^ective" with a 
«»nt yon really .ayingia that if wo

plKi?Se“&toS.«fdS^r’ “
b. How many oaiating coal plant, would be VetiredT"

Where are these plants located?c.

<L ^ to the costs
wi!«S ™ layoffs, displacements that
would occur as a result of"retiring« masting plants?

e. ^ savinga or reductiona can be achievedf*."****”"" oo^y «>e natioV doe. that indnde the dtizena. 
oommuniaeo and buainetoea in this country?

/

'v)'i
of hydropower, and extension of nuclear nAWAr Mian# iia.(Page 1.6) extension of nuclear power plwt life.

a. Explain what is meant by "nuclear power plant life extensions."

b. SSST “5.‘5^Lnc^n nu^L" p"™^^ " ‘

biumwi. and black bquor gadllcatlon and low^arbon fadS^

60 ■ d so-toj ^SHJL sButzqo sq.BUjL LO Ql':'ft 86-eT--«BW
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and (c) cenulodo ethanol/giuoline blend, for automobile..

“■ •*“**“* ““i** “l™®* comburton

P*“ “ *wbine

<L ^ ceDxiloaic ethanoI/gaaoUne blend* currently available tn
kind^nf M <^0“*^era? Wbat automobiles can use this ftiol? What

State.

permit, generally allocated only to electri
c power

What happens if a company'. emisrion. exceed it. permits?

^*id!£ji^r^Si^?h“? hT regulated commimlty to 
tntdlng and emisSn p^^?'*^“*^ “ connection with the

a. opmatton „d admlnirtration 
"» “>«« ™»*» minimized to

c.
d.

e.

maintain market incentives? 

tatl^tton^^“P*™** <*®“«»*i“lly or

b. Wha* role i. envisioned ferae Chicago Board of Tnule?

OT ’ d QOUOJ >1SBX s6ubli3 sxBmTI'b 9T : X T 86-£:"t--tew
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Questioiu for tha S«cord . Page 9

developing country mch es Guatemale or Botnvana7

^ purchaeed trom a developing country
country wtSdb^'SSS^

^ oemcie. or bodlea be Involved in the
trading prognun? How would

Sr^vt^JStliS “ «»«red

limitations bo

b^one ton of reduce their own emissions
cJmBb-™- K ^ for each carbon unit they seU? How would 
coS*^ ™w for developing countries? Will developed

“they canSSSi? “ohieved th^rrievant

pities would apply if a developing country &iled to^:^!Scn -=o^-s-at?iitb

^^^^^monitor countries or companies for enforcement
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White House Climate Change Task Force
'34 Jjckson Place, N.W. • Washington, DC 20503 '

October 31,1997

The Honorable Frank H. Murkowski 
Chakman
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
United Sutes Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510-6150

Dear Senator Murkowski:

October 3,1997, relaying questions related to the climate change 
negotiations, which we received on October 16.

We an facilitating an interagency effort to respond to your questions and will incorporate recent 
(te^lopmenb at the negotiations completed today in Bonn. When Mr. David Carman of your
our rw^OMS ™ ^ determine a mutually convenient date for delivery of

I can be reached at (202) 343-1060 if you have any further questions.

Si

Dirk Forrister 
Chairman

cc: The Honorable Federico Pena 
The Honorable Janet Yellin 
The Honorable Timothy Wirth 
The Honorable Chuck Hagel 
The Honorable Robert C. Byrd

21 'd

^02343-1060 • Kax 202 343-1162
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ttiited States Senate
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

WaSRINCTOn. OC 2061I>-622S

February 13,199S

The Honorable Stuait £. 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 Protocol. 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,

Chuck Hagcl ___
Chairman
Subcomm^c on International Economic 
Policy, Export and Trade Promotion

CTH%
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QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 
FOR undersecretary 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

3.

4.

When the Congressional delegarion 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 U. S. 
delegation to show more flexibility. The Vice President said that he would defer that 
question to you, but you were not at that meeting. Can you tcU us exaaly what 
instruction you received from the Vice President and what he meant when he instructed 
you to be more flexible in the negotiatioas?

Please define for me; “meaningful participation from key developing countries?”
2.1 What countries do you define as “key?" Do you consider rhinn a “key” 

devdopins country? Do you consider India a “key" developing country?

The Admims^tion’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 to limit or reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions for- the Annex I Parties, unless the protocol or other agreement 
also mandates new spedfic scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions for the Developing Country Parties within the same compliance period.” Why 
did the Administration use a di&tent standard Than that voted unanimously by the 
Senate? —.
3.1 Does the Administration mtend to adhere to the letter of S. Res. 98, that is to 

negotiate legally-binding, specific new scheduled commitments within the same 
compliance period for the Developing Country Parties currently left out of the 
Kyoto Protocol?

3.2 At what poin^ specifically, will the Administration reconsider the viability of the 
Kyoto Protocol if emission reduction commitments cannot be secured from the 
Developing Country Parties?

33 Docs the Prcsideni intend to honor the unanimous request of the Senate not to be a 
signatory — that is not to sign the Protocol - until we have met both objectives of 
the Byid-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?

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 Committee with a
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7.

8,

9.

10,

list of aU eli^ chaose ptograras intis: Executive Bmtch. with e description of each 
program and how they relate to the Kyoto Protocol ^ “
Ariicle 3 ^ for the U.N. Subsidiaty Body, for Scientific and Technological Advice to 
report within a yc^ on which additional activities should be regulated by the treaty 
^t^ecific additional domestic U.S. economic activities do you believe should be 
brought under the jurisdiction of the Kyoto Protocol?

6. Arueje 5 calls on countries to enhance their monitoring systems of greenhouse gas
eimssions. Will the Administration make any changes in our existing monitorine systems 
prior to Senate ratification of the treaty? ° ^

^clc 6 delays the implementation of any international emissions trading system among 
industrial countries until some later U.N. conference establishes procedures for 
venficanon and reporting. Do you believe that a fully functioning trading system will in
feet, be adopted next November in Buenos Aries?

Article 11 requires the industrial countries to Vovide new and additional financial 
resources” to developing countries. What exactly does this mean, in terms of the U S 
budget? ■ '
8-1 Docs the Admimstration plan to implement this requirement of the Kyoto 

Protocol before Senate ratification?

Article 12 creates a new U.N. foreign aid fend on the climate change issue. This is the 
“Clean Development Mechanism.” This Article creates a new U.N. structure for the 
transfer fends from industrial to developing nations. It would perniit industrial countries 
or companies to pay into a fend that would, in turn, pay for projects in developing nations 
to achieve “sustainable development” and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions beyond 
what they would otherwise be. Article 12 also contains language That would permit the 
U.N. Clean Development Mechanism to retain a portion of the funds it receives for its 
own administrative purposes. Early versions of this RmTiltan proposal forthrightly 
referred to this as "user fee” authority, a form of U.N. taxation authority. Does the 
Admi^ttatioa have any concerns about granting this kind of fee retention authority to a

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 economic mode^ “futile.” On February 4,1998 the Chair of the 

Council on Environmental Quality, Kathleen McGiniy said before the House Science 
Committee, “The Admlnistranon 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.” Can you tell me why the Administration did not produce 
cither Janet Yellen as a ivitness or tiie promised detailed economic model or analysis?
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11.

13.

Were you involved in developing the statement of the Administration’s rh^
policies ^unced by the President in his October 22, 1997 speech at the National 
Geogra^c Society, and, if you were, will you please describe for us the tole yo^played? 
11.1 Wh^ that you would be head of the U.S. delegation at L tLd

session of the Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework 
Convennon on Climate Change; and who told you?

11-2 Will you please d«cribe for us the role you played in developing the
Adminis^on's policy approach to, and strategies concerning, the international 
climate^hange negouations during the period between the President's October 22 
speech and the first day you arrived at the Kyoto Conference?

11.3 At the Kyoto Conference, you were the hjmd of the U.S. delegation. Will you 
please desenbe the role you played in developing the Adminisnation’s policy 
approach to, and strategies conceming, the international climate-change 
negon^ons in Kyoto; and, in doing so. will you please describe on a comparative 
basis the decision making authority within the delegation of you. Ms KatlSTen 
McGinty, and Mr. Todd Stem?

, In his testimony last faU before the House Commerce Committee, former Under 
Secretary of State Wiith 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 Kyoto 
Conference, did you regard yourself as part of the Administration’s "economics team" 
with respea to the international climate-change negotiations?
12.1 From and after the tune you were appointed head of the U.S. delegation, was there 

an “economics team" concerning the intemational cliraate-changc negotiations, 
and, if There was, who were its members and who headed the ‘^economics team?"

Is there ci^ently in place any interagency body within the Executive Branch that has the 
responsibility to analyze the economic impHcations to the nation of the emissions-
reduction requirements^ified in the Kyoto Protocol for the United States and of----
alternative domestic policies to achieve those reduction requirements? |
12.1 If yes, 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 former 
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 until you 
arc informed by the Secretary of State or the White House to thqcontraty. you arc the 
senior State Department official who has immediate responsibility for the 
Administration s policy approach to, and strategies concerning, international climate- 
change negotiations?
13.1 What is your current assumption about whether you or Mr. Wirth’s successor, 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?
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14.

SHSSSSSSH
penM thereafter, and we must work toward flnther reductions in the yean ahead 
^ you anived at the Kyou, Confereuce. or « any time ^
Conference, were you infoimed of:

what the President’s October proposal would require of the United States 
m terms of the tons of carbon-equivalent emissions reductions- 
wha ^mestie Uws and rcfulaiions likely would be required to enable the 
Umted States to abide by the President’s October proposal; and 
what the economic consequences to the nation likely would be if the 
President’s October proposal were the basis for a protocoP 

14,1 For any affirmative response to any of the aboyc questions.
Who gave you that infonnation, and when?
Please tell us what portions of the infonnation were in written form by 
way of briefing papers or otherwise, including any notes you made of 
mfonnation that was given to you?
To the extent the infonnation to which I have referred was not given to 
you in 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 proposal would require of the United 
Stales in terms of the tons of carbon-equivalent emissions 
reduction;
what domestic laws and regulations likely would be required to
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 President's October proposal were the basis for a protocol?

14.2 Prior to your leaving for the Kyoto Conference, was it your understauding that tfe- 
Piesident’s October proposal for emissions “targets and timetables” presupposed 
that a protocol would provide for ernissions trading among Annex I Parties and 
for ‘joint implementation” among and between Annex I and non-Annex I Paixies?

14.3 Prior to your leaving for the Kyoto Conference, what 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 protocol provided for 
emissions trading among Annex I Parties and for “joint implementation” among 
and between Annwe I and non-Annex I Parties?

As you know, the Kyoto Protocol, if it ever were to become binding on the United States, 
would require our nation to reduce its emissions of greenhouse gases by 7 percent below * 
their 1990 levels during the period 2008 through 2012, all in accordance with the specific 
provisions of the Protocol conceroing the list of greenhouse gases, sinks, baseline dates, 
and so forth. I refer you to a document entitled “Fact Sheet: The Kyoto Protocol on 
Climate Change,” dated Januaiy 23,1998. It states that it was prepared by the 
Department of State’s Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific
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16,

Apirs.” Did you, personany. approve issuance of that “Fact Sheet •’ anri

le^t fiom cemia chaa|« to fte ™y gases and sijJcs are calcSS drn^ 
^ea any incr^c m efFon as congiaied to the President's otiginai proposal "
The document toen goes on to anribute one percentage point of the 4 ae
points » ch^gmg the baseline &om 1990 to 1995 for the three synthidc gases 

. «ver=d by the Kyoto ftotocol {HFCs. PFCs. and SFJ. It tether attribui^bout 

a pacemge ^ints of toe 4 percenuge points to not including in toe 1990 
baselme U S sl^, but including certain changes in sinks during the period 2008 
teough 2012. Was an analysis, which showed that the Kyoto Protocol involves 
at mosta 3 percent real reduction" of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions below 1990 

levels tenishcd to you while you were in Kyoto and before you agreed to toe 7 
percent reduction figure; and, if so;
- Who prepared the analysis?
- Who furnished you the analysis, and when?

Were you given or shown any such analysis in writing^
15.2 Please tcU us which other nafions - 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 entail 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 infonned of that 
and, if so. when?
Were any member nations of the European Union informed of that and if 
so, which ones and when? ’
Were any developing nations, including, butoot limited to. China. India, 
Argentina. Brazil, or any member nation 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 emissions reduction requirements of the 
Annex I PartiM set forth in Annex B to 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 Comminee of the Whole 
stated that the reduction of the Annex I 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 maimer as the proposed U.S. reduction is calculated m the Stale Departments 
“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 foe 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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18.

of ga^“rN^

be allowed to inaease its emissions by 8 percent over its 1990 level. In these 
arcumstances, can you explain how the aggregate reductions of the Annex I

16.2 ^ fc as the Administradon is eoneemed. is the phrase 'Svitb a view w redueine
their over^ emissions of such gases by at least 5 per cent below 1990 levels m 
Je commitmenr 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 
rnaimer be mieipreted as placing on the United States a legal obligation over and 
above the 7 percent reduenon 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 docjimcnts that were distributed by the White House, alone 
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 percent reduction off a business-as-usual
approach.” Even assuming, for the sake ofour discussion, that the 7 percent reduction
referred to in Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol amounts to “at most 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 (^e last year of the first commitment period) compared to 
the baseline emissions projections for that year, and 
explain why the Administration agreed in Kyoto to a legally hinriin^ 
obligation to reduce our greenhouse gas emissions by such amount below 
1990 levels during the period 2008 tfarougir20l2?

17.1 Given the provisions in the Kyoto Protocol concerning the baseline for the three 
^thctic 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 rcaliiy, 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 ‘Tact Sheet,” please tell us. based on your 
discussions with other nations, which of them, if any, would have fotmally 
objected to adoption of such a protocol?

Article 32 of the Kyoto Protocol states: “Each Party included in Annex I shaU, by 2005, 
have made demonstrable progress in achieving its commitments under this Protocol.” 
Does this constitute a legally-binding obligation?
18.1 Wm you please teU 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 1990?
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lS-;2 Does tile Conference of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol have the autiiority to 
detarmiae whether the United Stales is in compliance with Aitide 3.2; and, if it 
does, would our nation be exposed to risk of enforcemem 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 percentage reduction should be during the five-year period after 
2012? If yes —

- what percentage reduction was proposed or discussed for that second 
commitment period;
who expressed the view of tlic United States on that issue;

- when such further reduction was proposed or discussed;
- who the other nations were; and
- what their reaction was?

19.1 As nearly as I can determine, there are two places in the Kyoto Protocol that 
define the first “commitment period.” Article 3.1 uses the expression “the 
commitment period 200« to 2012,” and Article 3.7 uses the identical expression.
I am concerned that the word “to" could be interpreted by some to mean “up to," 
rather than '‘through," so tiiat the language in the Kyoto Protocol would be 
interpreted to refer to the years 2008,2009,2010, and 2011- that is, “up to" 2012. 
Such inteipretation would mean tliat 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 2012?

20. Even if one assumes that the Kyoto Protocol provides for at most a real 3 percent
reduction of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions below their 1990 levels during the period 
2008 through 2012, would you agree that, aU other things being equal, the level of effort 
required to enable U.S. compliance with that commitment would have to be greater or 
more fer-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 mformatioru 
concerning whether, or how, or the extent to which, domestic laws and regulations 
that would be required, and the economic consequences to the nation, would or 
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 wrinen forni; and, if so, 

who prepared the information, and who furnished it to^you?
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^ Byrd-Hagd S.nse of the Senate Resolution, 
p ov^ded, m parr, that *Uc United States should not be a signatory to any protocoTto or 
o^cr agreement regarding, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate

^ December 1997, or thereafter, which would 
(A) m^data new commitments tj limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for the 

aimex Parties, unless the protocol! other agreement also mandates new specified 
scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for Deponing

r?"" u compliance period...Please tell the Committee what 
SdTbrr Umted States, ftom and after the time you were told you wouS
Promfj^ rh«t Conference, to obtain language in the Kyoto
Protocol that met the spseiSz requirements of Senate Resolution 98, namely that 
mandates ne%v specified scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas

apply complianceperioct' as would
21.1 In the Presi Ws Oaober speech, he stated: ‘'The United States wiU not assume 

binding obUgaiions unless key developing nations meaningfiiUy partiebate in this 
effort.^ In his December 8 speech to the Kyoto Conference, one of the specific 
condinoi^ stated by the Vice President to show “increased negotiating flexibiliiy” 
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 
m the Senate Resolution that was adopted by a vote of 95 to zero? If yes —

What, if any^g, made you think that Senate Resolution 98 was only 
concerned with “key" developing nadous, as distinguished from all, or 
substantially all, of them?

- What, if anything, made you think that the expression “meaningful 
particip^on" was exactly the same thing as the requirement of Senate 
Reflation 98 that referred tp “new specified scheduled commitments to 
limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for the Developing country 
Parties within the same compliance period?”

21.2 Do you agree that the Kyoto Protocol, as written, does not meet the requirements 
of the Senate, as ser forth in Senate Resolution 98?

As of, or around, the time you were designated to head the U.S. delegation to the Kyoto 
Conference, wdiat was your understanding of the intention and meaning of the foUowing 
words, as used in the President's October speech:

- "key" — Please name all of the developing nations 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?

- “raeaningfiir — what did that mean?
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At any time during the Kyoto Conference, did the Admimstraucn’s intent and 
^dcr^anding of the phrase “meaningful participation of key developing nations” change 
from the mhm and understanding that existed as of the President's October sne«h?“fo
would you please tell US what die changes were? ^

Does the Kyoto ProtocoL as written, proA-ide for “meaningful participation of key 
developing countries” within the meaning of the President's October 1997 speech'^
24.1 The foUowing is &om a document, dated December 11,1997. which is entitled 

“Transenpt: Eizenstat Briefmg 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 as a result 
of the steps that were done here. Wc hope, over time, they 
will.”

Did that tra^cript accurately set forth what you said at your news conference?
24.2 If anybody in the Admimstration, or anybody else, ever tries to tell or suggest to 

this Committee that the Kyoto Protocol, as written, provides for “meaningful 
participation by key developing countries,” can wc count on you to deny that?

The State Department’s “Fact Sheet The Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change,” dated 
January 23. 1998 states (beginning at the bqttom of page 4): “WhUe the conference

a nrnnneal Trt rrMf.. a nMix/ nf
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23.

22.1 My understanding is that the Annex I nations and the developing nations knew of 
the tcnns 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 imdenpnding also?

At any time during the Kyoto Conference, did the Administration’s intent and 
understanding of the phrase "‘meaningfiil 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 Protocol, as written, pro\ide for ‘‘meaningful participation 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 Briefing on Results of Climate Talks” and which bears a 
legend at the top staring “The United States Mission to Italy.” The document 
purports to be a transcript of your news conference on December 11 in Kyoto.
The foUovdng statement is attributed to you:

“Second is the question of eventual radficarion 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 pieaningfiil participation has not yet been taken as a result 
of the steps that were done here. Wc hope, over time, they 
will.”

Did that transcript accurately set forth what you said at your news conference?
24.2 If anybody in the Administration, or anybody else, ever tries to tell or suggest to 

this Committee that the Kyoto 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 Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change,” dated 
January 23,1998 states (beginning at the bpaorn of page 4): “While the conference 
rejected a proposal to create a new category of i^ODS that would voluntarily assume 
binding emissions targets, developing countries may as a prerequisite for engaging in 
emission trading still do so throu^ amendment to annex of the protocol that lists
countries with targets.” Docs that sutement mean that there is a mechanism for 
developing nations to opt into the Kyoto Protocol by means of amendment to Annex B?
25.1 Was the United States, before and during the Kyoto Conference, a proponent of 

wliat had been called Article 10, which was called Article 9 in a subsequent draft 
because of renumbering of the Artides, and that Artide 10 was intended to set 
forth the rules by which a non-Aiinex I Party (that is, a devdoping nation) could 
“opt in” to a quantitative commitment to limit or reduce its greenhouse gas
emissions? • u u-

25.2 Is it true that the devdoping nadons, 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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Protocol, you stated that the defeat of the opt-in provisions of Article 10 “was I 
thipk our single greatest disappointment?”

253 Who came up with the idea that Annex B could be amended so as to add a
developing nation and a related emissions-limitaiion commitment, or when such 
idea first entered into a draft of the Protocol?

25.4 Do you believe that a itiajority of the developing nations wanted to include Article
10 in the Kyoto Protocol? |

25.5 If a “developing” nation wanted to undertake an cmissions-limitation commitment 
for itself and that it proposed to amend Annex B of the Kyoto 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*fourtihs majority vote of the Parties to the Protocol?

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 to Article 19.4 of the Kyoto Protocol without the advice and consent of 
the U.S. Senate?

25.7 If a developing 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 (concerning a national system for estiination 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?

26, 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 mtend to send 
the Kyoto Protocol to the Senate for ratification until we have achieved meaningful 
participation by key developing countries,” Is that also your understanding of the 
Presi dent's position; and, if it is, who told you that?

27. lam told that various Adminisiratiou officials have referred to efforts to obtain, on a 
bilateral or multilateral basis, the agreement of certain developing nations to quantitative 
limita- lions 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, Is 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 contend that bilateral or multilateral agreements 

with developing nations would justify the Senate’s ratification of the Kyoto 
Protocol, in the absence of amendments to the Kyoto Protocol that made it cert&in 
the developing nations added to Annex B also were subject to Amcles 2,3,5,7, 
and 8, and that aU such commitments, including those undertaken by means of
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28.

29.

30.

31.

joinmg Annex B, -were subject to such enforceineni provisions as might be 
- adopted to elaborate Article 17?

212 Is the Administiation contemplating proposals to amend the Kyoto Protocol to
make certain tbat, if developing nations were added to Annex B, they also will be 
subject to Articles 2,3, 5,7, and 8?

I

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?

If the Kyoto Protocol does not enter into force by the November session of the 
Conference of the Parties, do you believe that the Protocol's provisions concerning 
amendment of the Protocol 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 sometliing other than “consensus," any amendments to that Protocol would 

require “consensus?"

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?

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 wUl be signed in behalf of the United 

States?

Will you please identi^' and describe 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 to the Kyoto Conference, including, but not limited to, any 
understandings or commitments regarding:.

- impleraenution or the interpretation of the Protocol;
- the substance of future decisions by the Conference of the Parties, which 

the United States would support, regarding rules or guidelines elaborating 
the Protocol; or concerning the timing of any Party’s signature or 
ratification of the Protocol.

Article 16 bis. WiU you please tell us what “modalities” would be, as distinguished from 
the “principles,” “rules " and “guidelines” referred to in that Article?
33.1 Do you believe that, until the Conference of the Parties makes all of the decisions 

that it is empowered to make under those Articles of the Kyoto Protocol, it will be 
impossible for either the Adnunistration 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 set forth in the Prowcol?

i 1
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34. Do you believe that under Article 16 bis. Annex B Parties can begin engaging in 
emissions trading now?
34.1 Do you have any reason to believe that other Parties to the Convention, 

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 
Parties 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 Committee, in summary form at this dme, all of the 
issues that will have to be decided by the Conference of the Parties in order to 
enable emissions trading under Arricle 16 bis be a viable and effective mechanism 
for reducing the costs of complying with the emissions-reduedon commitment of 
the United Suies under the Kyoto Protocol?

35. Regarding the Clean Development Mechanism, particularly Article 12.8, which states: 
“The. Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting 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 those countries that will be entitled to receive 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 acct^dance with some currently 
unknown, decision making process to be established by the Conference of 

the Parties?
- Please identify 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.thc amount of money derived from 
projects under the Clean Development Mechanism that will be diverted to 
developing nations for adaptation purposes?

36 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 cominitments 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 aj2 “adequate?"

37. The Kyoto Protocol contains no provisions that describe what the procedures and
consequences will be if a Party is not in compliance with its commitments under die 
Protocol. Article 17 of the Protocol does not itself provide deterrence to non-comphance; 
yet we know that, for any number of reasons, the United States would comply with its 
commitments if the Protocol ever received the advice and consent of tiie Senate. What
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Specific proposals did the U.S. delegation make during the negotiations that concluded 
with the Kyoto Protocol diat detailed the procedures to determine vvhethcr 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 
so, will you please describe the substance of any such legislative or regulatory proposals 
that arc being contem- plated?

Has any Department 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 Stares with the Kyoto Protocol 
if the Protocol 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? i

13
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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 U.S. 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. perfluorocarbons. and sulphur hexafluoride.

Please provide the assumptions, data and calculation methodology that 
support the Administration’s assertion that the Impact of carbon sir^ks on the 
U.S. greenhouse gas reduction commitment will reduce the actual reduction to 
2 or 3 percent below 1990 levels, rather than 7 percent i

The Kyoto Protocol 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'7

- What criteria do you anticipate this “Mechanism" will use to approve or reject 

investments?

The Energy Information Administration (ElA) has projected that carbori 
emls$ions in the United States will increase from 1990 emissions levels by 34 
nercent by the year 2010. The Kyoto Protocol would require the United States 
to reduce these emissions to 7 percent belgat 1990 levels by 201 .

- In addition to your assertions of increased energy efficiency and 
international emissions trading, please detail how the Administration intends to 
reach these enormous commitments wjthQut constraining U.S. economic 

growth?
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Please answer the following questions regarding the creation and 
implementation of a domestic emissions trading program.

~ Is the Administration considering the creation 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 statuj;ory 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 Kyoto Protocol? If so, on what basis? How yi/ould 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? Whp would run such a program? Under what authority?

- By its very nature, an emissions trading program would require an emissions 
“cap" that would make an emissions unit tradable commodity. Would
adherence to 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 Admlnistration’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 international emissions trading program to proceed?

Please answer the following questions regarding amendments to the Kyoto 

Protocol;

- While the Administration is calling the Kyoto 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 m any way 
before it enters into force? If so, how 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 complian^ rules?
What about new scheduled emissions reduction commitments by developing 
countries in the same compliance period as developed countries?

- if the United States, or any other nation, sought to amend the Kyoto 
Protocol wouldn’t it need to follow 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 Protocol? If this is the case how does the 
Administration intend to change anything that is now included in the Protocol or 
add anything to the Protocol - which is deemed a work in progress - until 
after ratification? If it is your belief that the United States do^ not have 
to be a party to the Protocol 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 befars formal adoption of amendments to 
the Protocol? If not. Is it the Administration's intention to forgo submitting a 
olobal climate treaty to the Senate? If so. how specifi^Hy would the 
Ad^nisSon go about making the Protocol acceptable to the American

people?

- Is il the intention of the Administration’s to seek to negotiate ^
and send both Protocols together to the Senate for advice ^ '
what would a new Protocol look like specifically? Have any other countries 
expressed an interest in such an approach? If so. which countries.


