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Dear Mr. Forrister:
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Because the administration declined to provide a witness for our September 30 
hearing on climate change, members of our Committee were unable to ask questions 
on a variety of issues relevant to the climate change negotiations.

In an effort to allow the Senate—and the public at large—to appreciate the 
diplomatic, economic and technical issues we face as a consequence of the climate 
change issue, I respectfully request that the enclosed written questions for the record 
be answered in a time frame prior to or concurrent with the upcoming negotiations in 
Bonn.

Should you, yovu: staff, or officials in agencies generating responses to these 
questions reqxiire clarification of additional information, David Garman of the Senate 
Energy Committee staff may be reached at (202) 224-7933.

Thank you for your attention to this request. I will look forward to the 
administration’s responses.

Sincerely,

^ / r

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

Frank H. Murkowski 
Chairman
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Because the administration declined to provide a witness for our September 30 
hearing on climate change, members of our Committee were unable to ask questions 
on a variety of issues relevant to the climate change negotiations. 

In an effort to allow the Senate-and the public at large-to appreciate the 
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change issue, I respectfully request that the enclosed written questions for the record 
be answered in a time frame prior to or concurrent with the upcoming negotiations in 
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Should you, your staff, or officials in agencies generating responses to these 
questions require clarification of additional information, David Garman of the Senate 
Energy Committee staff may be reached at (202) 224-7933. 

Thank you for your attention to this request. I will look forward to the 
administration's responses. 

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

Sincerely, 

Frank H. Murkowski 
Chairman 
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Questions from Chairman Murkowski

When will the Administration unveil its proposed “targets and 
timetables” for carbon emission reductions?

When will the Administration release to the public the economi< 
analysis that it used in reaching these targets and timetables?

Will the economic analysis used to arrive at these targets and 
timetables be peer reviewed?

b.

If not, why not?

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

The Administration has indicated that it seeks to have an international 
emissions trading scheme in the new treaty.

a. Roughly how many of the 165 parties to the existing climate 
treaty have agreed to this approach?

The Administration has indicated that it wanted to have ‘^oint 
implementation” with developing countries as a means to reduce the 
costs of treaty compliance.

a. Roughly how many of the 129 developing country parties have
agreed to this approach?

The Administration has indicated that it will “advance existing 
commitments” for developing countries and has even proposed a 
means under which developing nations would “graduate” into binding 
commitments.

a. Roughly how many of the 129 developing coimtry parties have 
agreed to the “graduation” approach?

b. Roughly how many of the 36 industrialized country parties have 
agreed to the “graduation” approach?

Some of the key strategies for our negotiations—including developing 
country participation, joint implementation, and emissions 
trading—are not faring well in the negotiations.

a. If we don’t get all of these elements in a Kyoto Protocol, will we 
walk away from the deal?
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Questions for the Record - Page 2

Last week the DOE released a report (the so-called “five labs’* study) 
indicating that we might reduce carbon emissions to 1990 levels with a 
$50/ton carbon tax and an aggressive energy R&D program. In 
response to this report, the Secretary of Energy was quoted in a press 
release as saying that the analysis “...showed that what was good for 
the environment would be good for the economy.”

a. Is it the Administration’s position that a $50/ton carbon tax 
would be good for the economy?

b. Does the DOE study analyze impacts on business and 
manufachiring?

c. Is the DOE study an economic study or an attempt to make 
predictions?

The economic modelling effort that was abandoned by the 
Administration earlier this year assumed that the mere announcement 
of an agreement to reduce carbon dioxide would immediately result in 
a 25% increase in the rate of improvement in energy efficiency.

b.

Was this a valid and realistic assumption?

Did the peer reviewers feel it was a realistic assumption?

The administration economic modelling effort also assumed a 
decrease in long term interest rates to almost 2%.

b.

Was this a valid and realistic assumption?

Don’t new taxes and higher costs tend to increase inflation and 
interest rates?

The administration modelling effort did not consider the costs 
associated with the development, implementation and monitoring of a 
trading program.

a. Was this a valid and realistic omission?

Did the administration modelling effort take into account the adverse 
effects on U.S. competitiveness and the potential shifting of producers 
in the United States?

It was reported earlier this month that the Administration is 
considering an executive order that woidd require federal agencies to 
reduce emissions by 20%. It was also reported that the Department of 
Defense will oppose any Administration proposal on climate change 
that threatens military readiness.
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Questions for the Record - Page 3

What studies have been done to assess the impact of such an 
executive order on the U.S. military?

Have any such analyses been conducted by the Department of 
Defense to your knowledge?

Is consideration being given to granting waivers to federal 
agencies that cannot comply with emission reduction mandates 
without compromising their legal obligations and vital 
functions?

d. Is the Administration considering granting a waiver to the
Department of Defense? To any other departments or agencies?

The DOE “five labs” study concludes that a carbon emission reduction 
of 390 million metric tons per year is required to stabilize emissions at 
1990 levels in 2010 and is based on implementation of the program by 
the year 2000. The study finds that by increasing energy efficiency 
through a variety of federal and state programs with industry 
participation as weU as imposing a $50 per metric ton of carbon permit 
price that ”2010 emissions could be cut by about 390 [million metric 
tons] per year.”

a. Does this mean that we can reach 1990 levels by the year 2010 or 
that in the year 2010, using new technology in combination with 
regulatory and other measures, we will begin to reduce 
emissions at a rate high enough to stabilize emissions at 1990 
levels at some point in the future?

b. In 2010, how many miUion metric tons will China or Brazil be
emitting per year? More than 390?

15. The DOE study concludes that "in all [three] cases, carbon reductions 
require the nation to embark on an aggressive set of policies and 
programs.”

a. Assruning ever3d;hing works as has been hypothesized in the
Efficiency Case (Case One), we will not achieve stabilization of 
carbon emissions at 1990 levels by 2010, correct?

16. According to the report, the Case 2 and 3 scenarios require "better 
technology, 'readier' markets, and a price of carbon that residts in a 
significantly increased willingness to manufacture, purchase, and use 
low-carbon technologies. It represents a vigorou^national 
commitment that goes far beyond current efforts.”

a. If we were to agree to implement a program similar to Case Two, 
including "a vigorous national program of research, development 
demonstration, and diffusion, and a trading regime for carbon” at
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Questions for the Record - Page 4

a price of $25/ton, we still will not stabilize emissions at 1990 
levels by 2010, correct?

According to the DOE study, only if we were to do all of the 
above and impose a $50/ton carbon charge would we be able to 
achieve stabilization at 1990 levels by 2010, correct?

To your knowledge, has any nation involved in the international 
climate negotiations proposed the adoption of an international 
mandate for developed countries to stabilize emissions at 1990 
levels by the year 2010?

If not, then this study fails to tell us what would be necessary to 
achieve the significantly higher emission reductions that would 
be necessary to comply with any of the climate proposals that 
are on the table, correct?

If that is the case, then this study also fails to demonstrate that 
the U.S. can comply with the kind of legally binding emission 
reduction mandates currently under consideration in the 
international negotiations through use of existing technology at 
no cost to the nation, correct?

If $50/ton charges are required to stabilize emissions at 1990 
levels by 2010, how much would the per ton charge need to be to 
reduce emissions to 10% or 15% below 1990 levels? Would it 
double? Triple?

17. Recent studies conducted by DRI/McGraw-Hill conclude that a $180- 
190/ton carbon charge would be necessary to stabilize emissions at 
1990 levels by 2010. (Pg. 4 of July 1997 study, 'The Impacts of Carbon 
Mitigation Strategies ...")

a. Can you explain why there is such disparity between DRI's and 
DOE'S estimates of the per ton charge necessary to reach 1990 
levels by 2010?

b. Has any attempt been made to reconcile these significant 
differences?

c. Is it possible that the necessary carbon charge would be higher 
than $50/ton to simply stabilize emissions at 1990 levels by 2010?

18. One of the primary conclusions stated in the DOE study is that each of 
the three scenarios under consideration "can produce energy savings 
that are roughly equal to or exceed costs" — "if feasible ways are found 
to implement the carbon reductions...." The report states, however, 
that the study did not analyze specific policies to achieve the 
reductions described in the cases or the political feasibility of policies.

f.• 

• 

Questions for the Record - Page 4 

a price of $25/ton, we still will not stabilize emissions at 1990 
levels by 2010, correct? 

b. According to the DOE study, only if we were to do all of the 
above and impose a $50/ton carbon charge would we be able to 
achieve stabilization at 1990 levels by 2010, correct? 

c. To your knowledge, has any nation involved in the international 
climate negotiations proposed the adoption of an international 
mandate for developed countries to stabilize emissions at 1990 
levels by the year 2010? 

d. If not, then this study fails to tell us what would be necessary to 
achieve the significantly higher emission reductions that would 
be necessary to comply with any of the climate proposals that 
are on the table, correct? 

e. If that is the case, then this study also fails to demonstrate that 
the U.S. can comply with the kind of legally binding emission 
reduction mandates currently under consideration in the 
international negotiations through use of existing technology at 
no cost to the nation, correct? 

f. If $50/ton charges are required to stabilize emissions at 1990 
levels by 2010, how much would the per ton charge need to be to 
reduce emissions to 10% or 15% below 1990 levels? Would it 
double? Triple? 

1 7. Recent studies conducted by ORI/McGraw-Hill conclude that a $180-
190/ton carbon charge would be necessary to stabilize emissions at 
1990 levels by 2010. (Pg. 4 of July 1997 study, 'The Impacts of Carbon 
Mitigation Strategies ••• '') 

a. Can you explain why there is such disparity between DRI's and 
DO E's estimates of the per ton charge necessary to reach 1990 
levels by 2010? 

b. Has any attempt been made to reconcile these significant 
differences? 

c. Is it possible that the necessary carbon charge would be higher 
than $50/ton to simply stabilize emissions at 1990 levels by 2010? 

18. One of the primary conclusions stated in the DOE study is that each of 
the three scenarios undef-consideration "can produce energy savings 
that are roughly equal to or exceed costs" ... ''if feasible ways are found 
to implement the carbon reductions .... " The report states, however, 
that the study did not analyze specific policies to achieve the 
reductions described in the cases or the political feasibility of policies. 



Questions for the Record - Page 5

a. If we don't know what the policies or means for reductions are, 
and have not determined whether or not they are feasible, how 
can we rely on this report's conclusion that the reductions can 
be achieved without a cost to the nation?

b. What are some of the means that might be used to achieve the 
reductions? Would it involve new taxes? Note: Possible programs 
mentioned include "energy efficiency codes and standards" and 
"incentives through the tax system directed at investments in 
energy- efficient technology in industry." (Page 1.13)

19. In numerous places in the report, information is provided on what 
costs were taken into account or were excluded from consideration in 
making the cost-benefit assessments. "... we count as benefits only 
the energy savings to the nation— Costs include the increased 
technology cost plus an approximate estimate of the costs of program 
and policy implementation." (Exec. Summary, footnote 2)

a. If no effort has been made to analyze specific policies to achieve 
the described reductions, how did you determine costs of 
programs and policy implementation?

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

20. On page 1.12 of the report the following statement appears: We have 
presented the direct and most easily quantified of the costs and 
benefits, but have not attempted a full benefit-cost analysis. We do not 
account for indirect effects of policies (e.g., the reallocation of 
investment dollars to efficiency investments). We do not account for 
the increased cost of some R&D progprams that are needed to achieve 
the scenario results nor do we coimt the benefit of reduced carbon and 
other pollutant emissions. Also, we have not analyzed any possible 
redistribution of wealth that could arise from a carbon trading system 
or other policy to increase the price of carbon-based fuel."

a. Aren't these pretty significant holes in DOE's analysis?

b. If a "full benefit-cost analysis" has not been conducted, then how 
can you legitimately conclude that emission reductions can be

__achieved through energy efficiency without cost?

21. On page 1.15, the report states that the $50/ton carbon charge is not a 
"direct cost."

a- Why isn't the carbon charge considered a "direct cost?"
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Questions for the Record - Page 6

b. Isn't it a direct cost to someone? Who has to pay it?

c. Is the cost of the carbon permit fees included in the analysis in 
any way?

The report characterizes the carbon charge as "a potentially large 
transfer payment" and makes the following statement: "The magnitude 
of the transfer payment, as well as the losers and winners from the 
transfers, depends on the natime of policy and its implementation as a 
cap and trade system or some alternative. The amount of money that 
could be in play is very large: $50/ton times 1.3 billion tons per year 
equals $65 billion per year." (Page 1.15)

a. Is it con-ect then that the study concludes that emissions 
reductions could be made at low or no cost yet fails to take into 
account some $65 billion in "transfer payments?”

b. Who are these "losers" the DOE report refers to?

In describing the results of DOE's analysis, the statement is made that 
the DOE report "makes a strong case for the value of energy 
technology research, development, demonstration, and diffusion as a 
public response to global climate change." As the report points out on 
page 1.3, DOE's expenditure of $8 million on energy-efficiency 
research between 1978 £ind 1996 has resulted in net benefits of $28 
billion through 1996 including significant environmental, health, 
productivity and economic competitiveness benefits. As you know, 
numerous economists agree that research and development and 
technology deployment is the most cost-efficient way to address 
climate concerns. Indeed, it is precisely because of the kinds of cost- 
effective opportunities DOE has identified that these economists have 
concluded in a number of independent studies that the wisest course 
of action, is to delay the adoption of any kind of mandates or legally 
binding targets and timetable for a modest period of years to permit 
research and development to occtit and to generally avoid 
replacement of equipment and machinery prior to the end of its useful 
life cycle.The Administration has previously testified that if we "do it 
dumb," compliance with the proposed international target and 
timetable mandates could be very costly to the U.S.

a. Doesn't the DOE report provide further support and justification 
for not rushing into legally binding emission reduction mandates 
in December in Kyoto but delaying - even for a few years - to 
reap the benefits of the kinds of R& D the DOE report is 
promoting?

b. Can you quantify the "cost" of delaying for 10 or 20 years?
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timetable mandates could be very costly to the U.S. 

a. Doesn't the DOE report provide further support and justification 
for not rushing into legally binding emission reduction mandates 
in December in Kyoto but delaying - even for a few years - to 
reap the benefits of the kinds of R& D the DOE report is 
promoting? 

b. Can you quantify the "cost" of delaying for 10 or 20 years? 



24.

25.

c.

Questions for the Record - Page 7

Can you demonstrate that the cost of delay exceeds the cost of 
adopting international mandates three months from now?

According to the DOE report, 95 million of the 135 million tons of 
carbon reductions necessary in the utility sector to achieve 
stabilization at 1990 levels by 2010, "comes from retirement of coal 
power plants and carbon-ordered dispatching of the utility system ... 
and from repowering coal plants with natiural gas." (Page 1.6)

a. How much does it cost to "repower*' an average coal plant with 
natimal gas?

b. Who would bear these costs?

The DOE report says that the measures used to reduce emissions in 
the utility sector are "cost-effective with a $50/ton carbon charge." 
(Page 1.6)

a. When you say that retiring a coal plant is "cost-effective" with a 
$50/ton carbon charge, aren't you really saying is that if we 
impose a fee of $50 per ton of carbon, a given number of coal 
plants will be forced to shut down?

b.

c.

How many existing coal plants would be "retired?' 

Where are these plants located?

d. Has any consideration been given in DOE's analysis to the costs 
associated with the shutdowns, layoffs, displacements that 
would occur as a result of "retiring" existing plants?

e. When you say that energy savings or reductions can be achieved 
at little or no cost "to the nation," does that include the citizens, 
communities and businesses in this coimtry?

26. The DOE report also states that the remaining reductions in the utility 
sector would be achieved from renewables such as wind, biofuels, 
expansion of hydropower, and extension of nuclear power plsmt life. 
(Page 1.6)

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

b. Does this study contemplate new nuclear power plants or a 
greater dependence on nuclear power?

27. Txuming to the transportation and industry sectors, the DOE report 
contemplates a reduction of 50 million tons of carbon per year through 
(a) advanced combustion tiirbine cogenerators in industry; (b) 
biomass and black liquor gasification and low-carbon industrial
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b. Does this study contemplate new nuclear power plants or a 
greater dependence on nuclear power? 

27. Turning to the transportation and industry sectors, the DOE report 
contemplates a reduction of 50 million tons of carbon per year through 
(a) advanced combustion turbine cogenerators in industry; (b) 
biomass and black liquor gasification and low-carbon-industrial 
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processes; and (c) cellulosic ethanol/gasoline blends for automobiles.
(Page 1.6)

a. What kinds of industrial processes utilize advance combustion 
tiurbine cogenerators?

b. What percentage of industrial plants currently use these turbine 
cogenerators?

c. How much would it cost a given plant to re-outfit with a trirbine 
cogenerator?

d. Are cellulosic ethanol/gasoline blends currently available to 
American consumers? What automobiles can use this fuel? What 
kind of conversion would be necessary for other cars to use this 
fuel? What would it cost?

28. The Acid Rain trading program exists solely within the United States
and operates primarily through the annual allocation of sulphur
dioxide permits to a known group of electric power generators,
correct?

a. Why are the permits generally allocated only to electric power 
generators?

b. What mechanism is used to determine whether these entities' 
emissions are within their permit allowances?

c. What happens if a company's emissions exceed its permits?

d. What legal process exists to allow the regulated community to 
appeal decisions with which it disagrees in connection with the 
trading and emission program?

e. What costs are associated with the operation and administration 
of the trading program? How are these costs minimized to 
maintain market incentives?

29. I understand that the establishment of a trading regime similar to the
sulphur dioxide program for carbon emissions has been proposed.

a. Would the carbon trading program operate domestically or 
internationally?

b. What role is envisioned for the Chicago Board of Trade?

c. Could a U.S. company such as an automobile manufactiurer in 
Detroit purchase carbon permits through the Board of Trade 
from another developed country such as Germany? From a
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c. Could a U.S. company such as an automobile manufacturer in 
Detroit purchase carbon permits through the Board of Trade 
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developing country such as Guatemala or Botswana?

d. If carbon permits may be purchased from a developing country, 
how would it be determined how many permits each developing 
country would be allocated?

e. Would any UN agencies or bodies be involved in the 
implementation of the emission trading program? How would 
they be funded?

f. What kind of transaction costs would you expect to be associated 
with an international emissions trading program?

g. Would state or local governments be required to purchase 
carbon units for emissions? Federal agencies?

h. What kind of allocation process would be set up to establish the 
caps that would be required to provide incentives to trade?

L In the Acid Rain program, compliance with permits is ensured 
through sophisticated continuous emissions monitoring 
equipment. How would compliance with permit limitations be 
ensiured under this program?

j. Would developing countries have to reduce their own emissions 
by one ton of carbon for each carbon unit they seU? How would

— compliance be ensured for developing coxmtries? Will developed
countries only be able to sell a carbon unit if they can 
demonstrate they have already achieved the relevant 
reductions?

k. What penalties would apply if a developing country failed to 
reduce its emissions at an amoimt commensuurate with the 
carbon units it had sold?

L Who will monitor countries or companies for enforcement 
purposes?

30. What is the administration’s calculation or estimate of the greenhouse 
gas emission reduction equivalent of the Clean Coal Technology 
Program, which was a 7 billion doUar program, at least half of which 
came from private industry?

31. What exactly is the Administration itself doing to develop new 
technologies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions? I’m not talking 
about what the government is doing with industry in a partnership, or 
what industry is doing alone—what is the federal government doing 
itself?

• 
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SUBJECT: FRIDA v·s ROOSEVELT ROOM MEETINGS ON CUMATECHANGE SA-

Following the meeting held last week with representatives from elccuic utilities. two additional 
meetings with industry representatives have been scheduled for Friday. September 26th. A 
meeting at 9 am includes a group of industries representing manufacturing finns with generally 
moderate views on climate change. A second meeting at 3 pm will include chemical companies 
and representatives from other energy-intensive manufacturing indusaies. Both meetings will 
take place in the Roosevelt Room. This memo provides background information on the 
companies attending these meetings and the issues chcy arc likely co raise. 

l. AGENDA 

TI1e meetings will cover two major topics. plus any other topics you or the participants want to 
explore in the time available. 

* International Framework: what do they view as the critical clements for chc Protocol that 
would gamer their support? What do they view as .. deal breakers" in lamS of their ability 
to support? What type of target/timetable could they_tupport (or at least not oppose)? 

These finns icprcscnt a wide range of positions:· Some support only 
voluntary actions and nothing else. Many support key dcm.cats of our 

· current ncgociating framcwolk (e.g.. cmissi~ing. joint 
implementation. muld•ycar budget period.ad greater actions by . 
developing countries.) Thi.s group is very conccmcd that we will 
compromise or walk away from these issues in order to get a deal in 
Kyoto. 

There is some support for a binding target in this group. but only if all the 
other parts of the framework arc achieved. Others that could be convinced 
to support a reasonable target have been disappointed in the lack: of any 
Adminiscracion economic analysis undcdying the sclc:dion of a target. 
Most would pref er a longer period for a target to facilitate capital stock 
tumo(rer • 
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* Early Action lncentivcs: is then: some way to advance an early action program as pan of ... 
the presidcnt•s policy announoemcnt? ls there some way to reconcile indusuy·s interest in 
undcnaking early action with the uncenainty about domestic policy design? Most of these 
companies have participated in actions aimed at reducing emissions under the President's 
Clima1e Change A~1ion Plan. Many believe that more can be achieved. but they fear that. 

·• in the absence of a clear domestic program. further reducqons achieved might only make 
it more difficult to comply with future required targets. 11'ese companies also fear that 
they will be singled out to cany more than their fair shan: of emissions reductions. 
Because they arc already heavily regulated industries. they view themselves as easy targciS 

for greenhouse gas ~uctions. panicularly if reductions from the auto sector arc not 
achieved for political or other~-

2. Partidpants 

I. Friday, 9 - 10 am 

MOTOROLA CORP. 

Ridtard Guimond, Corporate Director: leading manufacturer of electronic goods. They 
generally have a strong environmental. arc participating in a voluntary program to reduce 
greenhouse gases from the chip manufacturing process. and refused to sign the BRT 
advertisement. They generally favor cost-effective. market-based solutions and have concerns 
about international competitiveness. They arc sensitive to the concerns of their major customers • 
but want to see a responsible response to deal with the threat of climate change. Rich is a fonncr 
DOE and EPA official in the ha1.ardous waste field. 

BALLARD POWER SYSTEMS 

Scott Weiner, President: leading developer of proton exchange membrane fuel cells. lt has 
fonncd a strategic ~liancc with Daimler Benz. to commercialize fuclci:lls for the transpart sector 
and has been participating in PNGV program. lt is also wori:ing wjth""OPU International to 

develop fuel cells for stationary electric power applications. with a field trial of a 250 kilowatt 
power plant scheduled for 1999 and commcn:ial production during' 200 l. Scott is a Conner New 
Jersey environment commissioner and fonner executive with General Public Utilities. 

UNITED TECHNOLOGIES 

Judid1 Bayer, Director, Environmental Government Affairs: with annual revenues of $23.5 
billion. UTC provides a broad range of high-technology products to the aerospace. buildings and 
automotive industries. Major business lines include: Pratt and Whitney engines. Carner heating 
and air conditioning systems. Otis elevators. Sikorsky helicopters and In1ernational Fuel Cells. 
They are members of the ln1emational Oimate Change Partnership. Because Carrier's products 
rely heavily on HFCs. they feel strongly that any climate treaty should include all gases in a single 
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basket and not contain specific policies and measures. They arc also inlCICStcd in any federal. <.;••t·ht:~;.::.,,! 
policies that could spur sales of fuel cells. 

AMERICAN STANDARD COMPANIFS 

.Jim Wolf, Vice President, Government Affairs: the world's 11:tgest producer of bathroom and 
kitch'tn fixtun:s. one of the world's largest manufacturers of hca~ng and air conditioning systems. 
and ;1 major supplier of vehicle bra.king and control sysccms. Worldwide sales in 1996 wen: $9.6 
billion. They arc a member of both the in International Climacc Change Partnership and the 
Business Council for Sustainable Energy. As a manufacturer of energy efficient equipment. they 
have been a leading supporter of taking near-term actions to reduce emissions of greenhouse 
gases. They also support emissions trading and joint implementation. budget periods. and treating 
all gases within a single basket. They scrongly oppose harmonized policies and mcasuR:S. 

HONEYWELL CORP. 

Glen Skovholt, Vice President: Mike Bonsignore atccndcd the CEO meeting with the 
President and is a supporccr of action to address climacc change. Widl sales of $7 .3 billion. the 
company is a world leader in energy efficiency 1eehnology. They have been an active participant 
in Green Lights and Energy Star voluntary programs. While it has a lot to gain from any actions 
chat spur growdl in energy efficiency technologies. it is caref ut in the political debacc to avoid 
off ending its major customers in dle automobile. oil and utility indusaies. Honeywell is a member 
of the Business Council for Sustainable Energy. · 

.• AT&T 

• 

Alice Borrelli, Director: While dley have not been active on the issue of climate change. AT&T 
believes that the scientific case for action is strong. They did not sign the Business Roundtable ad 
calling for more research before taking action. They believe that the clccuonics and 
communications sectors could benefit from actions to reduce gn:cnh()use gas emissions. They 
support efforts to bring the larger developing counuies into the p~ 

GENERAL ELECTRIC 

Larry no~, Lcgislaeive Counsel: has many business units that would be affected by climacc 
change. GE is a major manufaA:tuR:r of energy coasuming appliances. is the pan:nt company of 
Employers Reinsurance. and is a major supplier to the automobile and aerospace industries. 06 is 
a member of the [ntcmational Climate Change Partnership. 

ALLIED SIGNAL 

Joseph McQuirc, Director, Environmental and Legislative Affairs: is a chemical producer 
and manufacturer for the automotive, acrospa.a: and utility sectors. Allied has sought to play a 
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Direetoraeomptisedof^P^^^^c^^^^ âciosoace companies, and one oil* compels some action with the

group represents a relatively moderate post companies, air conditioning and ”^^"®crauon nmu company (BP). TUcy seek to balanceneed to take sensible, cost-effecuve to their companies,. U 5 framework, but remain concerned thatan agreement in Kyoto anyway,
They generally have ^we will not achieve key elements of our proi»^. but wm sign interested in

future obligadons incurred by their firms.

moderating influence on this issue among major manufaauring finns. They believe tnat cumaLC 
·change must be addressed but support a moderate approach to any agreement including reliance 
on market mechanisms such as emissions trading. They have been involved in several "green 
programs .. under the Oimate Change Action plan where they have technologies capable of 

•

ducing greenhouse gas emissions. They ~ a member of the International Climate Change 
annc.rship. 

; 
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INTEL CORPORATION 

nm Mahin, Manager, Government Affairs: the world's largest chipmaker and a leading 
manufacturer of PC. networking and communication products. Intel has been actively involved 
in a number of voluntary programs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. but has not taken an 
active role on climate policy issues. Titcy manufacture computers under the "Energy Star'' label 
tJ1at "sleep .. when inactive. substantially reducing energy consumption. They arc also 
participating in an industry research program aimed at reducing or eliminating PFC emissions (a 
potent greenhouse gas) from the chip manufacturing process. They would like any international 
agreement to include nexible measures that allow for cost-effective reductions and that require 
actions by developing countries. 

BRITISH PETROLEUM 

lh-ucc McCroddcn, Vice President, External Affairs: The President of BP America and the 
CEO of BP (John Browne) have been outspoken advocates of actions to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. In a speech this week, John Browne spoke out in support of taxes to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. BP is also expanding its own emissions trading and joint 
implementation activities. BP chairs the International Climate Change Partnership. 

INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE CHANGE PARTNERSHIP 

Kevin Fay, Executive Director: comprised of approximately 35 CO!llpanies and associations, this 
group represents a relatively moderate position on climate change. ~embers include chemical 
companies. air conditioning and refrigeration manufacturers. aerospace companies. and one oil 
company (BP). They seek. to balance recognition that the science compels some action with the 
need to take sensible. cost-effective steps that will not prove burdensome to their companies. 
They generally have been supportive of the proposed U.S. framework. but remain conccmcd that 
we will not achieve lccy clements of our proposal, but will sign an agm:ment in Kyoto anyway. 
They arc seeking assurances that we not back down from our proposals. They arc interested in 
the possibility of an expanded voluntary program to achieve nearcr•tcrm reductions. but arc 
concerned that any program must insure that invesunenu in reductions arc counted toward any 
future obligations incurred by their fums. 
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Alcoa

Marcia Dalrymplc. Manager. Government Affairs
Headquartered in Pittsburgh. Alcoa is oneand has sales of $13.1 billion Whether« ^ carbon emissions^ aaivc participant in two of EPA’s voluntaryremains an open question in their vww. ^ Voluntary Aluminum Partnership (reducing
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FMC Corp.
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Affairs

. jj FMC ranks as a Fortune 150
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BUSINESS COUNCIL FOR SUSTAINABLE BNERGY 

Midiacl Marvin, Executive Director: Members include companies that manufacturer energy 
efficiency equipment and alternative soura:s of power. They represent those firms that stand to 

•

gain markets from any actions that restrict greenhouse gas emissions. As such. they have been 
active.: in promoting early action and have strongly supported the ~.S. position on emissions 

tradiug and joint implementation and realistic binding targets. nicy have urged actions by 200S 
and 1re very concerned that any target that extends significantly beyond that will not be taken 
seriously by indusuy or consumers and will undermine efforts to reduce emissions and advance 
technology in the near term. 

II. FRIDA VJ pm MEETING - PARTICIPANTS and COMPANY PROFILES. 

Alcoa 

Marcia Dalrymple. Manager. Government Affairs 

Headquanercd in Pittsburgh. Alcoa is one of the world·s leading producer of aluminum and alumina 
and has sales of $13.1 billion. Whether it will be easy to scale-up trading to deal with carbon emissions 
remains an open question in their view. Alcoa has been an active panicipant in two ofEPA0s voluntary 
programs: Green Lights (energy efficient lighting) and the Voluntary Aluminum Partnership (reducing 
chemical emissions from the smelting process). Alcoa has experience in 1he acid rain emissions trading 
program; they opted in as a large industry generator. 

Paul O'Neill. Alcoa·s CEO.joined the President and Vice President for the August 4 CEO meeting. 
He is concerned that policy•making should not get ahead of sound science and he is advocating a 
focused research cff ort aimed at resolving uncertainties. They are concerned about competitiveness 
impacts related to developing country obligations. but don't have a view yet on the details of those 
obligations. Alcoa wanes to work with us to help shape policy on climate change. 

FMC Corp. 

Harold S. RussclL VP, Government Affairs 

Based in Chicago. FMC is a di\'Crsiflcd supplier of chemical products., agricuhut'alchemicals. pccdous 
metals, defense syacms. automobile componcms. food machinery, petroleum equipmca.t and 
specialized machi11CQ'. With wwa1 sales topping the $3 billion nwt. f"MC ranks as a Fortune ISO 
company. International S3lc:s to more than 100 couatrics account foe more lhaA onc-thitd of their total 
annual revenues. · 

Robert Bun, CEO of FMC. chairs the Business Roundtablc ·s Environment Committee and climate 
change initiative. The Busiacs.s Roundtablc has said that we need a much more extcnSivc policy 
dialogue before we make final decisions regarding targets and timetables. Burt is unconvinced that we 
need targets and timetables at all. Burt has taken moderate approaches on other environmental issues 



like Superfund and TRI and has been wilUng to uke reasonable positions that draw tire tr^^-unc colleagues. He has taken interest in the potential for voluntary action to play a role in our finaldomestic policy.

Bethlehem Steel
Maurice (Mo) Ernesl Carino Jr.. VP. Federal Govenimeiu Affairs
Bethlehem Steel is headquaneted in Bethlehem. PA. wUh major plants in MD, IN-andMS,andaeoalmineinWest Vitsink In 1996, they ach«»ed sales of alraM $4.7 ^am the nation's largat producer of plate steel, most of it in the high« vjdue grades i^ui^ for the more demanding industrial uses. They are also a leading supplier of railroad rails to the rail.Ltet and large diameter pipe to the energy madeet. Otm^tMir nutnam tmmendous heath cam and pension liabilities. Since 1978 they have ter energy use by

“

40% and have recently restructured. Bethlehem has also endotsed the CERES Pnnciples.
Bethlehem's CEO is the Chair this year of the American Iron and Steel Institute (AlSl). |one climate issue is developing countries because of their steel produraron.well Regaiding targets and timetables, they am concerned about the impact on growth of a caiboncap. In addition, at the meeting with the President, he emphasized tlx: irapoitanaprograms. Credits for eariy reduction is very important because they have “hmved1990. At a meeting yesterday, AlSl told us that they could achreve a 10% mdoetton from 1990 levels by 2010 through voluntary program.s.

DUPONT CORPORATION

Tom Jacob. Environmental Manager
A major chemical producer (including MFCs) and the parent company to

getting highly politicized on both sides and look to the Administration toscience-based leadership. They are also concerned that if actions are taken that all iirfustnesshould be required to contribute in an equitable manner and fear th« the chemical an easier t^ct that some other seaors(c.g., autos or buildings). ^possible ways to stoicture voluntary programs to achieve meaningful actions while safeguarding 
investments.

ENRON CORP

John Palmisano, Director. Regulatory Affairs:

like Superfund and TRI and has been willing to take reasonable positions that draw tire trom naro-uac 
colleagues. He has taken interest in the potential for voluowy action to play a role in ouc final 
domcsric policy . 

• Uethf ehem Steel 

' Maurice (Mo) Ernest Carino Jr .• VP. Federal Government Affairs 
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Bethlehem Steel is headquanercd in Bethlehem. PA. with major plants in MD. IN. PA. upstate NY, 
and MS. and a coal mine in West Virginia. In 1996, they achieved sales of almost $4.7 billion. They 
are the nation's largest producer of plate steel. mOSI of it in the higher value grades required for the 
more demanding industrial uses. They arc also a leading supplier of railroad rails to the rail 
transponation markec and large diameter pipe to 1he energy market. One of their main economic issues 
are tremendous heath care and pension liabilities. Since 1978 they have reduced their energy use by 
40% and have recently rcsm1cturcd. Bethlehem has also endorsed the CERES Principles. 

Bethlehem's CEO is the Chair this year of the American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI). ms number 
one climate issue is developing countries because of their steel production. Flexibility is imponant as 
well. Regarding targets and timetables, they are concerned about the impact on growth of a caroon 
c.ip. In .iddition, at the meeting with the President, he emphasized the importance of voluntary 
programs. CrcdiL~ for early reduction is very important because they have .ichievcd reductions 
since 1990. At .i meeting yesterday, AISI told us that they could achieve a 10% reduction from 
1990 levels by 2010 through voluntary programs . 

DUPONT CORPORA Tl ON 

Tom Jacob. Environmental Manager 

A major chemical producer (including HFCs) and the parent company JO Consolidated Coal, -
Dupont is a major contributor to greenhouse gas emissions. DuPont-Was a leader in recognizing 
the scientific case demanded action to phase-out CFCs. In the case nf climate change, they 
believe that John Browne of BP got it right when he said that significant uncertainties remain. but 
that prudence supports taking some actions now. They a.re very conccmcd that this issue is 
getting highly politicized on both sides and look to the Administration to provide bipartisa.q 
science-based leadership. They a.re also concerned that if actions arc taken that all induscrics 
should be required to contribute in an equitable manner and fear that the chemical industry may be 
an easier target that some other sectors (e.g •• autos or buildings). They arc cum:ndy exploring . 
possible ways to structure voluntary programs to achieve meaningful actions while safeguarding 
investments. 

ENRON CORP 

John Palmisano. Dirc::ctor, Regulatory Affairs: 



Ken Uy attended the CEO meeting with the President and was suppomve oi acuoti lo

Portland General Electric Utility. Enron has also been an active trader in sulfur dioxi^ allowance market and strongly supports joint implemcntauon and cmiMions tradmg. T^ybelie-e action in the nearer-term is critical to sending the properEmon is a member of the Business CouncU for Sustainable Eiicrgy. John left after helpingdesign the earliest EPA emissions trading programs and established his own trading company which ultimately was purchased by Enron.

Georgia-Pacific

James E. Bostic. Jr., VP
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competitiveness impacts, if energy prices rise dtamadcally with climate policy, but are interested working construaively on a reasonable outcome.

Wcycrliauscr
Gary D. Risner, Federal Environmental Regulatory Affairs Manager
Weyeriiauser is one of the largest forest products companies in themore than 130 manufacturing facilities and employs 39.700 pcop^ No^

®

have sales offices in AsU and Europe. Their headquarters are mbusiness units are Timbetlands (producing wood and wood fiber); Wo^ softwood lumber, plywood and veneer, oriented strand toari. compostte pai^.
lumber and doors, and wholesale buildiog materials); Pulp. Papa. Packagmg and(market pulp, newsprint, bleached papetboard. printing and ratmg^re. ^ comigat^ packaging, and collection and maiketing of recyelables. chemicals). Weyethatiser RealEstate, and Weyerhauser Mortgage.
Regaiding climate change. Weyerhauser suppotts the American Porcst and Paper AssociaUon'sGlobal Climate Change Position statement, which says that:-Any new treaty must involve^l countries including the developing nations.

Ken Lay attended the CEO meeting, with the PR:Sidcnt and was suppocuvc o, acuon w 
address climate change. Wich annual revenues of $13 billion. Enron is a diversified energy 
company with one of the world's largest natural gas pipelines.. an active wholesale clccuicity 
brokerage business. major investments in solar and wind rcchnologics. a.nd the recent purchaser of 

• 

Portland General Electric Utility. Enron has also been an acti. ve trader in sulfur dioxide 
allowc1ncc market and strongly supports joint implcmcncacion and emissions trading. lhey 
belie·'C action in the nearcr-ccrm is critical to sending the proper Slgnals to the market place. 
Enro~ is a member of the Business Council for Sustainable Energy. John left EPA after helping 

• 
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design the earliest EPA emissions trading programs and cscablishcd his own trading company 
which ultimately was pun:hascd by Enron. 

Georgia-Pacific 

James E. Bostic. Jr .• VP 

Georgia-Pacific. he.adquancn:d in Atlanca wi,h SlJ billion in annual revenues. ranks first nationally in 
the production of suuaural and other wood panels and second nationally in lumber, owning six million 
acres of timberland. They own the worfd·s largest building products distribution system. 1996 was a 
very challenging year for Georgia-Pacific, because of ,he most dramatic price collapse ever in 
commodity pulp and paper markets. 

On climate change. Georgia-Pacific is positioned with some unique opponunitics: forest sequestration 
and producing energy f com biomass waste or crops. They arc concerned about potential international 
compedtiveness impacts, if energy prices rise dramatically with climate policy, but arc interested in 
working consuuaively on a reasonable outcome. · 

Weyerhauser 

Gary D. Risner. Federal Environmental Regulatory Affairs Manager 

Weyerhauser is one of the largest forest products companies in the world. Weyerhauser operat.es 
more than 130 manufacturing facilities and employs 39.700 people bi North America. They also 
have sales offices in Asia and Europe. Their headquarters arc in Federal Way.WA. Their main 
business units arc Tunberlands (producing wood ind wood fiber): Wood Products (producing 
softwood lumber. plywood and veneer: oriented strand board. composite panels. hardwood. 
lumber and doors, and wholesale building materials): Pulp. Paper. Packaging and Recycling 
(market pulp. newsprint. bleached paperboard. printing and writing papers. container board and 
conugatcd pack.aging. and collection and marketing of n:cyclables. chemicals): Weyerhauser Real 
Escatc. and Weyerhauser Mortgage. 

Regarding climate change. Weycmauscr suppons the American Forest and Paper Association's 
Global Climate Change Posidon statement. which says that: 
--Any new treaty must involve-all countries including the developing nations . 



-Biomass fuels combustion must continue to be considered a net-zero greenhouse gascontribution-Any treaty must recognize the positive effects of active torest managemen-Carbon storage in forests and wood products must be better recogniKd.^imate science mus( be subjecicd lo periodic review by peers and all stakehokfcre-Treaty panicipants must assure consistent repotting and enforeement tn all countries
Weyetbouser also believes that flexible, incentive based approaches CMbeapp^tiarely unriiedto encourage worid-wide panicipation in reducing greenhou*mandatory emissions reduedons in the short term may not be require and ct^Wdamaging to the US economy. A better approtreh is to conUnue global sctennficongoing climate change verification while stimulating incenb^a^ technology development to
meet long term emissions reduction requirements and time schedules.

Holnani Inc.

“*‘j2.ho«t

David Rinas. Sr. Vice President
Holnam is the largest cement manufacturer in North America. Holnam has manufacturing facilities, distribution centersUte United States. Holnam is a private company, wholly ot^ bywhich is the world’s largest producer of eement andheadquartered in Switzerland and is publicly traded on stock exchanges tn Zunch and Undon.
Holnam has been vety proactive on climate clumge. They J^nt Substitutesemissions from cement production cheaply and easily by .tKXC«mg theThe U.S. is behind the test of the world in the uftlixatton of subsututes^ Holnam wanutte federal
government to encourage the use of substitutes and overcome the market batnets - we arereviewing these proposals at present.
Trigcn ““

‘"toT

Thomas R. Casten. President and CEO
Trigen is recognised internationally as a leader in district energy systen^ ect^omics of scale to hearing and cooling buildings. A cenrial plant p^u^water or steam and pipes it to a number of buildings, thus elimmaung the need boilers and chillers.) The company has developed and operates 1 ^ , jNorth Ameriea that provide economieal and environmentallymunicipalities, commercial buildings, institutions and industiy. Tngen ts based tn White
NY.
Trigen believes that the Administrarion’s first act on the road to Kyoto 'ho-'O ^ ^ 7'hanging fruit represented by eombining production of heat and power, ^otethe energy produced by burning fossil fuels for electricity is discarded as waste heat. Tngen
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--Biomass fuels combustion must continue to be consideff:d a net-zero greenhouse gas 
contribution 

--Any treaty must rccognitt the positive effects of active forest management 
--Carbon storage in forests and wood products must be better recognized 
--Climate science must be subjected to periodic review by peers and all stakeholders 
--Trc:&ty participants must assure consistent reponing and cnforcc,ment in all countries 

'· 
Weycrhouser also believes that flexible. incentive based approaches can be appropriately utilized 
to encourage world-wide panicipation in reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Pushing for 
mandatory emissions reductions in the shon term may not be required and coµld be ~dally 
damaging to the US economy. A better approach is to continue global scientific studies with 
ongoing climate change verification while stimulating incentive based technology development to 
meet long term emissions reduction requirements and time schedules. 

Holnam Inc. 

David Rinas. Sr. Vice President 

Holnam is the largest cement manufacturer in Nonh America. Headquanercd in Michigan. 
Holnam has manufacturing facilities. distribution centers and marketing offices spread throughout 
the United States. Holnam is a private company. wholly owned by Holdcrbank Financicrc Glaris. 
which is the world's largest producer of cement and related construction material. Holderbank is 
headquartered in Swit.7..erland and is publicly traded on stock exchanges in Zurich and London. 

Holnam has been very proactive on climate change. They claim that we could reduce CO2 
emissions f mm cement production cheaply and easily by increasing the use of cement substitutes . 
The U.S. is behind the rest of the world in the utilization of substitutes. Holnam wants the federal 
government to encourage the use of substitutes and overcom~ the market barriers •· we arc 
reviewing these proposals at present. 

Trigen 

Thomas R. Casten. President and CEO 

Trigcn is recognized internationally as a leader in district energy systems. (District energy applies 
economics of scale to heating and cooling buildings. A central plant produces chilled water. hot 
water or steam and pipes it to a number of buildings. thus eliminating the need for individual 
boilers and chillers.) The company has developed and operates 11 district energy systems in 
North America that provide economical and environmentally responsible heating and cooling to 
municipalities. commercial buildings. institutions and industry. Trigen is based in Whitc Plains, 
NY. 

Teigen believes that the Administration's first act on the road to Kyoto should be to seitt the low­
hanging fruit represented by combining production of heat and power. More than two-thirds of 
the energy produced by burning fossil fuels for electricity is discarded as waste heat. Tri gen• s 



own analysis indicates that combining heat and power generation could drop the United States output of C02 well below 1990 levels.

Owens Corning

John O. Hopkins. Jr.. VP, Legislative Affairs
Hcadquanered in Toindo. Ohio. Coming is . $3.8 billion, publicly heldpeople wid. manufaauring. sales and research facilities, including joint venture andhocnsec SaUonships. in more than 30countries woridwide. Originally

8<>If

now offers a diversified array of products, tndudtng coinpleB '*“*‘*'"8advanced glass fiber used in more than 40.000 composite end-use applicationsclubs, to bridge decking and transmission towers, to automobiles. MmjMtets.^ ^ P
cables, and large-diameter pipe used to build the infrasmicturc of developing nauo .Owens Coming joined in the insulation industry's Lisbon I^laration on i^on^Mys

gy
that die greenhouse effect requires urgent action, and that there is massive pr^tential fo savings fn space hearing through the use of proven theimalmillion tons of C02 could be reduced if all American homes were to be insulate to the CouKil
of American Building Official's 1992 Model Energy Code. On the othersigned die BRT ad. Joint implementation is especially valuable because the quality of bui d gSlock in Ccniral and Eastern Europe is poor.

Dow Chemical

Paul Cicio. Global Issues Managcr/Govcmmcni Affairs
Dow is the sixth largest chemical company in the world, operating in 157Headquarrered in Midland. Ml. they have sales of $20 billion a year. O®" “

‘^ho

of plastics in tire worid. Dow is also one of the largest enew consumers323 operating facilities globally, including plants in about 20 sutes m
energy consumption is through cogeneration. Dow is thehas committed to a 20% energy efficiency improvement over the next ten y»»ts(2% pCTabout twice as high as the national average.) Dow has made voluntapi commitments to reduee energy use in the U.S.. Canada. Germany, and the Netherlands. -
Regaiding climate change. Dow strongly supports actions to reduce energy use.tou% decisions on the treaty should be delayed until the science and economics areunderstood. Dow is supporting more meaningful dialogue with the U.S. government regardingwhat it is we truly need to do without losing competitiveness.

Wliirlpool

Michael Thompson. Director of Government Relations

o~ analysis indicates that combining heat and power generation could drop the United States' 
output of CO2 well below 1990 levels. 

Owens Corning 

John 0. Hopkins. Jr .• VP. Legislative Affairs 

Headquartered in Toledo, Ohio. Owens Coming is a $3.8 billion, publicly held company of 19.000 
people wilh manufacturing. sales and research facilities. including joint venture and licensee 
relationships. in mon: than 30 countries worldwide. Originally a glass company. the company 
now offers a diversified amy of prodUctS. including complete building materials systems. 
advanced glass fiber used in moo: than 40.001 composite end-use applications from skis and golf 
clubs. to bridge decking and transmission towers. to automobiles. computers, and fiber optic 
cables. and large-diameter pipe used to build the inf rasttucture of developing nations. 

Owens Coming joined in the insulation industry's Lisbon Declaration on CO2 ICductions. It says 
that the greenhouse effect n:quin:s urgent action. and I.hat there is massive potential for energy 
savings in space heating through the use of proven thennal insulation technology. It says I.hat 133 
million tons of CO2 could be n:duccd if all American homes were to be insulated to the Council 
of American Building Official's 1992 Model Energy Code. On the other hand. Owens Coming 
signed the 8RT ad. Joint implementation is especially valuable because the quality of building 
stock in Central and Eastern Europe is poor. 

Dow Chemical 

• Paul Cicio, Global Issues Manager/Government Affairs 

Dow is the sixth largest chemical company in the world. operating in I 57 countries. 
Headquartered in Midland. Ml, they have sales of $20 billion a year. Dow is the largest producer 
of plastics in the world. Dow is also one of the largest energy consumers in the world. Dow has 
323 operating facilities globally, including plants in about 20 states in Lhe U.S. Over 90% of their 
energy consumption is through cogeneration. Dow is the only comgany (to I.heir knowledge) who 
has committed to a 20% energy efficiency improvement over the next ten years (2% per year. 
about twice as high as the national average.) Dow has made volunla()' commitments to ICduce 
energy use in the U.S .• Canada, Gcnnany. and the Netherlands. ,,/ 

Regarding climate change. Dow strongly suppons actions to reduce energy use. Dow believes 
tough decisions on the treaty should be delayed until the science and economics arc better 
understood. Dow is supporting more meaningful dialogue with the U.S. government regarding 
what it is we truly need to do without losing competitiveness. 

Whirlpool 

Michael Thompson. Director of Government Relations 



X first

Whirlpool is ihe world's leading manufacturer and mariceier of hotne
in Benton, Ml., the company manufaetums in 13 countries and countries. In the last 8 years. Whirlpool has grown from aglobal company employing some 50.000 people on

^tcomnany to develop and implement a CFC recovery and reeycitng for refngeratots. In IW ^ WhirioMl began producing the tefrigetator that won the Super Elfictent Refrigeator Program«ERp"s^.nsored by U.S. public and private uulities. Whirlpool ts dso a voluntary
participant in EPA's 33/50 ptogtam.
Whirlpool has not been acove on the climate change issue. It is afrom the midwest. Tltey signed the Business Roundtable ad. TlKy « »better off under climate change testricuons. because they typtcally make the most elfictentptoducLS in the appliance industry, -ntey may still harbor some btttentessAdministration because they were unhappy that DOE took »long to “7^" ''^orator

strongly opim.se any harmonired policies and measures. They are a member of the InlemattonalClimate Change Partnership.

Whirlpool is the world's leading manufacturer and marketer of home appliances. Headquartered 
in Benton. Ml.. the company manufactures in 13 countries and markets products in more than 140 
countries. In the last 8 years. Whirlpool has grown from a primarily U.S. manufacturer to a 
global company employing some 50,000 people on four continents. Whirlpool was the first 

•
company to develop and implement a CFC recovery and recycling for refrigerators. In 1994 
Whirl;,ool began producing the refrigerator that won the Super Efficient Refrigerator Program 
(SERP) contest sponsored by U.S. public and private utilities. Whirlpool is also a voluntary 

• 

• 

panicipant in EPA's 33/50 program. 

Whirlpool has not been active on the climate change issue. It is a Republican bedrock company 
from the midwest. l11ey signed the Business Roundtablc ad. They arc a company that should be 
better off under climate change restrictions. because they typically make the most efficient 
producL'i in the appliance industry. l11ey may still harbor some bitterness toward the 
Administration because they were unhappy that DOE took so long to complete the refrigerator 
appliance efficiency standard'i that Whirlpool lost iL'i technological head start. They use 
rcfrigerant'i (Hf--Cs) that would be covered under our proposed 0 comprehcnsive0 approach and 
strongly oppose any harmoni1..ed policies and measures. They are a member of the International 
Climacc Change Pannership . 



September 19,1997

The Honorable Dan Schaefer
Chairman
Energy and Power Subcommittee
Committee on Commerce
Room 2125
Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I received your August 22 questions that relate to the Administration’s policy making
process on the issue of global climate change. I appreciate your thoughtful inquiries on this
important issue.

As you know, the Administration has not yet settled on a particular set of policies to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Instead, the President, Members of his Cabinet, and Senior
White House officials have been meeting with a wide range of parties interested in the issue of
global climate change. We have been consulting with business and labor representatives,
scientists, economists, and environmental groups about the best, most cost-effective way to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. And, on October 6, the White House will hold a conference to
discuss the scientific evidence, the economic impact and international implications of global
climate change. These discussions are intended to inform the Administration’s decision-making
process, which vdll culminate in a U.S. policy position for the international negotiations in
Kyoto in December of this year. —

Because we are in the final stages of this policy making process, I believe that many of
the questions asked in your August 22 submission would be more accurately and thoroughly
answered after the Administration has announced its policy position. For that reason, I am
requesting that you allow me to provide answers to these questions after the Administration has
engaged in a thorough and complete policy making process and has made the key policy
decisions about this important issue.

If you or your staff have any questions, please contact me or Michele John, the CEA
Chief of Staff at (202)395-5084. I appreciate your consideration and cooperation, and look
forward to working with you further.

Sincerely,

The Honorable Dan Schaefer 
Chairman 
Energy and Power Subcommittee 
Committee on Commerce 
Room 2125 
Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
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Chief of Staff at (202)395-5084. I appreciate your consideration and cooperation, and look 

forward to working with you further. 

Sincerely, 

.-. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON

September 15, 1997

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

SUBJECT:

GENE SPERLING 
KATHLEEN McGINTY 
DANIEL TARULLO

Climate change scenarios

I. INTRODUCTION

This memorandum is the first of severed we will be submitting over the next month on 
climate change policy. As you know, many consider this issue to be the premier environmented 
challenge of the next century. As the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse gases, our country’s 
actions will be watched closely: If we act prudently, we can take steps to reduce emissions over 
the long term without undue adverse effects on economic growth. But the issue is particularly 
difficult — both analytically and politically -- because the environmental and economic 
consequences are potentially momentous and yet highly imcertain.

The complexity of the issue is reflected in four different constraints:

• Environmental. Reflecting the seriousness of the issue, the environmental coimnunity is 
pushing for a highly aggressive stance on reducing greenhouse gas emissions -- one that 
involves an early and steep reduction in emissions. They will be sharply critical of 
policies that seem less aggressive.

• International and diplomatic. The international negotiations have focused on relatively 
aggressive approaches. Adopting a less aggressive approach would therefore also have 
adverse diplomatic implications. We would be severely criticized in international circles 
for putting forward proposals that do not meet international expectations.

• Economic. Economists recognize the severity of the problem, but argue that a more 
gradual approach can achieve similar environmental objectives at substantially lower 
economic cost. Critics would charge that a strict target and timetable would slow growth 
and cost jobs.
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The complexity of the issue is reflected in four different constraints: 

Environmental. Reflecting the seriousness of the issue, the environmental community is 
pushing for a highly aggressive stance on reducing greenhouse gas emissions -- one that 
involves an early and steep reduction in emissions. They will be sharply critical of 

policies that seem less aggressive. 

International and diplomatic. The international negotiations have focused on relatively 
aggressive approaches. Adopting a less aggressive approach would therefore also have 

adverse diplomatic implications. We would be severely criticized in international circles 

for putting forward proposals that do not meet international expectations. 

Economic. Economists recognize the severity of the problem, but argue that a more 
gradual approach can achieve similar environmental objectives at substantially lower 
economic cost. Critics would charge that a strict target and timetable would slow growth 

and cost jobs. 



• Domestic. Aggressive approaches would expose us to well-financed campaigns — by 
major corporations and labor unions — that demago^e our policies as fexcessively costly 
and as a large energy tax increase. These groups will also strongly insist on strong 
developing country participation in any worldwide emissions reduction system.
Reflecting these corporate and union pressures, the Hill is extremely opposed to an 
aggressive approach - especially one that does not involve the developing countries ~ 
and is extremely unlikely to ratify any such approach.

The first two of these constraints are roughly consistent, as are the second two. Our basic 
dilemma, however, is that the first two constraints are incongruous with the third andfourth. An 
aggressive approach would play well internationally and with environmental groups, but would 
be sharply criticized by corporations, labor unions, and the Hill. A more gradual approach, 
however, would gamer some support from domestic interests but would be met with derision 
abroad and by environmental constituents.

In this context, it is worth noting that on substance grounds, your advisers strongly object 
to the proposals that have been floated by the European Union. In other words, not all 
international pressures are necessarily consistent with “good policy.” In particular, your advisers 
believe that the EU approach is problematic in three ways:

• Its approach to developing countries, in which developing countries do not have to bear 
any of the burden of emissions reductions, will undermine the environmental benefits of 
efforts in this area;

• Its approach to reducing emissions - cutting emissions 15 percent below 1990 levels by 
2010 “ is dangerously front-loaded, and predicated on naive and misleading assumptions.

• The combination of these two factors leads to a credibility problem, that may actually 
reduce the chances of getting a solid international agreement over the medium-term.

The developing country issue highlights the vast gulf between the dialogue abroad (where 
previous U.S. proposals on developing country participation are almost uniformly considered too 
aggressive) and at home (where Senator Byrd’s resolution, calling for even tougher demands on 
developing countries than previous U.S. proposals, passed the Senate 95-0). Your advisers favor 
a tougher line on developing countries than we have taken to date. This could involve a two-step 
approach to the international negotiations: reach agreement among the developed countries, but 
do not submit the agreement for domestic ratification until key (such as the biggest and richest) 
developing countries commit to binding targets. Developing countries are extremely unlikely to 
agree to binding targets in the foreseeable future, so this approach would imply that we will not 
be ratifying any international climate agreement for at least several years. The danger is that 
even floating this approach could produce such negative reactions as to preclude agreement in 
Kyoto. On the other hand, this approach may boost the domestic viability of anyintemational 
agreement once it is reached. We will discuss this issue with you in more detail in the near
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future.

The three illustrative scenarios presented in this memorandum are intended to frame our 
own decision-making process in the run-up to the Kyoto negotiations in December and beyond. 
One thought to keep in mind in evaluating these scenarios is how to avoid proposals that would 
be subject to demagoguery on taxes or on shifting jobs abroad. Other key issues that pervade 

these scenarios include:

• How to implement a carbon emissions reduction scheme at home;

• How much we can reasonably expect from technological advances without a significant 
price signal; and

• The role of developing economies in reducing global emissions.

These four issues are discussed in more detail in Section III of the memorandum.

II. THREE SCENARIOS

The climate change issue involves so many different parts (the target and timetable for 
our emissions, whether to use a tradeable permits system to reach that target, whether to auction 
the permits, etc.) that it is easy to become enmeshed in the details while losing sight of larger 
strategic considerations. The purpose of this section is to present scenarios that try to present 
some of the trade-offs on that higher strategic plane; subsequent memoranda and meetings will 
allow us to examine many of the component pieces in more detail.

The three scenarios we consider are:

• Scenario 1: Adopt most attractive policies currently acceptable in international sphere, 
fight for domestic ratification;

• Scenario 2: Devise more economically efficient domestic policy, even if not 
internationally acceptable; and

• Scenario 3: Try to bridge the gap

It is crucial to emphasize that the scenarios are meant to be illustrative, to provide a way 
of thinking about our policy proposals. Similarly, the economic figures presented along with 
each scenario are highly uncertain and require further vetting by some interested agencies. They 
reflect educated guesses based on economic models. But the issues of disagreement discussed 
above, along with many others, could have a substantial effect on the precise outcomes. In 
particular, the estimates of the effects from international trading are especially uncertain.
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SCENARIO 1
ADOPT POLICIES CURRENTLY ACCEPTABLE IN INTERNATIONAL SPHERE

Overall strategy

• Reach internationally feasible full agreement in Kyoto.

• Fight to sell and ratify agreement domestically over the next few years.

Components

Target and timetable 1990 emissions levels by 2010

Domestic implementation Tradeable permits. R&D and Federal energy efficiency 

programs.
Developing country 
participation

Agreement in principle on joint implementation. Unlikely 
to get international agreement - even in principle - on 
Annex B (volimtary limits for developing economies) or 
evolution (a mandatory graduation system for adopting 
quantified targets).

International trading Agreement in principle on a trading regime within Aimex I 
(developed economies).

Energy price effects

We present two alternative sets of estimates. The first assumes that international trading 
among the developed countries (Aimex I) becomes operational. Under such a system of 
international trading, there is substantial uncertainty over the size of net international transfers of 
the permits. But under some scenarios, purchases of permits from other countries in 2010 could 
amount to $5 to $10 billion -- implying that international purchases of permits account for up to 
half our total reductions toward the 1990 goal. Some of your advisers believe that this deficit 
could prove to be a large political liability.

The second set of estimates assumes no international trading. Your economic advisers 
note that the first set of estimates involves more arbitrary assumptions that the second.

With Annex I (developed economy^ trading

• Permit price. Carbon prices in 2010 up between $50 and $90 per ton.
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1. Gas prices in 2010 would rise by between 10 and 25 cents.

• Coal prices. Coal prices in 2010 would rise by between $30 and $70 per ton, relative to 
the current price of about $20 per ton.

• BTU-equivalent. In terms of oil prices, the energy price increase is equivalent to a tax of 
between $1 and $2 per million BTUs in 2010. (In 1993, the Administration proposed a 
tax of $0.26 per million BTUs plus a $0.34 per million BTUs tax on oil.)

• Effects on families. These price increases imply that the average family would either 
have to reduce consumption or pay $500 to $1,000 more in 2010. Effects would be 
regressive in the first instance, although this could be offset by using revenue to reduce 

other regressive taxes.

No Annex I trading

• Permit price. A carbon price increase of between $80 and $140 per ton in 2010.

• Gas prices. Prices in 2010 would rise by between 20 and 30 cents per gallon.

• Coal prices. Coalpricesin2010 would rise by between $50 and $100 per ton, relative to 

a current price of $20 per ton.

• BTU-equivalent. In terms of oil prices, the energy price increase is equivalent to a tax of 
between $1.80 and $3.15 per million BTUs in 2010.

• Effects on families. These price increases imply that the average family would either 
have to reduce consumption or pay $900 to $1,500 more in 2010.

International reaction

• Kyoto agreement feasible, albeit not guaranteed.

• Some criticism from Europeans and other countries. 

Domestic reaction

Hill. Kyoto agreement extremely unlikely to be ratified (Byrd resolution); attacked as 
massive energy tax hike. Even without ratification vote. Congressional anger could 

manifest itself in many ways.

Corporations. Major concerns over costs imposed on the economy, as well as developing
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country stance. Firms in energy-intensive industries will argue (regardless of the 
evidence) that their operations will flee the United States for other countries. Strong 
support from renewable energy and energy-efficiency firms.

Environmental groups. Many environmental groups will support a 1990 by 2010 target, 
but would prefer a more aggressive path.

Labor. Strong opposition, driven particularly by coal workers

Elite media. Likely to support Administration for tackling critical issue

Outside critics. Many economists who have studied climate change are likely to be 
extremely critical of the 1990 by 2010 target, as will be discussed under Scenario 2. 
They will compare the reductions necessary to achieve 1990 levels by 2010 to the oil 
shocks of the 1970's, regardless of whether those comparisons are warranted.
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SrF.NARIO 2
DEVISE CHEAPEST DOMESTIC POLICY WITH POSSIBILITY OF KEEPING 

CARBON CONCENTRATIONS AT TWICE PRE-INDUSTRIAL LEVELS

Overall strategy

• Devise cheapest domestic policy with possibility of keeping carbon concentrations at 
twice pre-industrial levels.

• Allow more time for capital stock to turn over naturally, while providing signal for 
technological development and dissemination.

• Since this scenario will not be remotely acceptable in the international sphere, it is 
provided more as a benchmark than a true scenario.

Components

Target and timetable Reduce emissions growth to zero in 2010. Then, 
determine when emissions would return to 1990 or other 
base year level.

Domestic implementation Tradeable permits (auctioned), or equivalent measures 
(e.g., $5 per ton initially, rising over time). R&D and 
Federal energy efficiency programs.

Developing country 
participation

U.S. would insist on mandatory, binding targets for 
developing economies with relatively large total emissions 
or relatively high per capita incomes.

International trading U.S. would seek international trading system among all 
participating countries.

Energy price effects

The overall cost of this approach is approximately 1/10 to 1/3 as expensive as under 

Scenario 1.

• Permit price. A carbon price increase of between $5 and $10 per ton by 2010, scheduled 

to increase further over time.

• Gas prices. Gas prices in 2010 would rise by an estimated 2 to 3 cents, 

s. Coal prices in 2010 would rise by between $5 and $7 per ton, relative to the
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current price of about $20 per ton.

• BTU-equivalent. In terms of oil prices, the energy price increase is equivalent to a tax of 
about $0.10 to $0.25 per million BTUs.

• Effects on families. These price increases imply that the average family would either have 
to reduce consumption or pay $ 10 to $ 100 more in 2010.

International reaction

• Kyoto agreement impossible. The U.S. will be blamed for undermining the current round 
of international negotiations (Rio II). Given this international reaction, agreement on 
international trading system unlikely.

• Developing country component of this approach is unrealistic, because developing 
countries will not agree.

Domestic reaction

• Hill. Less chance of intense attack.

• Corporations. Many firms could decide that the gradual approach to emissions reductions 
is the best they will be able to achieve.

• Environmental groups. Environmental groups sharply criticize.

• Labor. The AFL-CIO does not object.

• Elite media. Criticism firom m£iny editorial boards. More criticism likely if severe 
weather events raise prominence of issue.

• 

• 
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SCENARIO 3: TRYING TO BRIDGE THE GAP
Overall strategy

The difficulties with Scenarios 1 and 2 are clear; Scenario 1 represents a strong and 
credible commitment to address the climate change problem, but only at a potentially significant 
cost to the U.S. economy. Scenario 2 substantially mitigates the economic costs, but would do 
would be met by immense criticism abroad and among environmental groups at home as 
insufficiently responsive to the scale of the climate change challenge.

The central question is whether a strategy can be found for bridging the gap between 
these approaches, providing a credible conunitment to taking the environmental problem 
seriously without imposing imtenable costs on the U.S. economy. We suggest three approaches 
that, to differing degrees, bridge the gap.

Components

Target and timetable: 
three alternatives

A) 1990 by 2010-2020
B) 1990 plus 15 percent by 2010, 1990 plus 7.5 percent by 
2020,1990 plus 5 percent by 2030, and 1990 by 2040
C) 2000 by 2010,1995 by 2020,1990 by 2040

Domestic implementation Tradeable permits, with an “escape clause” on the permit 
price, or equivalent measures. R&D and Federal energy 
efficiency programs.

Developing coimtry 
participation

U.S. would insist on mandatory, binding targets for 
developing economies with relatively large total emissions 
or relatively high per capita incomes.

International trading U.S. would seek international trading system among all 
participating countries.

As indicated in the table above, all the alternatives below would be predicated on binding 
commitments fi'om key developing coimtries. One possible way to address the developing 
country issue is a two-step approach: we could try to reach an agreement among the developed 
economies, but no such international agreement would be submitted for ratification before the 
key developing economies agreed to their commitments.

Also, under any of these approaches, we could build in an “escape clause” to limit the 
economic costs. The escape clause would involve government sales of permits at a fixed price - 
that fixed price would then define the maximum price for the perm^, thus limiting the potential 
economic costs. For example, if the government were willing to sell unlimited permits at a fixed
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price of $50 per ton, it would guarantee that gas prices did not rise by more than 15 cents per 
gallon in 2010. However, if the “escape clause” were triggered, the U.S. would not meet its 
ostensible target and timetable.

Approach A: 1990 by 2010-2020

This approach would attempt to soften the criticism of Scenario 1 by stretching out the 
2010 deadline to lower the economic costs. Instead, the U.S. commitment would be that average 
emissions between 2010 and 2020 would be equal to the 1990 emission level.

Economic Effects

• The economic effects of this approach are very similar to those of Scenario 1. In 
particular, models suggest that the economic costs of the emissions reductions required 
under this approach are about 90 percent of the costs from Scenario 1.

• Depending on the international trade regime, the permit price in 2010 under this approach 
would be somewhere between $30 and $100. Gas prices in 2010 would rise between 10 
cents and 25 cents per gallon.

Environmental and International Ramifications

• This approach would probably satisfy the concerns of environmental constituencies, but 
would still subject the United States to criticism for being “too weak.”

Approach B: Phasing in 1990 targets

This approach delays the year at which emissions are reduced to 1990 levels, but also 
builds in intermediate targets that provide a glidepath to that goal. Relative to Scenario 2, this 
approach allows us to maintain credibility by committing to some target by 2010 - by at 
dramatically lower cost than under Scenario 1.

Economic Effects

• Relative to Scenario 1, this approach would once again mitigate the economic costs of the 
program. But it requires a substantial lengthening of the timetable to induce substantial 
reductions in costs. Because of the slow turnover of the capital stock, economic costs are 
not dramatically reduced without lengthening the timetable to 2040 or later.

• The intermediate target of reaching 15 percent above 1990 levels by 2010 implies a 
permit price of about $15 to $30 in 2010.
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Environmental and International Ramifications

• This approach would be met by some dissatisfaction from the environmental community, 
since we would be seen as pushing our 1990 commitment off into the distant future. It is 
unclear how successful the interim commitments would be in mollifying these concerns.

• The international community would similarly be worried about our long-run 
commitment, and it is once again unclear whether these concerns could be reduced by the 
intermediate commitments. Many of your advisers worry that the delays in reaching 
1990 levels embodied in this approach would imdermine U.S. leadership on a critical 
issue, and make it even more difficult for us to convince developing countries to 
participate.

Approach C: Shifting base year in intermediate commitments

This approach would shift the intermediate commitments in Approach B to a new basis:
for example, we would commit to reaching 2000 levels by 2010,1995 levels by 2020, and 1990
levels by 2040.

• In one sense, the target year 1990 is disadvantageous for the United States. Between 
1990 and 1995, our emissions grew 6.5 percent, while those in Western Europe fell by 0.2 
percent. Thus, the choice of 1990 instead of a later year can be seen as a transfer from the 
U.S. to the rest of the world, a transfer made explicit in the case of Aimex I trading.

• However, viewed from a broader perspective, the 1990 baseline is highly advantageous 
for the United States. Since the United States is the world’s largest emitter of greenhouse 
gases, any baseline based on total historical emissions offers us significant advantages 
relative to other countries. (Compare, for example, a baseline based on per capita shares 
of global greenhouse gas concentrations). The 1990 baseline has generated momentum 
within the international negotiations; trying to shift the base year could re-open the 
question of whether historical emissions are the appropriate metric, and thus risks long­
term damage to U.S. interests.

Economic Effects

• The economic effects of this approach are very similar to those of the previous approach: 
the intermediate target of reaching 15 percent above 1990 levels by 2010 implies a permit 
price of about $15 to $30 in 2010.

Environmental and International Ramifications

• The^isadvantage of this approach is that there is much negotiating history invested in the 
1990 target. A move off of that target by the U.S. would be sharply criticized
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internationally, since there would be relatively little gain for almost any country other 
than the U.S., and even some loss in countries such as Germany and Russia. There would 
probably be less international censure for an increase in the 1990 target, even at the same 
economic cost to the U.S.

This approach would also be met with some disappointment from the environmental 
community -- but we would receive some credit for taking a concrete step over a 
relatively short horizon.

III. KEY ISSUES

As discussed above, there are three key issues that pervade these scenarios: domestic 
implementation, technology, and joint implementation. We will undoubtedly discuss these 
issues with you in more detail over the coming weeks, but wanted to flag them for you now.

A. Domestic implementation

Under the system to be negotiated in Kyoto, each participating country would be able to 
choose its own method for ensuring emissions reductions. The potential “domestic 
implementation” methods differ markedly in terms of their economic efficiency and political 
feasibility. We are committed to a market-based approach to reducing emissions, rather than a 
command-and-control regulatory approach.

The primary non-tax market-based structure for domestic enforcement is a system of 
tradeable permits. Under this approach, the Federal government would issue a limited supply of 
permits for emissions, and these permits would be tradeable. One key issue with permits is the 
allocation mechanism. There are two approaches to allocation: auctioning, or grandfathering. 
Your economic advisers have grave concerns about the cost - and even the feasibility - of a 
grandfathering system. Others dispute this claim, arguing that such mechanisms are both 
feasible and crucial for gamering corporate support.

1 ■ An auction-based approach

The United States and many other countries have long used auctions to sell government 
securities, and governments have also used auctions to allocate other resources - such as oil 
leases, timber, and portions of the spectrum. The auction mechanism for distributing carbon 
permits has two main advantages:

• First, it would raise revenue that could be used to reduce other taxes, offset the
regressivity of the emissions reduction scheme, raise national saving, or fund adjustment 
programs. Depending on the stringency of the control regime and other factors, the 
auction could generate relatively small amounts of money or as much as $150 billion per 
year. If those funds were used to reduce distortionary taxes, the so-called double
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12 



dividend may result: improved environmental protection and less distortionary overall
» «taxation.

• Second, it would ensure that permits are placed directly into the hands of those who value 
them most highly.

The main disadvantages to an auction approach are that it would be characterized as a tax 
much more easily than an approach based on grandfathering, and that it would make it much 
more difficult to gamer corporate support.

• Auctions would force most businesses to pay large costs simply for the right to maintain 
their business-as-usual operations. Despite the fact that many these firms would likely 
pass most of the cost through to consumers, a firestorm of opposition will arise from 
these businesses.

• Corporate opponents would undoubtedly attack the auctions as a tax, even if the revenues 
were recycled to reduce other taxes. The success of the auction approach would depend 
critically on building constituencies for the tax reductions made possible by the auction 

revenues.

2. Grandfathering

Instead of forcing emitters to pay for permits at an auction, the government could 
grandfather them administratively, based on a pre-determined formula. The most likely system 
would involve granting permits to existing emitters based on historical fuel use or emissions; 
permits are allocated in this manner in the SOj trading program.

This approach has significant political advantages over an auction:

• The prospects for support from key businesses -- such as those you met with last month -- 
are much higher with an allocation scheme than an auction. The theoretical benefits of 
auctions as a means of distributing the permits will be much less salient to the CEO of a 
large corporation than the necessity of having to purchase permits to continue operations.

This approach brings with it several disadvantages, however.

• An administrative system would confer a substantial amount of wealth on those to whom 
the permits are awarded. Such an approach would reward those who were biggest 
polluters in the past.

• The value of the permits would attract many claimants. Deciding which claimants 
deserve the permits could prove very difficult. Treasury and CEA have grave concerns 
that the lobbying behavior inherent in attempts to capture the permit wealth will make the

. ·.· .. J. 
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entire system grossly inefficient and perhaps unworkable.

• Administrative allocation schemes forgo the opportunity to raise revenues — and thus to 
use the revenues to cut other taxes.

Significantly, it may be possible to combine an auction and an administrative allocation 
approach -- for example, by auctioning some percentage of the permits, and administratively 

allocating the rest.

B. The role of technology

Over the long-run, all your advisers concur that advances in technology are crucial to 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Since the world economy is likely to grow by several 
multiples during the next century, the ratio of greenhouse gas production to economic activity 
must be cut dramatically to reconcile continued economic growth with reduced greenhouse gas 
emissions. According to your science advisers, three kinds of technologies seem promising:

• Technologies that use energy and materials more efficiently -- like the PNGV car;

• Technologies that produce energy using solar cells, plants and wood waste, and other 
methods that do not result in net production of greenhouse gases; and

• Technologies that can sequester or permanently store greenhouse gases in deep acquifers 

or in other ways.

There is agreement that a package of technology options should be a component of any 
U.S. climate strategy. Options could include direct government expenditures, tax breaks for 
R&D, or regulatory standards. But your advisers have sharp disagreements about how much we 
can reasonably expect of technological advances without the spur of a price increase.

• Some of your advisers believe that the cost estimates presented above are too high 
because even without an increase in the price of energy, there are numerous opportunities 
for energy-saving technologies to be developed and applied. For example, one 
controversial study conducted by five of the Department of Energy’s national laboratories 
concluded that even without an increase in the price of carbon, “cost-effective energy 
efficiency alone can take the nation 30 to 50% of the way to 1990 levels” by 2010.

• Your economic advisers raise a series of significant methodological objections to the 
study mentioned above. They also stress the importance of market incentives for 
technological advzinces, and the substantial body of evidence that markets respond to 
such incentives. They argue that technology will clearly be one of the conduits for 
meeting an emissions reduction target, but that both theoretically and historically, the 
most rapid technological advances come in response to significant increases in the
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relative price of energy.

For instance, over the entire postwar period, the fossil-fliel efficiency of the U. S. 
economy has improved at slightly more than one percent per year. Between 1970 and 
1986, during which time the economy suffered two oil-price shocks, fossil-fuel efficiency 
grew by more than 254 percent per year. The pace of efficiency improvement has slowed 
down, but not stopped, since the late 1980s, as the relative price of energy has fallen.

The degree of disagreement on this crucial topic, however, can easily be exaggerated. 
Despite ongoing debates over the precise role of technology, therefore, there is broad technical 
agreement that a significant price signal is crucial to achieving emissions reductions of the sort 
being considered in international fora. In other words, it is impossible to achieve 1990 
emissions levels by 2010 without a substantial increase in carbon prices.

C Joint implementation

Another source of disagreement among your advisers is the role of joint implementation 
(JI). JI is a mechanism by which a private entity in the United States could invest in greenhouse 
gas mitigation projects in developing countries without emissions budgets. In exchange, the 
investor (and the U.S.) would receive credit towards its emission budget. Your administration 
has consistently supported joint implementation, from early in your first term. The Vice 
President has signed framework agreements on this subject with several Latin American 
countries. In addition, the business community strongly supports joint implementation and some 
companies - especially in the utility sector - have been making joint implementation a reality 
over the past few years. But some of your advisers are concerned that it will be difficult to 
change the program from its current pilot scale to a full-blown international system.

In principle, JI provides a very low cost mechanism for reducing emissions, by “trading” 
emissions here for emissions abroad, where the cost of reduction is much lower. In practice, 
however, JI requires a mechanism for guaranteeing that emission reductions that qualify for 
credits are “additional” to -- above and beyond — reductions that would have happened anyway 
in the baseline case. How can we tell whether the low emissions power generation plant built in 
a developing country would have been built in the absence of JI incentives? If credit is given for 
investments that would have happened anyway, then the use of these credits to meet developed 
country obligations will result in higher global emissions. On the other hand, if the standard of 
“additionality” is set too high, or if projects are choked off by transaction costs associated with 
resolving baseline and additionality questions, then the large potential savings associated with JI 
will be lost.

• 

• 
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(7pm Wed.)

MEDIA CONTACTS:
Amber Jones, 202/586-5806 
Carmen MacDongall, 202/586-4940

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
September xx, 1997

Gean Technology Can Achieve 
Signific^t Gr^nhouse Gas Reductions

Peer-Reviewed Energy Study: What's Good for Environment is Good for Economy

National investment in energy-efficiency and clean energy technologies can reduce U.S. 
emissions of global warming gases and, produce energy savings that roughly equal or exceed the 
costs to implement them. Energy Department ea^erts predict A study conducted by five 
Department of Energy laboratories and peer-reviewed by industry and academic experts 
demonstrates that the United States could hold down the costs of meeting climate change aoal-^ 
through technological solutions such as advanced natural gas turbines, biomass and biofuels, and 
energy-saving appliances. Many consumers and businesses could actually save money through 
reduced energy use and lower overall energy bills.

Tlus analysis provides strong evidence that progress on climate change can be achieved 
without increasing the nation's energy bill- What's good for the environment also can be good for 
the economy," said Energy Secretary Federico Pena. "President Ointon's plan to make 
technology a cornerstone for reducing greenhouse gas emissions can achieve these results. From 
the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles that's creating the super-efficient car of the 
future to expanded use of renewable energy sources, the technology solution is already creating: 
environmental benefits and savings in energy costs." '

Current projections suggest ±at a carbon emissions reduction of 390 million metric ton:s 
(MMT) would be required to reduce U.S. emissions in 2010 to 1990 levels. The study models a 
scenario that combines a vigorous national technology program with a domestic system of carbon 
trading to achieve the reduction. The study concludes that such an approach could reduce 
emissions by up to 390 MMT, A new generation of technologies and international carbon 
•emission trading could result in further reductions over the next quarter century.

This study estimated the potential costs of the reductions at $50 to $90 biUion per yeai 
Costs in the study include incremental investments to deploy clean energy or energy efficient 
technologies by consumers and industry as well as .those associated with hypothetical increases m 
energy prices.' In addition. Energy Department experts reviewed energy cost savings resulting 
from the use of these technologies;’these estimated savings through 2010 total $70 to $90 billion 
per year. This indicates that the clean energy investments could produce energy cost savings 
roughly equal to or greater than the costs of irnplementation, on a life-cycle basis.
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The "bottoms-op" approach in ±e study examines 200 specific technologies in four major 
sectors of the economy - buildings, industry, transportation and electric utilities — and analyze? 
the possible advances in each sector. For the bmldings, industry and transportation sectors, the 
study analyzes the impacts of end-use energy-efficiency improvements and low-carbon 
technologies on carbon emissions. The utility sector analysis estimates the impacts of clean 
energy activities, such as increased use of natural gas and renewable energy. While no one 
measure can address the entire problem, technologies already in development could contribute 
substantially to the reductions. For example:

• Transportation; The Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles is developing 
advanced automobiles that will be three times more fuel-efficient than today's vehicles but 
still safe and affordable. In the biofuels area, cellulosic ethanol, a promising biofuel matie 
firom agricultural and forestry wastes, produces no net carbon emissions; the Energy 
Department projects cutting the cost of ethanol to under 70 cents/gaUon by 2010.

* Buildings: The study projects promising carbon reductions from energy-efficient 
appliances supported by the Energy Department, including a 1 kilowatt-hom/day 
refiigeiator and advanced lighting. Advanced fuel cells powered by natural gas will 
produce electricity and provide heating at 80-percent efficiency, while lowering the 
current cost of power.

* Utilities: Wind turbines are expected to produce power at less than 3 cents/kilowatt-h( >i i- 
by 2010- Biomass co-firing with coal at some plants could produce significant emission? 
reductions.

♦ Industry: Advanced turbines are expected to achieve 80 percent system efiiiciency, 
producing electricity and steam in industrial plants at less than today's costs. Advanced

_ motor systems and clean industrial technologies can cut emissions and costs while 
increasing productivity.

The Department of Energy's Oak Ridge and Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories led 
the comprehensive one-year analysis, with contributions by the Nation^ Renewable Energy 

Laboratory and Pacific Northwest and Argonne National Laboratories. The findings, which were 
reviewed extensively by representatives from industry and academia^ are consistent with those of 
two previous studies. Those studies, released by the National Academy of Sciences and Office of 
Technology Assessment in 1991, also concluded that technology could play a prominent role in 
reducing U.S. greenhouse gas emissions.

To request a summary or full copy of the study, titled Scenarios of U.S. Carbon 
Reductions: Potential Impacts of Energy-Efficiency and Low-Carbon Technologies by 2010 
and Beyond, media can ciu, the Department of Energy Press Office at 202/586-5806; others cau 

call Public Inquiries at 202/586-5575.
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• Utilities: Wind turbines are expected to produce power at less than 3cenrs/kilowatt-hn11, 
by 2010. Biomass co-firing with coal at some plants could_produce significant emission:­
reductions. 

, • Industry: Advanced turbines are expected to achieve 80 percent system efficiency. 
producing electricity· and steam in industrial plants at less than today's costs. Advanced 
motor systems and clean industrial technologies can cut emissions and costs while 
increasing productivity. 

The DepanmentofEnergy's Oak Ridge and Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratories leLl 
the comprehensive one-year analysis, v.ith contn"butions by the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory and Pacific Northwest and Argonne National Laboratories. Toe findings. which we re 
reviewed extensively by representatives from industry and academia. are consistent with those , if 
two previous studies. Those studies, released by the· National Academy of Sciences and Offi~ of 
Technology Assessment in 1991. al.so concluded that t~hnology could play a prominent role in · 
reducing U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. 

To request a summary or full copy of the study. titled Scenarios of U.S. Carbon . 
Reductions: Potential lmp~"lS of Energy-Efficiency a-,,d Low-Carbon. Technologies by 2010 
and.Beyond, media can call the Department of Energy Press Office at 202/586-5806; others cau 

· ·call Public Inquiries at 202/586.;.5575. · 
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White House Conference on Climate Change: 
The Challenge of Global Warming 

Draft Agenda

10:00 - 10:05 Vice President Gore; Welcome attendees; Introduces President Clinton

10:05 - 10:20 President Clinton: Opening Remarks: Importance of Global Warming and Climate 
Change for the American People.

10:20 - 11:15 The Science of Global Warming and Climate Change

Presentation: John Holdren, Harvard University 
Panelists: Robert Watson, World Bank

Tom Carl, NOAA
Diana Liverman, University of Arizona 
Don Wilhite, University of Nebraska

- 11:45 Vice President Gore: Where we’ve come from; Where we’re going. 

li[^5 - 12:45 The Role of Technology in Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Presentation: Frederico Pena, Secretary of Energy
Panelists: Maxine Savitz, Allied Signal & Presidential Commission of Advisors

on Science and Technology 
Roger Sant, AES Corporation 
Tom Casten, Trigen Corporation 
Michael Bonsignore, Honeywell Corporation 
Larry Papay, Bechtel Corporation

1:00-2:30 Lunch:

Remarks by First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton 
Breakout Discussions with the Cabinet

2:30 - 3:30 Kyoto Conference and U.S. National Interests

Presentation: Madeleine Albright, Secretary of State 
Panelists: William Reilly, Fmr. EPA Administrator

[John Sweeney, AFL-CIO]
James Wolfesohn, World Bank 
Linn Draper, AEP
Fred Krupp, Environmental Defence Fund
Jessica Tuchman Matthews, Carnegie Endowment for Peace

1 
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White House Conference on Climate Change: 
The Challenge of Global Warming 

Draft Agenda 

10:00 - 10:05 Vice President Gore: Welcome attendees; Introduces President Clinton 

10:05 - 10:20 President Clinton: Opening Remarks: Importance of Global Warming and Climate 

Change for the American People. 

10:20- 11:15 The Science of Global Warming and Climate Change 

Presentation: 
Panelists: 

John Holdren, Harvard University 
Robert Watson, World Bank 
Tom Carl, NOAA 
Diana Liverman, University of Arizona 
Don Wilhite, University of Nebraska 

1 30 - 11:45 Vice President Gore: Where we've come from; Where we're going. 

5 - 12:45 The Role of Technology in Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Presentation: 
Panelists: 

1:00 - 2:30 Lunch: 

Frederico Pena, Secretary of Energy 
Maxine Savitz, Allied Signal & Presidential Commission of Advisors 
on Science and Technology 
Roger Sant, AES Corporation 
Tom Casten, Trigen Corporation 
Michael Bonsignore, Honeywell Corporation 
Larry Papay, Bechtel Corporation 

Remarks by First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton 
Breakout Discussions with the Cabinet 

2:30 - 3:30 Kyoto Conference and U.S. National Interests 

Presentation: 
Panelists: 

Madeleine Albright, Secretary of State 
William Reilly, Fmr. EPA Administrator 
[John Sweeney, AFL-CIO] 
James Wolfesohn, World Bank 
Linn Draper, AEP 
Fred Krupp, Environmental Defence Fund 
Jessica Tuchman Matthews, Carnegie Endowment for Peace 
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Daniel Yergin, Cambridge Energy Research Associates 
[Gen. William Odom, (Ret.), Hudson Institute

3:30 - 4:30 Climate Change Policy and the U.S. Economy

Presentation: Larry Summers, Deputy Secretary of the Treasury 
Panelists: Richard Repetto, World Resources Institute

[William Nordhaus, Yale University]
[Alan Blinder, Princeton University]
Richard Sandor, Chicago Board of Trade 
[Michael Porter, Harvard Business School]
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Daniel Yergin, Cambridge Energy Research Associates 
[Gen. William Odom, (Ret.), Hudson Institute 

3:30 - 4:30 Climate Change Policy and the U.S. Economy 

Presentation: 
Panelists: 

Larry Summers, Deputy Secretary of the Treasury 
Richard Repetto, World Resources Institute 
[William Nordhaus, Yale University] 
[Alan Blinder, Princeton University] 
Richard Sandor, Chicago Board of Trade 
[Michael Porter, Harvard Business School] 
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10:00- 10:20: Opening Remarks

10:00: The Vice President welcomes attendees; introduces the President.

10:05: The President speaks to the American people in a substantive way about 

global warming and climate change. His remarks foreshadow the day’s events 

endorse the scientific consensus behind climate change, assert the importance of 

this issue to the Amencan people, outline that action will need to be taken and 

embrace the broad outlines of the U.S. negotiating position going into Kyoto

DRAFT 
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Opening Remarks 

I 0:00: The Vice President welcomes attendees; introduces the President. 

10:05: The President speaks to the American people in a substantive way about 

global warming and climate change. His remarks foreshadow the day's events, 

endorse the scientific consensus behind climate change, assert the importance of 

this issue to the American people, outline that action will need to be taken, and 

embrace the broad outlines of the U.S. negotiating position going into Kyoto . 
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10:20-11:15: The Science of Global Warming and Climate Change: This panel will present
and discuss evidence about global warming and climate change, and present the 
scientific case that they are occurring, that they have real consequences for the 
American people, and that action is needed to limit greenhouse gas emissions.

10:20: John Holdren, Professor of Physics, Harvard University, will concisely 
desribe the physical science of global warming and climate change, as well as the 
level of certainty about its different aspects within the scientific community.

10:35: The President asks Dr. Tom Karl, Senior Scientist at NOAA, to discuss 
extensive data and anecdotal evidence that something serious is starting to occur.

10:45: The Vice President asks Dr. Diana Liverman, University of Arizona, and 
Don Wilhite, University of Nebraska, to describe possible impacts on regions of 
U.S. in the next twenty to thirty years.

11:00: The Vice President can ask Dr. Robert Watson, Chair of the IPCC, to 
discuss what is clear and what is unclear about how rapidly the climate will 
change and about where impacts will be most felt, as well as what the skeptics 
are arguing. He also could ask who participates in the IPCC, and how it came 
into being.

11.10. The President asks John Holdren how policymakers should act when 
uncertainties about different climate scenarios.• 

• 
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10:20- 11:15: The Science of Global Warming and Climate Change: This panel will present 
and discuss evidence about global warming and climate change, and present the 
scientific case that they are occurring, that they have real consequences for the 
American people, and that action is needed to limit greenhouse gas emissions. 

10:20: John Holdren, Professor of Physics, Harvard University, will concisely 
desribe the physical science of global warming and climate change, as well as the 
level of certainty about its different aspects within the scientific community. 

10:35: The President asks Dr. Tom Karl, Senior Scientist at NOAA, to discuss 
extensive data and anecdotal evidence that something serious is starting to occur. 

10:45: The Vice President asks Dr. Diana Liverman, University of Arizona, and 
Don Wilhite, University of Nebraska, to describe possible impacts on regions of 
U.S. in the next twenty to thirty years. 

11 :00: The Vice President can ask Dr. Robert Watson, Chair of the IPCC, to 
discuss what is clear and what is unclear about how rapidly the climate will 
change and about where impacts will be most felt, as well as what the skeptics 
are arguing. He also could ask who participates in the IPCC, and how it came 
into being. 

11: 10: The President asks John Holdren how policymakers should act when 
uncertainties about different climate scenarios . 
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11:30- 11:40:

11:45-12:45:

i
3

Vice President AI Gore: Where we’ve come from; where we’re going; 

Oudines history of how fossil fuels have been central to building modem 

societies and economies, and sketches where world population and development 

are going. He then outlines the new challenge; marshalling modem technology 

and entrepreneurial spirit to develop more efficient and innovative forms and 

uses of energy.

The Role of Technologies in Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions: This 

panel will discuss policy options that allow us to reduce emissions without 

hurting our economy.

11 ;45; Secretary Pena presents an overview of the sectors that are the major 

sources of greenhouse gas emissions, and of the techologies that could play a 

part in reducing emissions.

11;55; The President asks Maxine Savitz, Allied Signal and PC AST member, to 

discuss the potential for building cars, homes and buildings that use less fuel.’

12;05; The Vice President asks [Lary Papay, Bectel or Roger Sant, AES] to 

discuss advances in the newest generation of coal-fired electric plants,, the 

lessons learned from previous efforts to design plants that use less fuei, and the 

worldwide demand for cleaner burning power.

12.15. The Vice President asks [DuPont/Dow/Monsanto] to discuss advances 

being made in introducing energy efficiency into manufacturing.

12;20; The President asks Tom Casten to describe what Trigen has done to 

develop and market systems that recapture unused energy from power plants, and 

rechannel it to heat other buildings. Mr. Casten should also describe the’ kinds 

of companies that have benefited from this kind of technology, as well as to 

speculate on the market share for these kinds of technologies.

12;30; The Vice President asks Steve Percy, British Petroleum USA, to describe 

efforts to develop and market solar and other alternative fuels. Larry Papet, 

Bectel, could describe how much we can expect solar, wind, and other 

renewables to reduce our carbon emissions. Mr Papet can also describe the most 

effective government programs or policies in helping develop these technologies.

12.40. The Vice President asks Michael Bonsignore to discuss Honeywell’s 

experience in trying to export technologies such as more efficient lighting and 

heating systems, as well as nuclear and hydro-energy power plants.

• 

• 

• 
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11:30 - 11:40: Vice President Al Gore: Where we've come from; where we're going: 

Outlines history of how fossil fuels have been central to building modem 

societies and economies, and sketches where world population and development 

are going. He then outlines the new challenge: marshalling modem technology 

and entrepreneurial spirit to develop more efficient and innovative forms and 

uses of energy. 

11:45-12:45: The Role of Technologies in Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions: This 

panel will discuss policy options that allow us to reduce emissions without 

hurting our economy. 

11 :45: Secretary Pena presents an overview of the sectors that are the major 

sources of greenhouse gas emissions, and of the techologies that could play a 

part in reducing emissions. 

11 :55: The President asks Maxine Savitz, Allied Signal and PCAST member, to 

discuss the potential for building cars, homes and buildings that use less fuel. 

12:05: The Vice President asks [Lary Papay, Bectel or Roger Sant, AES] to 

discuss advances in the newest generation of coal-fired electric plants,. the 

lessons learned from previous efforts to design plants that use less fuel, and the 

worldwide demand for cleaner burning power. 

12: 15: The Vice President asks [DuPont/Dow/Monsanto] to discuss advances 

being made in introducing energy efficiency into manufacturing. 

12:20: The President asks Tom Casten to describe what Trigen has done to 

develop and market systems that recapture unused energy from power plants, 

and rechannel it to heat other buildings. Mr. Casten should also describe the 

kinds of companies that have benefited from this kind of technology, as well as 

to speculate on the market share for these kinds of technologies. 

12:30: The Vice President asks Steve Percy, British Petroleum USA, to describe 

efforts to develop and market solar and other alternative fuels. Larry Papet, 

Bectel, could describe how much we can expect solar, wind, and other 

renewables to reduce our carbon emissions. Mr Papet can also describe the most 

effective government programs or policies in helping develop these technologies. 

12:40: The Vice President asks Michael Bonsignore to discuss Honeywell's 

experience in trying to export technologies such as more efficient lighting and 

heating systems, as well as nuclear and hydro-energy power plants . 
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1:00 - 2:15: Lunch and Breakout discussions:

1:00; First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton will give broad remarks, including brief 

mention of the health effects on children from climate change.

1:15: Breakout sections: Cabinet members in attendance will each lead 

discussions at their tables, with a short list of questions tailored to economic 

technological, or other scientific questions.
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Lunch and Breakout discussions: 

1 :00: First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton will give broad remarks, including brief 

mention of the health effects on children from climate change. 

1:15: Breakout sections: Cabinet members in attendance will each lead 

discussions at their tables, with a short list of questions tailored to economic, 

technological, or other scientific questions. 
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2:30 - 3:30:
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International Negotiations Panel. This panel will discuss the global nature of

^gotiafcns mentioning the*Rio Climate Trea^^SSMln?ate"and fhe 

&neva Decimation, She describes the core elements of the U.S. portion (i.e

g argets, emissions trading, JI, developing countiy commitments) and

“htc? 7?"

s;d^eTopr^r;:s^^^^^^^
cZzr::;TrreStiS^^
[2:45.2:50: Vice President Gore asks John Sweeney, AFL-CIO to discuss 

labor s perspective on a fair international agreement to address climate 

change.]
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Wolfensohn, World Bank, to describe

oPPO“d committing to binding targets at Kyoto

and any whether we risk choking off economic development.

Samlo techniques can allow businesses such as coal buniing utilities to

imell “ cost-effective manner. What !re thf

.SXinTmTtem“* «es, such as

ational interest in preventing climate change impacts in the developing world?

considerations, esp® ially
ho^tloZ“'“’m 
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Institute, how these issues are likely to affect strategic Odombalances, Ret., in  severalHudson kev 
regions such as the Caspian Sea and South China Sea. ^
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International Negotiations Panel. This panel will discuss the global nature of 
the problem, identify key issues outstanding in the negotiations, and clearly 
explain the U.S. negotiating position. 

2:30 - 2:35: Secretary Albright provides a brief background on the ongoing 
negotiations, mentioning the Rio Climate Treaty, the Berlin Mandate, and the 
Geneva Declaration. She describes the core elements of the U.S. position (i.e. 
binding targets, emissions trading, n, developing country commitments), and 
summarizes the positions of key countries or country groupings (i.e., the EU, 
China, and the G-77). 

2:35 - 2:45: Vice President Gore asks William Reilly, Fmr. EPA Administrator, 
why developed countries have taken the lead, and what are realistic, 
environmentally sound and politically equitable obligations for developing 
countries to adopt for current and future emissions. 

[2:45 - 2:50: Vice President Gore asks John Sweeney, AFL-CIO, to discuss 
labor's perspective on a fair international agreement to address climate change.] 

2:50 - 2:55: Secretary Albright asks James Wolfensohn, World Banlc, to describe 
why developing countries have opposed committing to binding targets at Kyoto, 
and any whether we risk choking off economic development. 

2:55 - 3:00: Vice President Gore asks Linn Draper, AEP, whether flexible, 
market oriented techniques can allow businesses such as coal burning utilities to 
adapt to environmental regulation in a cost-effective manner. What are the 
international prospects for establishing such market-oriented approaches, such as 
trading and joint implementation? 

3:00 - 3:05: The Vice President asks Fred Krupp, EDF, to describe whether an 
international trading system could provide significant gains to the environment. 

3:05 - 3: 15: Secretary Albright asks Jessica Matthews, Carnegie Foundation, 
about the foreign policy considerations regarding climate change. Do we have a 
national interest in preventing climate change impacts in the developing world? 

3: 15 - 3 :20: Vice President Gore asks Daniel Yergin, Cambridge Energy 
Research Associates, to talk about strategic energy considerations, especially 
how developing view their energy security, and what the prospects are for the 
current system. 

3:20 - 3:25: Secretary Albright asks General William Odom, Ret., Hudson 
Institute, how these issues are likely to affect strategic balances in several key 
regions such as the Caspian Sea and South China Sea. 
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3:30 - 4:30: Climate Change Poliey and the US Economy: Can we do this in a wav that won’.

to“Ip toXT 
Which ate likely

_c consequence of the technology discussion: that weThe" tove ,o
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u f '^PP®'‘°. WRI. how quickly it is
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^gman]\m< attudst uncertainty, we should craft an “insurance” strategy and 
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Chicago Board of Ttade to

alk about hts experience m helping establish the sulphur dioxide trading system
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uid cost, and why the cost ended up being significantly lower.

uulilv into ’^P''hel Porter what makes invetors move

'"""““"'"“i technologie, and firms and countries’ find it in their 

competitive advantage to invest early in these technologies.
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3:30 - 4:30: Climate Change Policy and the US Economy: Can we do this in a way that won't 
hurt the economy? Which industries are likely to face challenges? Which are likely 
to reap benefits? 

3:30 - 3:35: Deputy Secretary Summers lays out the challenge of reducing 
climate emissions without hurting the economy. He would summarize the 
economic consequences of the technology discussion: that we either have to 
reduce our use of fossile fuels or develop new techniques or energy supplies that 
emmit less carbon. 

3:35 - 3:45: Vice President Gore asks Robert Repetto, WRI, how quickly it is 
possible to bring existing technologies on line quickly and cost-effectively to 
reduce our emissions. 

3:45 - 3:5,?~ Secretary Summers asks [Professor William Nordhaus/Rich Richels] 
PtAileet~niversity, what would be the most cost effective strategy for 
mitigating climate change. How important are time frames for bringing on new 
techologies? How can we know if we are exceeding a point of diminishing 
returns? 

3:55 - 4:05: The Vice President asks {Alan Blinder/Robert Solow/Paul 
Krugman] how, amidst uncertainty, we should craft an "insurance" strategy, and 
how we might design sufficiently early reductions to make an middle-term date 
cost effective. 

4:05 - 4:15: Larry Summers asks Richard Sandor, Chicago Board of Trade, to 
talk about his experience in helping establish the sulphur dioxide trading system, 
including how people expected it to peform, how much people thought permits 
would cost, and why the cost ended up being significantly lower. 

4: 15 - 4:25: The Vice President asks Michael Porter what makes investors move 
quickly into environmental technologies, and firms and countries' find it in their 
competitive advantage to invest early in these technologies. 
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JAMS! r. OSRMRIAH, CHV OF STAFF

The Honorable Janet Ycllen 
Chair
Council of Economic Advisors 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20502

Dear Ms. Ycllcn:

On July 15, 1997. you pre.sented the Administration's views on the economir nnd 
environment impact of the proposed international global climate change agreement before the 
Energy and Power Subcommittee. On behalf and the members of the Subcommittee. T thank yon 
for your informative testimony. The hearing was indeed enlightening.

With the conclusion of the eighth mcctmg of the Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate. 1 see 
significMt benefitto a round of follow-up questions to clarify, for the rccoid, some of the issue.s ihai 
were raised during your testimony and the question and answer session that followed.

Attached is a list ofquestions for you to answer on behalf of the Administration. I ask that 
you work wxlli the other relevant departments and agencies in developing responses and providing 
the relevant documentation where requested. Your responses will be entered into die record in the 
s^c manner as your original testimony. Your responses would be appreciated on or before 
September 22,1997. If you have any questions, please call Cathy Van Way at (202) 225-29 >7.

Thank you for your continued attention and assistance to the matter.

Dan Schaefer 
Chairman
Energy and Power Subcommittee
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ll.6. J,a~t of l\tprt9'tntatibei 
teonnnittet on (ommtrct 

~om 212S, l.apbam J,ou,e emu Jlail'billi_ 
Du1)ington, laC 205l5-6ll5 

August 22, 1997 

.. .. 

On July 15, .1997, you presented the Administration's views on the economic- arul environment impact or the proposed international glob-ell climate change agreement before the 
Energy and Power Subcommittee. On behalf and the member.; of the Subcommittee. 1 thank yon 
for your infonnative testimony. The hearing was indeed enlightening. 

With the conclm;ion of the eighth meeting of the Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate. I see significant bencfitto a round or rotlow-up questions to clarify, for the record, some of the issues that 
were raised during your testimony and lhe question and answer session that followed. 

Attached is a lh,1 of questions for you to answer on behalf of the Administrc1tion. I ask that 
you work witl1 lh~ ulhtrr relevant departments and agencies in developing responses and providing 
the relevant documentation where requested. Your rcspoNt:s will be entered into the record in the 
same manner as your original testimony. Your responses would be apprcciale<l un ur before 
September 22, 1997. lfyou have any questions, please call Cathy Van Way at (202) 225-29.n. 

Thank you for your continued attention und assistance to the mauer. 

Attachment 

' .. 

, Dan Scha<fcr ~·--~ 
Chairman 
Energy and Power Subcommittee 
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■■ ^SUDCOMMITTCE O^EnEROY AND POWER ‘'
Hearing on Gi.oual climate Chance 

Follow-Up Questions

Interagency Analytical Team Report

1. Please identify each member of the Intcragracy Analytical Team (I AT) ftom the date of it::
inc^nn to the present lime, any otiicr participants inside or outside the Administration, m ui 
.specify their responsibilities.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

When was tlie lAT formed and what were tlic lAPs instructions? Please provide anj 
documentation regarding the formation of ±c lAT and its mission, responsibiliiics. 
membership or assignments.

Please indicate the total costs of the lATs elTorts and the share paid annually by eadi 
Department or Agency that was involved and please identify the source of the funds within 
each Department or Agency.

Ts the lAl still in existence? If so, what are its current responsibilities?

Please provide a copy of aU draas of the lA'f report in addition to the May 16 and 30, 199 / 
drafts, both earlier and later.

Plea.se explain how the peer reviewers were selected? What instructions were those pet i 
reviewers given? Please provide copies of any correspondence or instructions that were soul 
to the peer reviewers.

If the lAT effort is in fact a "failed" project as indicated in Administration testimony at ilic 
Subcommittee hearing how will the Administration determine the appropriate level 
of future international climate change commitments for Kyoto and later?

As late as last May when Dr. Ehrlich and others in the Administration held briefings on the 
then drall ^alysis and a.sse.ssment there was no hint that the Administration considered this 
effort a failure and the models to be unreliable. What occurred since May that caused the 
Administration to apparently reach a dillercnt conclusion from that of Dr. Ehrlich?

The lAT draft analysis referred to three scenarios which resulted in co.sLs of future climate 
commitments of appro.ximatcly $200, $100 or $50 per ton carbon tax cquivalenL Has the 
Administration concluded that a $200 jjct ton carbon tax equivalent cost will not harm the 
U.S. economy,jobs, and global compctitivcnes.s? Has the Administration concluded (hut 
$100 pCT ton carbon tax equivalent cost will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global 
competitiveness? Has the Administration concluded that a $50 per ton carbon tax equivalent 
cost will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness. Please provide tho 
basis for any of the above conclusions. If the Admini.stmtion docs not support any of the 
above costs, what analysis or other informationdocs the Administration intend to rely mi tu 
Support a different amount? :
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10.— Is the paper prepared by the 1 AT both an analysis and assessment? How docs it relate lo the 
"analysis and as.sessment" referred to in Paragniph4 of the Berlin Mandate? Has the A J Hoc
Group on the Berlin Mandate provided an analysis and assessment as required by the I k-ii i 11 
Mandate?

11. The lAT draft states that the central policy modeled for the analysis *‘is aimed at reducint- 
carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions by stabilizing them at 1990 levels’* and th.ii 
policy would be “announced in 2000 and its restrictions are phased in over a ten year peiioil.
.so that the policy would take full effect in 2010.” Reports in the media after the Denver 
Summit that Pre.sidcnt Clinton attended also referenced this date of 2010. In light of I'l A'r- 
projectionof emissions 22% above 1990 levels by 2010, is the Administration considcriirg 
a target and timetable that calls for stabilization at 1990 levels by 2010?

12. The Administration frequently cites the 2000 economists who say they support contndlin.ii 
greenhouse gtues. Their statement supports as the mechanism either carbon taxes in 
emission pennits. In the past, the Admlnistrationhas said it opposes the use of taxes. Is ilvii 
still the Administration’s position?

13. The lAT draft explains that these emission reductions to achieve stabilization would hi' 
through “issmng tradable permits^at the earliest point of energy production or when imported 
into the U.S.” and that the permits “are initially auctioned in a way that Ls revenue neutral- 
i.e., all nwenucs generated would be recycled through the economy.” Would these revenues 
be deposited in the treasury as miscellaneous receipts under tlie Economy Acts? Would they 
then have to be recycled through cliangcs in the tax laws or by appropriation? How would 
they be recycled?

14. Docs the Administrationbelicvc that permit auctions are the equivalent of a new tax? Ifnoi
please explain.

15. The lAT draft states that “among fuels, demand for coal bears the brunt of greenhouse ga; 
stabilization.’ What is the impact on the U.S. economy as a whole and on the relevant coal 
regions ofthis policy towards coal? What will be the job impact? Is the Administration 
adopting an anti-coal policy? IIow is this policy consistent with President’s Clinton 199.s 
reply to Mr. Dingellthat the U.S. will not agree to any protocol that harms our economv nnd 
jobs or our competitiveness?

Kyoto Agreemenr

16. How long after December 1997 does the Adminisiration think it will take to obtain Senate 
advice and consent of any Kyoto agreement, to ratify that agreement, and to ciiaci 
implementing legislation?

17. Which Agency or Department would be responsible for implementing the provisions of nuv 
agreement reached in Kyoto, including provision relating to joint implementation, cmis'^ioiu; 
trading, and advancing Article 4.1?

, 2 . ;

dd'd

.(?
k if
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implementing legislation? 

17. 

I .. 

Which Agency or Department would~ responsible for implementing the provisions of :lll) 
agreement reached in Kyoto, including provision relating to joint implementation, cmis~ ion:; 
trading, and advancing Article ~-1? . 

• 

2 
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18. Whai consid^tionhas been given or plans made regarding passage of legislation necc
to implement any agreement reached in Kyoto?

**
cs<;arv'

U.S. Draft PmtnrrtI

19. Article 17.4 of the Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) specifies that i*nl\ 
“Parties to the Convention may be Parties to a protocol.” However, there is no assurance lh.it 
all or even a majority of the 167 Parties to the FCCC will depositinstnimentsof ratifi&iiioi., 
acceptance, approval or accession to any protocol adopted by the Parties by consensus or 
otherwise in Kyoto. What assurances docs the U.S. now have that most, if not all 
developing country Parties to the FCCC wiU become Parties to a Kyoto protocol? Why is 
it in the U.S. interest to agree, without such assurances, to a protocol that proposes lo .set 
legally binding post-2000 targets and timetables for Annex I Parlies only and also imjK»ses 
on the U.S. new and legally binding commitments to advance implementation of Article 4.1. 
of the FCCC, such as those prescribed in paragraph 1,2, 3, and 4 of Article 5 of the 11 S 
draft protocol?

In a July 18,1994 letter to the then House Committee on Energy and Commerce, I the State 
Department] said:

We agree tfiat there are substantial commilmenls beyond 2000 for all parties 
to the FramcwoikConvcniionundcr Articlc4. Artlcle4.1 (applicablcto both 
developed and developing countries) contains commitments that are not 
limited by any specific timetable.

a) Is there any evidence to date that the U.S. is not abiding by these Article 4.1 
commitments? If there is none, why should the U.S. voluntarily agree to reaffirm, 
as required by Article 5.1 of the June draft, to what the U.S. already agreed to wl leii 
it ratified the FCCC in 1992?

b) Is the U.S. asserting that other Annex I Parties are not abiding by such commi tmei iisV 
If so, please identify those Parties.

Paragraph 2 of Article 5 of the U.S. draft Protocol mandates each Party to “strengthen ii:; 
legal ^d institutional framework to advance implementation” of Article 4.1 commitments. 
What “framework” docs the Administration have in mind? Docs tlus sugge.st a new Federal 
or international agency or program? Would this be done through new legislation? II' 
how would it be achieved in the U.S.?

Article 5.3 requires that each Party take “measurcsto facilitate inve.stmentin climatc-friemllv 
technologies.’ What “measures” docs the Administration contemplate? How would iIicn 
be implemented in the U.S.? What are their regulatory and budgetary implementations?

Article 16 of the draft provides that the Parties “shall adopt, by 12005]. binding provis ion;, 
so that all Parties have quantitative greenhouse gas emissions obligations and so that ihero
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legal and institutional framework to advance implementation" of Article 4.1 commitments. What .. framework .. docs the Admini.stn1tionhavc in mind? Docs this suggest a new Federal or international agency or program? Would this be done through new legislation? If n~ll. 
how would it be achieved in the U.S.? 
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' .. 3 
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25.

D^1'« n'«in that there could be a second protocol or another legal matrura..-„t l.v 
[2005J which is only 7 years after the December meeting in Kyoto?

b) Do the words “all Parties” in this Article mean that only the “Parties” to the 11 S 
draft protocol would be required to “adopt” by 2005 such an instrument? I'nicv 
developing country ParUcs to the FCCC, such as China, India and Brazil, become 
Parties to the Kyoto instrument (u.s proposed by the U.S.) prior to [2005], how docs 
this Article address the issue of greenhouse gas emission growth by all non-Annc\ 
I Parties?

c) Could such a new instrument adopted by [2005J impose new and addiiion-.l 
obhgauonson the U.S. beyond those proposed to be adopted in Kyoto? Why is thm 
possibihty a good result for the U.S. economy, trade, and competitiveness?

d) W^“raec^smforauloraaticapplicationofprogressivegrccnhouscgas emi.‘^sioiis
obhgatjons” does the Administration contemplate by this proposal? What arc its 

_ implications for the U.S., including its sovereignty?

Article 16.1 ofihe Convention provides that “annexes shall be restricted to lists, forms and 
any o±cr material of a descriptive nature that is of a scientific, technical, procedur al (..• 
admini.strativccharactcr.” The U.S. draft protocol stales, that it may not be “appropriaic” m 
adopt the Article 16.1 Convention example. Please explain why. Does the U.S. suitoon 
annexes that would be substantive and mandatory?

Article 9 of the U.S. draft provides that Parties “shall coopcrate”in establishing a “lonc-tcnM 
goal regarding concentrationsof gases. Article 10 calls for meetings at “regular intei^'als • 
to, among other things, “periodically review the adequacy” of the Protocol and Article 8 cnll'^ 
for pmodic review of the Protocol and guidclines“in light oCevolving .scientific knowleduc
a!? ^ ^ suggests a minimum of two budget periods
^icle 16 tells the Parties to adopt “binding provisions” by [2005] for progrc-,sive 
obligations. Does the State Department contemplate over the next several decades i 

contmuingprwessof meetings of both the Protocol and Convention Parties annually and a 
senes of IPCC assessments, special reports, and technical papers, leading to a series of 
protocols or other legal instruments that are likely to have significant economic impacts o>. 
the Parties and their people? Why is there a need for such frequent meetings and reviews''

The Global Climate Coalition sent a letter to the Department of Slate on Fcbniaiy 14 1W’ 
raismga number of questions about the January 17,1997 version of the U.S. draft protocol 
particularly in regards to trading. 'ITic Administration has not yet responded to ilmsc 
questions. Please respond to them as part of your reply to this inquiry.
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£U Bubble

30.

The EU proposal made recenlly in Denver was developed last March as an EU “ncgotinlinu 
position for the ongoingnegotiationson the Berlin Mandate” and it includes bunlen-sh:ii ini- 
of a 10% reduction among EU members of the “overall emission reduction objective by the 
Community as a whole”. This appears to be a form of differentiation, a concept the U.S. i.s 
not supporting. The existing FCCC bubble applieable to the EU presumably only c<tvci.s 
policies and measures and, when adopted, it only covered the 12 Parties that were menihet s 
of the EU in 1992. Docs the U.S. understand that the EU is seeking, by its submission ^ am I 
discussion with the U.S. delegation, to extend a form of the ECCC bubble to a protocol au.l 
another legal instrument that may be adopted in Kyoto, to expand the bubble to cover any 
target and timetable or financial obligations and not just policies and measures, and to 
expand the bubble to include all present and future members of the EU, such as counlrie.s 
from Central and Eastern Europe? Why is such an expanded bubble in the economic and 
competitive interests of the U.S.?

What is the potential impact of .such an expanded EU bubble on the U.S. proposal for 
international emissions trading? Would it ensure that the EU would get the benefit of an\' 
emissions deficit derived from such Central and Ea.stem European Members and depri\ c the 
U.S., Japan, Australia and Canada of that deficit? Would the U.S. then have to rely primarily 
on Russia's emissions deficit in order to derive any of the benefits of trading?

Article 22.3 of the FCCC requires that regional economic integration organizations 
declare the “extent of their competence” with regard to obligations under the FCCC, Docs 
the U.S. believe that the EU has the competence to carry out legally binding targets ami 
timetables and to enforce any dilTerenHaled targets for its members if they fail to acliicvi; 
tlicm?

The State Department’s September 9,1996 reply to the Committee stated that the U.S. did 
not agree to an “EU Bubble in Berlin” and that the U.S. delegation “successfully opposed 
including language in the Berlin Mandate which might liavc suggested that any country or 
group of countries could “bubble” in the post-2000 period." The reply then said:

Clearly, the question of “bubbling” with respect to po.st-2000 commitments 
is complex, and one that will be closely scrutinized and carefully considered 
as negotiations progress. The Administration has consistently and 
continuously consulted with Congress, as well as with U.S. industry and U.S.
NGOs, on all aspects of tlic negotiations concerning post-2000 commitments 
and will continue to do so.

pic Administration has not yet held meaningful discu.«wions with this Committee on die? 
issue of the EU bubbling to “meet and target and timetables,” its implications for the U. S . 
its merits, or its complexities. Given the fact that negotiations arc just approaching ;i 
conclusion in Bonn and Kyoto, when do you plan to consult us on this aspect of ihi; 
negotiations?
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of a l 0% reduction among EU members of the "'overall emission reduction objective by the 
Community as a whole'\ This appears to be a form of differentiation, a concept the U.S. i:, 
not supporting .. The existing FCCC bubble applicable to the EU presumably only c, 1ve1 s 
policies and measures and~ when adopted, it only covered the 12 Parties that were mern her" 
of the EU in 1992. Docs the U.S. unders~andthat the EU is scclcing, by its submission-~ and 
discussion with the U.S. delegation, to extend a fo11n of the FCCC bubble to a protocol and 

. another legal instrumcml lhat may be adopted in Kyoto, to expand the bubble to cover any 
target and timetable or financial obligation.ci and not just policies and measures, and t1) 

expand the bubble to include all present aml future mt:mhen. uf lh~ F.U, such w; cou11lrie:. 
from Central and Eastern Europe? 'Why is such an expanded bubble in the economk and 
competitive interests of the U.S.? 

28. What is the potentiaJ impact of such a.n expanded EU bubble on the U.S. proposnl for 
international emissions trading? Would it ensure that the EU would get the benefit of au~· 
emissions deficit derived from such Central and Ea.c;tem F.umpean Mcmhl:l'l\ and deprh·e the 
U.S., Japan, Australia and Canada of that deficit? Would the U.S. then have to rely priniiln Iv 
on Russia's emissioru; deficit in order 1o derive any of the benefits of trading? -

29. Article 22.3 of the FCCC requires that regional economic intei,rration organizations nm~t 
declare the "extent of their competence" with regard to obligations under the FCCC. Docs 
lhe U.S. believe that the EU has the competence to carry out legally binding targets and 
timctablc.c; and to enrorce any difTerentialed targets for its members if they fail to achicv1: 
them"! 

30. The State Department's September 9, 1996 reply to the Committee stated that the U.S. Ji..l 
nul agree tu an "RU Bubble in Berlin" and that the U.S. delegation "successfully opposed 
including language in the Berlin Mandate which might have suggested that any cowi1ry (•r 
group of countries could "bubble" in the post-2000 period." The reply then said: 

I .. 

Clearly, the question of'"bubbling" with respect lo post-2000 commitments 
is complex, and one that will be closely scrutini2ed and carefully considered 
as negotiations progress. The Administration has consistently and 
continuously consulted with Congress, as well as with U.S. industry and U.S. 
NGOs, on all aspects of the ncgotietionsconcemingpost-2000commitments 
and will continue to do so. 

The Administration has not yet held meaningful discu.c;.~ions with this Committee on th(' 
issue of the EU bubbling to "meet and target and timetables," its implications for the l J .S . 
its merits, or it~ complexities. Given the fact that negotiations are just approaching :i 

conclusion in Honn and Kyoto, when do you plan to consult us on this aspect of th,: 
negotiations? 

5 
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b)

c)

EU Amendment to C^nnvenrinn

32. The EU Foposcd an ^endmcnt to the Convention to provide for a vote to adopt oil 
future protocols by three-fourths if all efforts at consensus are exhausted. The proposed
amendment would appear to have a retroactive effect for Kyoto.

a) Under this proposal, is it possible that three-fourths of the FCCC Parties could voic
to adopt anyProtocolthatimposedncwobligaUonsforAnnexIand/ornon-y\nnex
I Parties and then decide not to deposit an instrument of ratification, etc.?

Docs the U.S. support such an amendment to the Convention?

Has the U.S. po.sition changed from its June 19,1996 response to this Commitiee in 
regaris to any of these matters? Would the Administration agree to a lesolutiou of 
one of hese matters, namely voting on a protocol, without a resolution of Ihe 
financial and budget matters for both the Convention and all future protocols?

Emissions Tradinp

33. D(^theAdministiationintendthatanyinleniationalemissiontradingprogramwouldappIv
m the same way and to the extent to public and private enUties internationally and in 
the U.S. / For ex^ple, would it apply to local govemmentsand to defense or other agcnoie>; 
of each P^ and to the emissions of such entities? What will be the impact on the U S 
prog^i^? “ international, or, for the mailer, a domestic, emissions trodiny

Grccnhoiw gases not covered by the Montreal Protocol are not pollutants within ihc 
mca^ of the Clean Air Act and arc not subject to the command and control provisions o f
Cm although the U.S. has cited

reply to this Committee) authority to implement the Climate Chani-c 
Action Plan with voluntary mea.sures. the U.S. draft protocol, because it may Lli for 

manc^iy mcasmes, could not be given foil effect in the U.S. without the enactm^t of new 
legislation by Confess. Do you share that understanding? Is the Administmiion 
wmadenng a domestic emission trading legislative program patterned on the 1990 Clean Air

34.

SE~T BY:COMMERCE COMMITTEE 8-25-97 6: 12AM 2255596-1 

- 31. - - --- ~ Since 1992, the composition of the only "regional economic int~gr-Jtion organiz11ion."' namely tne EU. has grown front 12 to 15 members and several other countries want to expand it further. Under what circumstances would th.; U.S. agree to an EU bubble 1hat i·: or could be expanded? · 

EU Amendment to Convention 

32. The EU has proposed an amendment to the Convention to provide for a vote to ndClrt rill future protocol~ by three-fourths if all efforts at consensus are exhausted. The proposed amendment would appear to have a retroactive effect for Kyoto. 

a) Under this proposal, is it pos~ible that three-fourths of the FCCC Parties coulcl ,·otc to "udopt" any Protocol that imposed new obligations for Annex I and/ornon-.A nnex I Parties and then decide not to deposit an instrument of ratification, etc.? 

b) Docs the U.S. support such an amendment to the Convention? · 

c) HD:," the U.S. position changed from its June 19, 1996 response to this Col1llllitll-•c in regards to any of these matters? Would the Administ.r-.ttion og.rcc to a ~solution C1f one of these matters, namely voting on a protocol. without a resolution of lhc financial and budget matters for both the Convention and all future protocols'! 
E I • T d' m1ss1ons@JD~ 

33. Does the Administrationintend that any international emission trading program would :,pply in the same way and to the same extent to public and private entities internationally an<l in the U.S.'/ For example, would it apply to local govemmentsand to defense or other agcncie·, of each Party and to the emissions of such entities'/ What will be the impact on the U.S. Defense Department of an international, or, fur the matter, a domestic, emissions tniding program? 

34. Greenhouse gases not covered by lhe Montreal Protocol are not pollutants within the meaning of the Clean Air Act and arc not subject to the command and control provision~ of the Act or other environmentallaws. lt is our under.standing that although the U.S. has cited (in u September 9th reply to this Committee) authority to implement the Climate Ch~111gc Action Plan with voluntary mea.-.ures, the U.S. draft protocol, because it may call for mandatory measures, could riot be given full effect in the U.S. without the enactment of new legislation by Congress. Do you share that understanding'! ls the Administmtion considering a domestic emission trading legislative program patterned on the 1990 Clew, Air Act? -

I .. 6 
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General

I understand that the Administration has recently established the White House Climate 
Change Task Force, a Deputies Group and an Assistant Seerctarics group. Please explain 
the role and purpose of each in regards to the development of the Administration’s posiiiim 
and policies for the international negotiations for a prbtoeol or another legal instrumem in 
1997 and for the development of implementing legislation in the U.S. Please identify the 
members of each group. Please provide any documents regarding llic formation of these 
groups, their membership, mission, tasks, und/ur assignments.

Please provide a table of all contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and interagency 
agreements and any extensions thereof (hereinafter referred to as "agreements") entered iuin 
with any individual,agency, or public or private entity (foreign or domestic) by or through 
any federal Department or Agency, including the Departments of State, Commerce ancl 
Energy, and the Environmental Protection Agency, for the period beginning July 1,199-1 to 
the present that relates to, nr includes, (directly or indirectly) climate change matters oi 
issues of any kind. These should mclude matters relating to (a) domestic or international 
emission trading, including economic and other analysis of such trading, the administnuioi^ 
and verification of such trading in the U.S. and elsewhere, (b) public outreach, general atici 
specific public education, grass roots, community outreach workshops, (c) tran.sporfc\tiou 

efficiency, alternative fuels, transportation generally, utilities, impact on pollutants like 
ozone and particulate matter, and (d) any legal analysis of these matters and ol' ibe 
Convention or of any statutes concerning climate change or trading. Each table should 
identify the dale of the agreement, tlic agreement recipient, the amount of Federal ftinds, the 
term, including extensions, a brief description, the product and whether it is publicly 
available, and the status. Please include with each table the applicable "Statement of Work", 
including any revision thereof, for each such agreement

SENT BY:COMMERCE COMMITTEE . ·- - . 
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General 

35. I understand that the Administration has recently established the 'White: House Cli111atc 
Change Task Force, a Deputie.q Group und an Assistant Secretaries b'l'Oup. Please explain 
the role and purpose of each in regards to the development of the Administration's posit i, m 
and policies for the international neg<.,liations for a protocol or another legal instrume11t in 
1997 and for the development of implementing legislation in the U.S. Please idenlif)· thl" 
members of each group. Please provide any documents regarding Ilic formation oftl1~sc 
groups, their membership, mission. tasks, uml/ur assignment.-;. 

36. Please proviik a table of all contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and intcragcucy 
agreements and any extensions thereof (hereinafter referred lo as "agreements") entered i 11 Lt, 

with any individual,ngency, or public or private entity (foreign or domestic) by or thrc•ugh 
any federal Department or Agency, including the Departments of State. Commerce ,md 
F.nergy,and the RnvironmcntalProtectionAgency, rorthc period bt:~nning July 1. 199·1 t(• 
the present that relates to, nr includes, (directly or indirectly) climate change matters or 
issues of any kind. These: should include matters relating lo (a) domestic or international 
emis,gon trading, including economic and other analy~is of such trading, the administn1Lion 
and verification of such trading in the U.S. and elsewhere, (b) public outreach. general and 
specific public education, grass roots, community outreach. workshops. (c) transportntio11 
efficiency, alternative fuels, transportation generally, utilities, impact on pollutants like 
ozone and particulate matter, and (d) any legal analysis of these matters and of th<· 
Convention or of any statutes concerning climate change or trading. Each table shnultl 
identify the dale of the agreement. the agreement recipient, the amount of reder,ll funds, the 
term, including extensions, a brief description. the product and whether it is pub I id,· 
uvailablc, and the status. Please include with each lablt: the applicable "Statement of W, wk''. 
including uny revision thereof, for each such agrcc.."tncnl 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

AUG I 5 1997

OFFICE OF
POLICY, PLANNING AND EVALUATION

Tony Kreindler 
Managing Editor 
Inside EPA Weekly Report 
1225 Jefferson Davis Highway 
Arlington, VA 22202

Re: Freedom of Information Act Request RIN-00426-97 

Dear Mr. Kreindler:

In response to your Freedom of Information Act Request for copies of “all economic 
analyses conducted by EPA’s Office of Policy Planning and Evaluation with regard to climate 
change and global warming since January 1, 1996”, and subsequent phone conversations with 
my staff on your precise area of interest, I am forwarding your request to Janet Yellen, chair of 
the President’s Council of Economic Advisors. On July 17, 1997, Dr. Yellen, while testifying 
before the House Commerce Subcommittee on Energy and Power, released the May 30 staff 
draft of the Interagency Analytic Team (lAT) analysis and the comments received on it from 
expert reviewers.

As my staff indicated to you in phone conversations, the scope of your original request 
was too broad and could not be fulfilled. However, as you indicated in phone conversations with 
my staff, your main interest is in this paper.

This staff draft and the expert comments on it are the only documents we believe are 
responsive to your revised request and whose release will serve the public interest. We have 
determined that all other reports, correspondence and other documents concerning the lAT 
analysis of policies related to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions are exempt from 
mandatory disclosure pursuant to FOIA exemption #5, 5 U.S.C. §552(b)(5). We have concluded 
their release is not in the public interest.

Recycled/Recyclable •Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer)
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before the House Commerce Subcommittee on Energy and Power, released the May 30 staff 
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As my staff indicated to you in phone conversations, the scope of your original reqw:st 
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responsive to your revised request and whose release will serve the public interest. We have 
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You can appeal this initial denial by sending a letter, within 30 days to: Freedom of 
Information Officer (AlOl), 401 M Street, SW, Washington, DC 20460. Your appeal should 
refer to the RIN number listed above, the date of this determination, and my name, title and 
address.

Sincerely,

I''

David M. Gardiner 
Assistant Administrator

You can appeal this initial denial by sending a letter, within 30 days to: Freedom of 
Information Officer (AIOI), 401 M Street, SW, Washington, DC 20460. Your appeal should 
refer to the RIN number listed above, the date of this determination, and my name, title and 
address. 

Sincerely, 
' . 

-r3,,__,_,l._ P Jcj,~t/ 
David M. Gardiner 
Assistant Administrator 
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I. General (1 and Economics)

tVcS " c
DRAFT-9i

•78^^38 A
38 AM

Name I Title/Affiliation jBadc|iou^ Phone # |Fax# I Status

Bill Moomaw 
PRT

Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, 
Tufts U

Economist; Former WRI policy director; 
article published on economics, 
chemistf?) policy area, role of industry, 
dealing with North/Soutb issues

617/628-5000 
x2732 (MA)

617/627-3712 YES
(JG)

Ev Ehrlich 
PRT
Irving Mintzer
PRT

President, ESC Company; directed 
Administration’s economic analysis
Ex-WRI and Center for Global Change; 
Washington D.C.

Economist; Ex-Undersecretary of 
Commerce

Economist Ust; generalist

202/347-3200
(DC)
301/587-8714
(MD)

202/ 347^334 YES
(JG)
YES
(JG)
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I. General (S ce and Economics) 

Name T 

$:'~iMWri 
Bill Moomaw 
PRT 

Ev Ehrlich 
PRT 
Irving Mintzer 
PRT 

Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, 
Tufts U 

President, ESC Company; directed 
Administration's economic anal sis 
Ex-WRI and Center for Global Change; 
Washin ton D.C. 

Economist; Former WRI policy director; 617/628-5000 
article published on economics, x2732 (MA) 
chemist(?) policy area, role of industty, 
dealing with North/South issues 

Economist; Ex-Undersecretary of 
Commerce 

Economist list; eneralist 

Page 1 

202/347-3200 
(DC) 

301/587-8714 
(MD) 

\\(€S ,, G 

DRAFT--9/ 

617/627-3712 

202/ 347-4334 

YES 
(JG) 

YES 
(JG) 
YES 
(JG) 
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lendsts DRAFT- 9i 38 AM

Name |TiUe/Affiliation iBackground iPhone# |Fax# [Status

Robert Watson
PRTS

Senior Advisor, World Bank, Chair - 
IPCC Third Assessment

Fonner Associate Director for 
Environment, OSTP; climate science, 
impacts, and mitigation

202/473-1755
(DC)

202/473-0565 YES
(RB)

Daniel Lashoff
PRTS (also in 
Environmental Groups)

Senior Scientist, NRDC Washington 
D.C.

Climate specialist, co-authored NGO 
study. Energy Innovations

202/289-2399
(DC)

202/ 289-1060 YES
(SS)

Jerry Melillo
PRTS

Woods Hole, Marine Biological Lab Impacts - forest modelhng and climate 
science

MA YES
(RB)

James McCarthy
PRTS

Professor of biological oceanography; 
chairman. Environmental Science and 
Public Policy concentration; director. 
Museum of Comparative Zoology, 
Harvard U

Impacts - general; ocean, chemical 
cycles, C02 and ocean processes.

617/495-2330
(MA)

617/495-0506 YES
(TP)

Michael McElroy
PS

Professor of environmental studies; 
chairman. University Committee on the 
Environment; chairman. Earth and 
Planetary Science Department, Harvard 
U

Basic climate science; physical science 617/495-2351
(MA)

617/495-8839 YES
(EL)

Impacts Scientists (nation-wide) -
Don Wilhite
P

Director, International Drought 
Information Center, U. Of Nebraska

Impacts on natural resources; drought; 
national and international focus

402/472-4270
(NE)

402/472-6614 YES
(TP)

Jane Lubchenco
PS

Professor of marine biology, zoology, 
Oregon State; former president AAAS; 
organizer of Scientists’ Statement; Board 
of Trustees, Environmental Defense
Fund

DOI; Impacts on natural resources; 
impacts on ecosystems, biodiversity, 
forests; participated in President's 
briefing

541/737-5337
(OR)

541/737/3360 YES
(TP)

Steven Hamburg
P

Brown University Impacts on natural resources; forestry 
and wildlife

401/863-3449
(RI)

401/863-3503 YES
(TP)

Herman Shugart
P

WW. Corcoran Professor of 
Environmental Sciences and Chairman, 
Dept. Of Environmental Sciences, U. Of 
Virginia

Impacts on natural resources; forests 804/924-7642
(VA)

804/982-2137 YES
(TP)
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Robert Watson Senior Advisor, World Ban1c, Chair -- Former Associate Director for 202/473-1755 202/ 473-0565 YES 
PRTS IPCC Third Assessment Environment, OSTP; climate science, (OC) (RB) 

impacts, and mitigation 
Daniel Lashoff Senior Scientist, NROC Washington Climate specialist, co-authored NGO 202/289-2399 202/ 289-1060 YES 
PRTS (also in D.C. study, Energy Innovations (OC) (SS) 
Environmental Groups) 
Jerry Melillo Woods Hole, Marine Biological Lab Impacts -- forest modelling and climate MA YES 
PRTS science (RB) 
James McCarthy Professor of biological oceanography; Impacts -- general; ocean, chemical 617/495-2330 617 /495-0506 YES 
PRTS chairman, Environmental Science and cycles, CO2 and ocean processes. (MA) (TP) 

Public Policy concentration; director, 
Museum of Comparative Zoology, 
Harvard U 
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Michael McElroy Professor of environmental studies; Basic climate science; physical science 617/495-2351 617 /495-8839 YES 
PS chairman, University Committee on the (MA) (EL) 

Environment; chairman, Earth and 
Planetary Science Department, Harvard 
u 
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Don Wilhite Director, International Drought Impacts on natural resources; drought; 402/472-4270 402/ 4 72-6614 YES 
p Information Center, U. Of Nebraska national and international focus (NE) (TP) 
Jane Lubchenco Professor of marine biology, zoology, DOI; Impacts on natural resources; 541/737-5337 541/737/3360 YES 
PS Oregon State; former president AAAS; impacts on ecosystems, biodiversity, (OR) (TP) 

organizer of Scientists'.Statement; Board forests; participated in President's 
of Trustees, Environmental Defense briefing 
Fund 

Steven Hamburg Brown University Impacts on natural resources; forestry 401/863-3449 401/863-3503 YES 
p and wildlife (RI) (TP) 
Herman Shugart W.W. Corcoran Professor of Impacts on natural resources; forests 804/924-7642 804/ 982-2137 YES 
p Environmental Sciences and Chairman, (VA) (TP) 

Dept. Of Environmental Sciences, U. Of 
Vir_ginia 
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ConfSct List ientists DRAFT-ft :38 AM

Name Title/Affiliation Background Phone # Fax #
Walter Oechel
P

Dept. Of Biology, San Diego St. 
University

Impacts on natural resources; Arctic 
ecosystems; water use; forest fires; 
ecological feedback mechanisms; 
sources and sinks

619/594-4818
(CA)

619/594-7831 YES
(TP)

George Woodwell
P

Director, Woods Hole Research Center; 
Vice Chair, Board of Trustees, Natural 
Resource Defense Council; 
Honorary/Founding Trustee, 
Environmental Defense Fund

Impacts on natural resources 508/540-9900
(MA)
Ass't=Rama 
Krisha (?)

508/ 540-9700 YES
(TP)

1 1 1 1
Eric Chivian Harvard Medical School Human health impacts; spread of 

infectious disease
617/738-9443 
or617/432- 
0493 or 617/ 
253-9872 (MA)

617/734-8822 
or 617/432-
2595

YES
(EL)

Paul Epstein Harvard Medical School Human health impacts; spread of 
infectious disease; impacts of coastal 
algae on fish and pests on agriculture

617/432-0493
(MA)

617/432-2595 YES
(EL)

Steven Hamburg
P (also in nation-wide)

Brown University Impacts on natural resources; forestry 
and wildlife

401/863-3449
(RI)

401/863-3503 YES
(TP)

James McCarthy
PRTS (also in nation­
wide)

Professor of biological oceanography; 
chairman. Environmental Science and 
Public Policy concentration; director. 
Museum of Comparative Zoology, 
Harvard U

Impacts - general; ocean, chemical 
cycles, C02 and ocean processes.

617/495-2330
(MA)

617/495-0506 YES
(TP)

Michael McElroy
PS (also in nation-wide)

Professor of environmental studies; 
chairman. University Conunittee on the 
Environment; chairman. Earth and 
Planetary Science Department, Harvard
U

Basic climate science; physical science 617/495-2351
(MA)

617/495-8839 YES
(EL)

Jerry Melillo
PRTS (also in nation­
wide)

Woods Hole, Marine Biological Lab Impacts - forest modelhng and climate 
science

MA YES
(RB)

Pages

Name Title/ Affiliation Background Phone# Fax# Status 
Walter Oechel Dept. Of Biology, San Diego St. Impacts on natural resources; Arctic 619/594-4818 619/ 594-7831 YES 
p University ecosystems; water use; forest fires; (CA) (TP) 

ecological feedback mechanisms; 
sources and sinks 

George Woodwell Director, Woods Hole Research Center; Impacts on natural resources 508/540-9900 508/ 540-9700 YES 
p Vice Chair, Board of Trustees, Natural (MA) (TP) 

· Resource Defense Council; Ass't=Rama 
Honorary/Founding Trustee, Krisha(?) 
Environmental Defense Fund 

New:Eb.2JandJCT~M',B$''~~R:I;- ,._.,,_,_ ;;t;t x,,,,re: ·.·,, ';;:>;:;: . 'h••• 

. ·· ·,·".t· ..... ·, .. ·.· .. •.· ... "•".'.•::Y-•'1;<;<'''',., ' 

Eric Chivian Harvard Medical School Human health impacts; spread of 617/ 738-9443 617 / 734-8822 YES 
infectious disease or 617/ 432- or 617/ 432- (EL) 

0493 or617/ 2595 
253-9872 (MA) 

Paul Epstein Harvard Medical School Human health impacts; spread of 617 /432-0493 617/ 432-2595 YES 
infectious disease; impacts of coastal (MA) (EL) 
al~ae on fish and oests on agriculture 

Steven Hamburg Brown University Impacts on natural resources; forestry 401/863-3449 401/863-3503 YES 
P (also in nation-wide) and wildlife (RI) (TP) 
James McCarthy Professor of biological oceanography; Impacts -- general; ocean, chemical 6 l 7 /495-2330 617/495-0506 YES 
PRTS (also in nation- chairman, Environmental Science and cycles, CO2 and ocean processes. (MA) (TP) 
wide) Public Policy concentration; director, 

Museum of Comparative Zoology, 
Harvard U 

Michael McElroy Professor of environmental studies; Basic climate science; physical science 6 l 7 /495-2351 617 /495-8839 YES 
PS (also in nation-wide) chairman, University Committee on the (MA) (EL) 

Environment; chairman, Earth and 
Planetary Science Department, Harvard 
u 

Jerry Melillo Woods Hole, Marine Biological Lab Impacts -- forest modelling and climate MA YES 
PRTS (also in nation- science (RB) 
wide) 
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List dentists DRAFT- 9i :38 AM

Name Title/Affiliation Background Phone # Fax#
George Woodwell
P (also in nation-wide)

Director, Woods Hole Research Center; 
Vice Chair, Board of Trustees, Natural 
Resource Defense Council; 
Honorary/Founding Trustee, 
Environmental Defense Fund

Impacts on natural resources 508/540-9900
(MA)

508/ 540-9700 YES
(TP)

Rita Colwell U. Of Maryland Human health impacts; infectious 
disease

301/403-0501
(MA)

301/ 454-8123 YES
(TP)

Bill Easterling Penn State University Impacts on natural resources; U.S. 
agriculture, water resources, (jreat
Plains

814/865-3433
(PA)

814/863-7943 YES
(TP)

Lawrence Kalkstein U. Of Delaware Human health impacts; impacts of heat 
stress on mortality

302/831-8269
(DE)

302/831-6654 YES
(TP)

Daniel Lashoff
PRTS (also in nation-wide 
and Environmental
Groups)

Senior Scientist, NRDC Washington
D.C.

Climate specialis^ co-authored NGO 
study. Energy Innovations

202/289-2399
(DC)

202/ 289-1060 YES
(SS)

Adam Marldiam World Wildlife Fund Impacts on natural resources; National 
Parks, wildlife

202/293- 
4800x382 (DC)

202/293-9211 YES
(TP)

Jonathan Patz Johns Hopkins U. Human health impacts; spread of 
infectious disease

410/955-4130
(MD)

410/955-1811 YES
(TP)

Herman Shugart
P (also in nation-wide)

W.W. Corcoran Professor of 
Environmental Sciences and Chairman, 
Dept. Of Environmental Sciences, U. Of 
Virginia

Impacts on natural resources; forests 804/924-7642
(VA)

804/982-2137 YES
(TP)

Robert Watson
PRTS (also in nation­
wide)

Senior Advisor, World Bank, Chair - 
IPCC Third Assessment

Former Associate Director for 
Environment, OSTP; climate science, 
impacts, and mitigation

202/473-1755
(DC)

202/473-0565 YES
(RB)

Norm Christianson Dean, Nicholas School of Environment 
(Duke U)

DOI; impacts on natural resources 919/613-8000
(NO

919/ 684-8741 YES
(TP)

■'•V • J; -V

Stan Changnon Illinois Water Survey Chief - Emeritus I Impacts on natural resources; agriculturel
and water resources

217/586-5691
(ID

217/ 586-5691 YES
(TP)

Page 4

, :38 AM 

Name Title/ Affiliation Background Phone# Fax# Status 
George Woodwell Director, Woods Hole Research Center; Impacts on natural resources 508/540-9900 508/ 540-9700 YES 
P (also in nation-wide) Vice Chair, Board of Trustees, Natural (MA) (TP) 

Resource Defense Council; 
Honorary/Founding Trustee, 
Environmental Defense Fund 

Jlid,•aoahtic'(D~-½DO&;~;:.,p,&s.v~<WN)Nv;:;J ;;\<' " .. ,, " < . . , ,j_- :.•'" • . .. ··.• ;. .,·. •·· -;;·:. :._·,._., ... ,r. . .... , .... · . ·"···· .. t:: ., .·,; .. ,. ·"•·..c· ·y .<':' .. ,,.. ·, , ... :":_",, .. . ,. 
·;·.·., 

.. '· .. ~ ~--; .. 

Rita Colwell U. Of Maryland Human health impacts; infectious 301/403-0501 301/ 454-8123 YES 
disease (MA) (TP) 

Bill Easterling Penn State University Impacts on natural resources; U.S. 814/865-3433 814/863-7943 YES 
agriculture, water resources, Great (PA) (TP) 
Plains 

Lawrence Kalkstein U. Of Delaware Human health impacts; impacts of heat 302/831-8269 302/ 831-6654 YES 
stress on mortality (DE) (TP) 

Daniel Lashoff Senior Scientist, NRDC Washington Climate specialist, co-authored NGO 202/289-2399 202/ 289-1060 YES 
PRTS (also in nation-wide D.C. study, Energy Innovations ·, (DC) (SS) 
and Environmental 
Groups) 
Adam Markham World Wildlife Fund Impacts on natural resources; National 202/293- 202/293-921 l YES 

Parks, wildlife 4800x382 (DC) (TP) 
Jonathan Patz Johns Hopkins U. Human health impacts; spread of 410/955-4130 410/ 955-1811 YES 

infectious disease (MD) (TP) 
Herman Shugart W.W. Corcoran Professor of Impacts on natural resources; forests 804/924-7642 804/ 982-2137 YES 
P (also in nation-wide) Environmental Sciences and Chairman, (VA) (TP) 

Dept. Of Environmental Sciences, U. Of 
Virginia 

Robert Watson Senior Advisor, World Bank, Chair -- Former Associate Director for 202/473-1755 202/ 4 73-0565 YES 
PRTS (also in nation- IPCC Third Assessment Environment, OSTP; climate science, (DC) (RB) 
wide) impacts, and mitigation 
Scmttieast{~·SU{GAtl:l": ;MS:. Ne; 8e;;l'N) :, '.';, ·. ·· ... . ---~ ·: '. ,,,-,, ' . ... ·.it'·:· ·"'?:'>'·· .. · .. •· ·:.·.('.'-· 

,. 
. - ' ·: .' . ;, . , .... -··:' . ·• ~-. ~> \f: .. ~i· - ••,:·: , '<'>,•~:· .. :.' _;_.,_. -j ,_;_ •·. ,. 

" 

Norm Christianson Dean, Nicholas School of Environment· DOI; impacts on natural resources 9 I 9/613-8000 919/ 684-8741 YES 
(Duke U) (NC) (TP) 

lii<lilsiriil' Mid "est;<IEJN/~ MN OHtWI)· >It " • ... ·· :·• . 
,,,. 

.. _· __ .:, .,W ... l='•'~·.:\.-:· _;· .. · ."1.·'.:,:,. ·: ·' :. ·. ·=, :·. .•, 
···· .. ,;'. · .. \'. :.;.,· .. ,,: .. •·, :: ·.·: .. .".''•. . , ,,. .. 

• •• : ¥ . .. 

Stan Changnon Illinois Water Survey Chief - Emeritus Impacts on natural resources; agriculture 217/586-5691 217/ 586-5691 YES 
and water resources (IL) (TP) 
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CoiilSa List lentists DRAFT- 9i ;38AM

|Name 1 Title/Affiliation iBackground iPhone# , |Fax# IStatus |

Ken Bowman Texas A & M Impacts on natural resources; 
meteorology; ozone

409/862-4060
(TX)

YES
(TP)

Tom Crowley Texas A & M Impacts on natural resources; 
paleoclimatology

409/845-0795
(TX)

409/847-8879 YES
(TP)

Gerald North Head of the Department of Meteorology, 
Texas A & M

Climate impacts on Texas; author of 
"The Impacts of Global Warming in 
Texas"

409/845-7671
(TX)

409/ 862-4466 
(or 4132)

YES
(TP)

Robert Shope
P

U. Of Texas Human health impacts; impacts of 
infectious disease; participated in 
President’s briefing

409/772-6546 
Tom Curtis, U. 
Relations DepL 
409/772-2618 
(TX)

YES
(TP)

Don Wilhite Director, International Drought
P (also in nation-wide) Information Center, U. Of Nebraska

Impacts on natural resources; drought; 
national and international focus

402/472^270
(NE)

402/472-6614 YES
(TP)

;V:- f. , r. :>

Bruce Eldridge
Professor of medical entymology, U of 
California, Davis

Human health impacts; weather effects 
on mosquito-bome diseases; modeling 
and early warning systems

916/752-6983
(CA)

916/752-1537
YES
(TP)

Walter Oechel
P (also in nation-wide)

Dept. Of Biology, San Diego Sl 
University

Impacts on natural resources; Arctic 
ecosystems; water use; forest fires; 
ecological feedback mechanisms; 
sources and sinks

619/594-4818
(CA)

619/ 594-7831 YES
(TP)

Wilham Reeves UC Berkeley; E)ean, School of Public 
Health

Human health impacts; will do ed 
boards and background

510/642-3938
(CA)

YES
(TP)

, ’ ' . -S ^

Jerry Franklin College of Forest Resources U. Of 
Washington

Impacts on natural resources; forests 206/543-2138
(WA)

206/685-0790 YES
(TP)

Jane Lubchenco
PS (also in nation-wide)

Professor of marine biology, zoology, 
Oregon State; former president AAAS; 
organizer of Scientists' Statement; Board 
of Trustees, Environmental Defense
Fund

DOI; Impacts on natural resources; 
impacts on ecosystems, biodiversity, 
forests; participated in President's 
briefing

1

541/737-5337
(OR)

541/737-3360 YES
(TP)

Page 5

Texas A & M 

Tom Crowley Texas A & M 

Impacts on natural resources; 
meteorolo ; owne 
Impacts on natural resources; 
aleoclimatol 

Gerald North Head of the Department of Meteorology, Climate_ impacts onTexas; author of 
Texas A & M "The Impacts of Global Warming in 

Robert Shope 
p 

U. Of Texas 

· · ffltalt _'. : 'rffl-~KS!}MQ~'!it}::;i:it:)it:';',r•'" 
Don Wilhite Director, International Drought 
P (also in nation:..wide) Information Center, U. Of Nebraska 
S<iffi_ > - - • ~: 

Bruce Eldrid e 
Walter Oechel 
P (also in nation-wide) 

William Reeves 

Jerry Franklin 

Professor of medical entymology, U of 
California, Davis 
Dept. Of Biology, San Diego St 
University 

UC Berkeley; Dean, School of Public 
Health 

College of Forest Resources U. Of 
Washin ton 

Texas" 
Human health impacts; impacts of 
infectious disease; participated in 
President's briefing 

Human health impacts; weather effects 
on mosquito-borne diseases; modeling 
and earl warnin s stems 
Impacts on natural resources; Arctic 
ecosystems; water use; forest fires; 
ecological feedback mechanisms; 
sources and sinks 
Human health impacts; will do ed 
boards and back round 

Impacts on natural resources; forests 

Jane Lubchenco Professor of marine biology, zoology, DOI; Impacts on natural resources; 
PS (also in nation-wide) Oregon State; former president AAAS; impacts on ecosystems, biodiversity, 

organizer of Scientists' Statement; Board forests; participated in President's 
of Trustees, Environmental Defense briefing 
Fund 

·- Page 5 

409/862-4060 
(TX) 

409/845-0795 
(TX) 
409/845-7671 
(TX) 

409/772-6546 
Tom Curtis, U. 
Relations Dept 
409/772-2618 
(TX) 

916/752-6983 
(CA) 
619/594-4818 
(CA) 

510/642-3938 
(CA) 

•• ,, .-_\' ¥" ,, 

206/543-2138 
(WA) 
541/737-5337 
(OR) 

YES 
(TP) 

409/847-8879 YES 
(TP) 

409/ 862-4466 YES 
(or 4132) (TP) 

916/752-1537 

619/ 594-7831 

206/ 685-0790 

541/737-3360 

YES 
(TP) 

YES 
(TP) 
YES 
(TP) 

YES 
(TP) 
YES 
(TP) 



0^^

Contact List 11. scientists DRAFT-ft :38 AM

Name TiUe/AffiUation Background Phone # Fax# Status
Ron Neilson Oregon State U; USDA/USFS Impacts on natural resources; forestry 

and water resources
YES
(TP)

Page 6

Con ct List 

Name Title/ Affiliation Background Phone# Fax# Status 
Ron Neilson Oregon State U; USDA/USFS Impacts on natural resources; forestry YES 

and water resources (TP) 
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Conlict List afloi
nomists DRAFT-9i :38 AM

Kenneth Arrow
P *McGtnty should call

Stanford University: Nobel Laureate Economists’ Statement 415/723-9165
(CA)

YES
(JG)

Alan Blinder 
^'McGInty should call

Princeton University: Ex-member CEA 609/258-3358
(NJ)

609/258-5398 YES
(JG)

Stephen DeCanio
PR

UC Santa Barbara Organized Economists’ Statement: staff 
at CEA during Reagan Admin.: 
enthusiastic about technology

805/893-3130
(CA)

805/ 893-8830 YES
(JG)

Dan Dudek
PRT

Environmental Defense Fund Emissions trading proponent 203/938-3392
(CT)

203/ 938-4172 YES
(JG)

Ev Ehrlich
PRT (also General)

President, ESC Company: directed 
Administration’s economic analysis

Ex-Undersecretary of Commerce 202/347-3200
(DC)

202/ 347-4334 YES
(JG)

Paul Faeth World Resources Institute Economists’ Statement 202/662-3499
(DC)

202/638-0036 YES
(SS)

Paul Krugman
PRT *Wlrth should call

MIT (NOTE: easiest to reach by e-mail: 
krugman@mit.edu. For speaking 
engagements, contact his agent Leigh at 
Lecture Bureau: 908-253-8600)

One of the crafters of the Economists' 
Statement: won prize for best economist 
in U.S. underdo

617/253-1551
(MA)
Ass't=Theresa 
Benevento 617- 
253-8883

617/ 253-4096 YES
(JG)

Alicia Munnell Boston Former CEA member 617/227-8522 
(home) (MA)

YES
(JG)

Richard B. Norgaard UC Beikeley

Economists’ Statement: ecological 
economics: co-founder of Redefining 
Progress

510/642-3465
(CA)

510/548-4815
YES
(SS)

Robert Repetto
PRT

Senior Economist, World Resource 
Institute

Economists’ Statement: produced report 
explaining economic models related to 
climate (WRI's "The Cost of Climate 
Protection")

202/638-6300
(DC)

1

202/638-0036 YES
(JG)

Richard Sandor
PRT

President, Centre Financial: Vice chair, 
Chicago Board of Trade

Emissions trading of sulfur and carbon 
dioxide

(IL) YES
(JG,
DF)

Joseph Stiglitz
PRT

Chief Economist, World Bank Ex-chair of CEA: involved in 
economics section of IPCC: emissions 
trading, JI

202/473-3774
(DC)

202/522-0906 YES
(SS)

Page 7

List DRAFf--9/8 :38AM 

Name Title/ Affiliation Back2round Phone# Fax# Status 
&Ii · • .,~., -= ✓--h .. ~~\t·aeztr~tt:t?7%~r~;:~:-~,,:_· ~ -~~ .. }~~1-:- .. ~~~:1):?, .:(-:.::_._·· '•·-~--_.;: :·'· 

. . ~ .. . ; :--:~\?<:i,.ti1t~l·?:':, '; .·/':';: _;: -. -~.•.;·~:- :·•·_r•: :-·-=. ·. ,.·.·. 
•·'' ···• .. : ';)':tt·,; 

. .·.-; . ;. -.. : ··:·.,:. . .. ·•. - .. ,~ 

Kenneth Arrow Stanford University; Nobel Laureate Economists' Statement 415/723-9165 YES 
P *McGlnty should call (CA) (JG) 
Alan Blinder Princeton University; Ex-member CEA 609/258-3358 609/258-5398 YES 
•McGlnty should call (NJ) (JG) 
Stephen DeCanio UC Santa Barbara Organized Economists' Statement; staff 805/893-3130 805/ 893-8830 YES 
PR at CEA during Reagan Admin.; (CA) (JG) 

enthusiastic about technolol!:y 
Dan Dudek Environmental Defense Fund Emissions trading proponent 203/938-3392 203/ 938-4172 YES 
PRT (CT) (JG) 
Ev Ehrlich President, ESC Company; directed . Ex-Undersecretary of Commerce 202/34 7-3 200 202/ 347-4334 YES 
PRT (also General) Administration's economic analysis (DC) (JG) 
Paul Faeth World Resources Institute Economists' Statement 202/662-3499 202/638-0036 YES 

(DC) (SS) 
Paul Krugman MIT (NOTE: easiest to reach by e-mail: One of the crafters of the Economists' 617/253-1551 617 / 253-4096 YES 
PRT *Wirth should call krugman@mit.edu. For speaking Statement; won prize for best economist (MA) (JG) 

engagements, contact his agent Leigh at in U.S. under 40 Ass 't= Theresa 
Lecture Bureau: 908-253-8600) Benevento 617-

253-8883 
Alicia Munnell Boston Former CEA member 617/227-8522 · YES 

(home) (MA) (JG) 
Economists' Statement; ecological 510/548-4815 
economics; co-founder of Redefining 510/642-3465 YES 

Richard B. Norj!;aard UC Berkeley Pro!!:ress (CA) (SS) 
Robert Repetto Senior Economist, World Resource Economists' Statement; produced report 202/638-6300 202/ 638-0036 YES 
PRT. Institute explaining economic models related to (DC) (JG) 

climate (WRI's "The Cost of Climate 
Protection") 

Richard Sandor President, Centre Financial; Vice chair, Emissions trading of sulfur and carbon (IL) YES 
PRT Chicago Board of Trade dioxide (JG, 

DF) 
Joseph Stiglitz Chief Economist, World Bank Ex-chair of CEA; involved in 202/473-3774 202/522-0906 YES .. 
PRT economics section of IPCC; emissions (DC) (SS) 

· tradin2, JI 

Page 7 



(^1^ List
usiness DRAFT-ft :38 AM

Name iTiUe/AffiUation iBackground iPhone# |Fax# IStatiis

Kenneth Lay
PRT

CEO, Enron Met with President, technology 
renewables, gas, market mechs, 
international (TX)

YES
(DF)

Steven Percy
PRT

CEO, British Petroleum America
1

Proactive on climate change YES
(DF)

Bruce McCrodden
PRT

Vice President, British Petroleum, Ohio Proactive on climate change 212/207-6703 
Tom Koch
-6709
(OH/NY)

212/ 207-6755 YES
(JG)

Lynn Sutcliffe
PRT

President and CEO, Sycom Enterprises 
(energy efficiency service company)

Former counsel to Senate Commerce 
Committee; founding partner of 
VanNess, Feldman, Sutcliffe, and Curtis

908/412-7810
(NJ)

908/755-7215 YES
(JG)

Roger Dower
PRT

Sycom Enterprises (energy efficiency 
service company)

Energy economist; Ex-WRI and CBO 
economist

202/625^118
(DC)

202/625-1067 YES
(JG)

■; -rrv^ V;'::o' ■

Bruce McCrodden
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Vice President, British Petroleum, Ohio Proactive on climate change 212/207-6703 
Tom Koch 
-6709 
(OH/NY)

212/207-6755 YES
(JG)

Lynn Sutcliffe
PRT (also in nation-wide)

President and CEO, Sycom Enterprises 
(energy efficiency service company)

Former counsel to Senate Commerce 
Committee; founding partner of 
VanNess, Feldman, Sutcliffe, and Curtis

908/412-7810
(NJ)

908/755-7215 YES
(JG)

Jim Wolfe
P

Vice President, American 
Standard/Trane, New York-based 
company

Potential for energy efficiency 
technologies

703/525-4016
(NY/VA)

703/525-0327 YES
(JG)

Jared Blum
PR

Polyisocyanurate Insulation 
Manufacturers Association (PIMA)

Big picture; contact for other business 
people

202/624-2709
(DC) 202/628-3856

YES
(JG)

Roger Dower
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Sycom Enterprises (energy efficiency 
service company); Washington, D.C.

Energy economist; Ex-WRI and CBO 
economist

202/625-4118
(DC)

202/625-1067 YES
(JG)

Page 8
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Name Title/ Affiliation Background Phone# Fax# Status iii•· · ·"'~-~,. f.ivilfe• ,~ '--'•"'-~1-' ·,e:,. '!i:/tif,:r"'a ·- \ftt~'-)::r '\!'/:.}'.-;' \'~~:<t \tf: ·· •···' ;<":''···:• ,;Cf'},~ , -·;;_ • } , ~'1°:/ ;-:,,-. "t:. ' . ; __ . _ p~}_~l'l;'.:il·,· _;l_i;i,,A:\~•~-· .. J~;,J\, , '·• 'J!<i'::?:".;/;'.J:;~s,j,":'f:~f•i'.. .t·'>'< 1,_,,; /,::? ".J[fi':,:t >:C:7;-~ 
Kenneth Lay CEO, Enron Met with President, technology YES 
PRT renewables, gas, market mechs, (DF) 

international (TX) 
Steven Percy CEO, British Petroleum America Proactive on climate change YES 
PRT (DF) 
Bruce McCrodden Vice President, British Petroleum, Ohio Proactive on climate change 212/207-6703 212/ 207-6755 YES 
PRT Tom Koch (JG) 

-6709 
(OH/NY) 

Lynn Sutcliffe President and CEO, Sycom Enterprises Former counsel to Senate Commerce 908/412-7810 908/755-7215 YES 
PRT (energy efficiency service company) Committee; founding partner of (NJ) (JG) 

V anNess, Feldman, Sutcliffe, and Curtis 

Roger Dower Sycom Enterprises (energy efficiency Energy economis~ Ex-WRI and CBO 202/625-4118 202/ 625-1067 YES 
PRT service company) economist (DC) (JG) New.~~e~-· · .,._ ,.,: :2;.;; 

c, c' '.;"' ,o;;;w;'.: _,, ... [-" ~, :iif_ 't\r-s_ ;;j;; ;;,:;, :,r;-;~ -•---·"--'·''"··· .·> :->: .,_?: ..• " .... ',; . ')··:,:- ... ··.· ., :·. ~=, <· ·· . ,,_.... . ;--.·•:·.,,,c.•:·•". .,,, ·, ·, i 
,,, 

Bruce McCrodden Vice President, British Petroleum, Ohio Proactive on climate change 212/207-6703 212/ 207-6755 YES 
PRT (also in nation-wide) Tom Koch (JG) 

-6709 
(OH/NY) 

Lynn Sutcliffe President and CEO, Sycom Enterprises Former counsel to Senate Commerce 908/412-7810 908/755-7215 YES 
PRT (also in nation-wide) (energy efficiency service company) Committee; founding partner of (NJ) (JG) 

V anNess, Feldman, Sutcliffe, and Curtis 

Jim Wolfe Vice President, American Potential for energy efficiency 703/525-4016 703/525-0327 YES 
p Standard/Trane, New York-based technologies (NYNA) (JG) 

comoanv 
Mif;Atliiitlie ll)E:Jj(j;''NI.Q::f ~V~; -~.,i:J:-: ,·: : '-? .. .. _"-.'·•.• ,:_·' f.1'" ,, . ~ -- ,,_ .. ·;_,_ ,,, .,., ' . -~ c·. : : .. ,-r·.c: .. ,, 

·.\'.; ..•. · ,· . .' ~ ~ . 
,, .: ';i .'" ,, :,•· 

'' ... , 

Jared Blum Polyisocyanurate Insulation Big picture; contact for other business 202/624-2709 YES 
PR Manufacturers Association (PIMA) people (DC) 202/628-3856 (JG) 
Roger Dower Sycom Enterprises (energy efficiency Energy economis~ Ex-WRI and CBO 202/625-4118 202/ 625-1067 YES 
PRT (also in nation-wide) service company); Washington, D.C. economist (DC) (JG) 
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Coniici List usiness DRAFT-9i :38 AM

Name Title/Affiliation Background Phone # Fax# Status
Harvey Forest President/CEO, Solarex, Frederick, MD PV manufacmrer; can talk about 

technology, but not policy because partly 
owned by AMOCO

301/698-4200
(MD)

301/ 698-4201 YES
(JG)

Michael Marvin
PRT

Executive Director, Business Council for 
Sustainable Energy; Washington D.C.

Trade association of industries 
marketing efficient technologies; help 
line up industry; contact for other 
business people

202/785-0507
(DC)

202/ 785-0514 YES
(JG)

David Nemtzow
PRT

Executive Director, Alliance to Save 
Energy; Washington D.C.

Potential for energy efficiency; contact 
for other business people

202/857-0666
(DC)

202/ 331-9588 YES
(JG)

Scott Sklar
PR

Solar Energy Industries Association, 
Washington, D.C.

Long-term renewables industry leader, 
contact for other business people

202/383-2611
(DC)

202/ 383-2670 YES
(JG)

Bud Cherry
PR

Oxbow Corp., FL Geothermal, biomass, coal, and power. 
Active worldwide

561/697-4300
(FL)

561/ 640-8847 YES
(DF)

Robert Stempel
PRT

Chairman of the Board, Energy 
Conversion Devices, Ml

Ex-CEO, GM 810/280-1900 
(Ml) (contact: 
Nancy Bacon)

248/280-1456 YES
(JG)

Nancy Bacon
PR

Senior Vice President, Energy 
Conversion Devices

Manufacturer of PV cells and batteries; 
active in developing countries

810/280-1900
(Ml)

248/280-1456 YES
(JG)

Mark Spurr
P

District Heating Industry Association
■

612/227-8452
(MN)

612/ 292-0014 YES
(JG)

Tom Dreissen
PRT (no op-eds)

Energy Performance Services Energy service companies overseas 
(travels a lot, contact through assistant)

610/278- 
6633x246 (PA) 
assistant=Vera 
Lane

610/278-7255 YES
(JG)

1

Kenneth Lay
PRT (also in nation-wide)

CEO, Enron Met with President, technology 
renewables, gas, market mechs, 
international (TX)

YES
(DF)

Terry Thome
PR

Senior Vice President, Enron Corp., 
Houston, TX.

International energy markets, 
alternatives

713/853-3071
(TX)

713/646-4831 YES
(DF)
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List 

Name 
Harvey Forest 

Michael Marvin 
PRT 

David Nemtzow 
PRT 
Scott Sklar 

Nancy Bacon 
PR 
Mark Spurr 
p 

Tom Dreissen 
PRT (no op-eds) 

Title/ Affiliation Back ound Phone # 
President/CEO, Solarex, Frederick, MD PV manufacturer; can talk about 301/698-4200 

technology, but not policy because partly (MD) 
owned b · AMOCO 

Executive Director, Business Council for Trade association of industries 
Sustainable Energy; Washington D.C. marketing efficient technologies; help 

line up industry; contact for other 

Executive Director, Alliance to Save 
Ener · ton D.C. 
Solar Energy Industries Association, 

Chairman of the Board, Energy 
Conversion Devices, MI 

Senior Vice President, Energy 
Conversion Devices 
District Heating Industry Association 

Energy Performance Services 

business le 
Potential for energy efficiency; contact 
for other business le 
Long-term renewables industry leader; 
contact for other business le 

Ex-CEO, GM 

Manufacturer of PV cells and batteries; 
active in develo in countries 

Energy service companies overseas 
(travels a lot, contact through assistant) 

202/785-0507 
(DC) 

202/857-0666 
(DC) 

202/383-2611 
(DC) 

810/280-1900 
(Ml) (contact: 
Nanc Bacon) 
810/280-1900 
(Ml) 
612/227-8452 
(MN) 

610/278-
6633x246 (PA) 
assistant= Vera 
Lane -------+----·-~----------I ··---------

Kenneth Lay 
PRT (also in nation-wide) 

Terry Thome · 
PR 

CEO, Enron 

Senior Vice President, Enron Corp., 
Houston, TX. 

Met with President, technology 
renewables, gas, market mechs, 
international (TX) 
International energy markets, 713/853-3071 
alternatives (TX) 
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DRAFT--9/8 

Fax# 
301/ 698-4201 

202/ 785-0514 

202/ 331-9588 

202/ 383°2670 

248/280-1456 

248/280-1456 

612/ 292-0014 

610/278-7255 

713/ 646-4831 

:38AM 

Status 
YES 
(JG) 

YES 
(JG) 

YES 
(JG) 

YES 
(JG) 
YES 
(JG) 

._., ;, 
~- '·. -~---

YES 
(JG) 

YES 
(DF) 



o^l^List I^^^iness

DRAFT-9; :38 AM

Name Title/Affiliation Background Phone # Fax# Status
Steven Percy
PRT (also in nation-wide)

CEO, BP America Proactive on climate change

!
YES
(DF)

Jared Blum
PR

Polyisocyanurate Insulation 
Manufacturers Association (PIMA)

Big picture; contact for other business 
people

202/624-2709
(DC) 202/628-3856

YES
(JG)

Michael Marvin
PRT

Executive Director, Business Council for 
Sustainable Energy; Washington D.C.

Trade association of industries 
marketing efficient technologies; help 
line up industry; contact for other 
business people

202/785-0507
(DC)

202/ 785-0514 YES
(JG)

David Nemtzow
PRT

Executive Director, Alliance to Save 
Energy; Washington D.C.

Potential for energy efficiency; contact 
for other business people

202/857-0666
(DC)

202/331-9588 YES
(JG)

Scott Sklar
PR

Solar Energy Industries Association, 
Washington, D.C.

Long-term renewables industry leader; 
contact for other business people

202/383-2611
(DC)

202/383-2670 YES
(JG)

Mark Spurr
P

District Heating Industry Association 612/227-8452
(MN)

612/292-0014
(JG)

i i
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List I DRAFT--9/8 :38AM 

Name Title/ Affiliation Back2round Phone# Fax# Status 
Steven Percy CEO, BP America Proactive on climate change YES 
PRT (also in nation-wide) (DF) 
·• ,,'-""'.••~v ~Jt~::::itr1.'i'.%f .... -•·· '';:';:.::f < · ·:,<· "· · Yt":>"< ., .. , · ': ::•·::,/"? ,. ·;;,,-··· ··,.;.; -:· ~ .. _: ::, _;;';;:,?· •, ,:: >. ' 

. '-·:· .. ·:.·· ), .:\:'-:?'·'\t.,':;t,;. 1•:. . -',;;~r. -~i,'j); ·•''<'h" ·'3'.,. -·•-,,; i. :'._--,.•·• •., ,·. ·. ., :.' . ,.,_ " .,. -.::...· 

Jared Blum Polyisocyanurate Insulation Big picture; contact for other business 202/624-2709 YES 
PR Manufacturers Association (PIMA) !people (DC) 202/628-3856 (JG) 
Michael Marvin Executive Director, Business Council for Trade association of industries 202/785-0507 202/ 785-0514 YES 
PRT Sustainable Energy; Washington D.C. marketing efficient technologies; help (DC) (JG) 

line up industry; contact for other 
business oeoole 

David Nemtzow Executive Director, Alliance to Save Potential for energy efficiency; contact 202/857-0666 202/ 331-9588 YES 
PRT Ener2v; Washington D.C. for other business oeoole (DC) (JG) 
Scott Sklar Solar Energy Industries Association, Long-term renewables industry leader; 202/383-2611 202/ 383-2670 YES 
PR Washinj!;ton, D.C. contact for other business oeoole (DC) (JG) 
Mark Spurr District Heating Industry Association 612/227-8452 612/ 292-0014 YES 
p (MN) (JG) 
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List V. Former C^vemment Officials DRAFT-9i :38 AM

I Name Title/Affiliation iBackground |Phone# |Fax# [Status

Hazel O’Leary
PRT

Chair, Keystone Energy Board Former Secretary of Energy 301/961-4049
(DC) 301/654-1089

YES
(DF)

Tony Earl
PRT

Chairman of the Board, Center for
Clean Air Policy

Former Governor of Wisconsin 608/283-2476
(Wl) 608/251-9166

YES
(JG)

^ - Hr-;r‘J-

James Florio
PRT

Florio and Permcoi jFoimer Gov of New Jersey 732/562-9100
(NJ)

YES
(DF)

Eileen Claussen
PRT

Alcalde and Fay, Washington, D.C. Former State Dept., NSC, and EPA 703/841-0626
(VA)

703/ 243-2874 YES
(JG)

Hazel O’Leary
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Chair, Keystone Energy Board Former Secretary of Energy 301/961-4049
(DC) 301/654-1089

YES
(DF)

Tony Earl
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Chairman of the Board, Center for
Clean Air Policy

Ftwmer Governor of Wisconsin 608/283-2476
(WI)

YES
608/251-9166 (JG)

Karl Rabago National Energy Program Manager, 
Environmental Defense Fund, Texas

Former DOE official in Renewable 
Energy; Former Texas Energy Comin. 
(Talk on RE)

512/478-5161
(TX)

512/478-8140

YES
(LM)

Page 11

V. Former ernment Officials 

nter for 

Eileen Claussen Alcalde and Fay, Washington, D.C. 
PRT 
Hazel O'Leary Chair, Keystone Energy Board 
PRT (also in nation-wide) 

Tony Earl 
PRT al 

Karl Rabago National Energy Program Manager, 
Environmental Defense Fund, Texas 

Former Secretary of Energy 

Former Governor of Wisconsin 

Former OOE official in Renewable 
Energy; Former Texas Energy Comm. 
(Talk on RE) 
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, :38AM 

Fax# Status 

01/961-4049 
DC) 301/654-1089 

8/283-2476 

512/478-5161 
(TX) 

512/478-8140 

YES 
(LM) 



Contact List Vll. Environmental Granps and Independent Experts DRAFT-9i :38 AM

Name | Title/Affiliation iBackeround iPhone# |Fax# {Status

Ralph Cavanagh
PRT

Natural Resources Defense Council, N. 
California

Energy efficiency expert 415/777-0220
(CA)

415/495-5996 YES
(SS)

Howard Geller
PR

American Council for an Energy 
Efficient Economy

Energy efficiency 202/429-8S73
(DC)

202/ 429-2248 YES
(JG)

David Goldstein
PR

Natural Resources Defense Council, 
California

Energy efficiency (CA) YES
(SS)

Daniel Lashoff
PRT (also in Scientists)

Senior Scientist, NRDC Washington
D.C.

Climate specialist, co-authored NGO 
study. Energy Innovations

202/289-2399
(DC)

202/289-1060 YES
(SS)

Amory Lovins
PRT

Director, Rocky Mountain Institute Energy efficiency/business opportunities 970/927-3851
(CO)

970/927-4178 1 YES
(JG)

Alden Meyer
PR

Union of Concerned Scientists
1
(DC)

YES
(SS)

Bill Moomaw
PRT (also General)

Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, 
Tufts U

Former WRl pohcy director; article 
published on economics, chemist(?) 
policy area, role of indusuy, dealing 
with North/South issues

617/628-5000 
x2732 (MA)

617/627-3712 YES
(JG)

!I

Cheryl Harrington Regulatory Assistance Project State utility regulations 207/582-1135
(ME)

207/582-1176 YES
(SS)

Bill Moomaw
PRT (also in General & 
nation-wide)

Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, 
Tufts U

Former WRl policy director; article 
published on economics, chemist(?) 
policy area, role of industry, dealing 
with North/South issues

617/628-5000 
x2732 (MA)

617/627-3712 YES
(JG)

Alan Nogee Union of Concerned Scientists 617/547-5552
(MA)

617/864-9405 YES
(SS)

■ '• "'As/-. ;•

Dan Rosenblum Environmental Law and Policy Center 
(Chicago-based)

Lawyer; former IL commerce 
commissioner, advocate

212/367-9299
(NY/IL)

212/647-1403 YES
(JG)

Ed Smeloff Pace University Law School; Center for 
Environmental Studies

914/422^141
(NY)

914/422-4180 YES
(SS)

David Wooley Pace University 914/422-4386
(NY)

914/422-4180 YES
(SS)

mmmmmmsm
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Vil. Environmental G ps and Independent Experts DRAFT--9/8 :38AM 

Name Title/ Affiliation Back.J?round Phone# Fax# Status 
-~i~t~rt~~;:tirr~;JtSJt:J?~/t:tr::'.:t5:fi:B¥:\_•:;uWt';t;W;1::·w;;c1Ji:~t11.ii:~;,ltf,:;~"it->c:-:· .. ,i'~:.r:••:.:-:··,>: ... •:re:: i;\:•,1··~.-'.>S:)1,/>~-0'_•!,.,:.:. t.:?~rr-:;(;,; •c-:/\;~;1 ti;/;1(::C''; 

Ralph Cavanagh Natural Resources Defense Council, N. Energy efficiency expert 415/777-0220 415/495-5996 YES 
PRT California (CA) (SS) 
Howard Geller American Council for an Energy Energy efficiency 202/429-8873 202/ 429-2248 YES 
PR Efficient Economy (DC) (JG) 
David Goldstein Natural Resources Defense Council, Energy efficiency (CA) .YES 
PR California (SS) 
Daniel Lashoff Senior Scientist, NRDC Washington Climate specialist, co-authored NGO 202/289-2399 202/ 289-1060 YES 
PRT (also in Scientists) D.C. study, Energy Innovations (DC) (SS) 
Amory Lovins Director, Rocky Mountain Institute Energy efficiency/business opportunities 970/927-385 I 970/ 927-4178 YES 
PRT (CO) (JG) 
Alden Meyer Union of Concerned Scientists YES 
PR (DC) (SS) 
Bill Moomaw Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Former WRI policy director; article 617 /628-5000 617/627-3712 YES 
PRT (also General) Tufts U published on economics, chemist(?) x2732 (MA) (JG) 

policy area, role of industry, dealing 
with North/South issues 

-New,i::n.a .. i'i4'(¢rf~M~iNlJ;;R:Ii :VJ}:':t\: !: ··'t <:s,·. ,. ;- · "'·· . ')<1 ;;:::;:: J-\f,.:{ ': :· .. ' ,__ .. . 
(<· ,_,_ •. -r ; · : ,~: .. J:,._-r: >:\,, -~:--."~ .:·;·- \:•. -i'.- ·.·:_ ··· .. J •. · . / .. ,':,,:,·:;;.:\ ,.:.:, •.•. ;:•:,;_,:· <:: ._. 

Cheryl Harrington Regulatory Assistance Project State utility regulations 207 /582-1135 207/ 582-1176 YES 
(ME) (SS) 

Bill Moomaw Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Former WRI policy director; article 617/628-5000 617/627-3712 YES 
PRT (also in General & Tufts U published on economics, chemist(?) x2732 (MA) (JG) 
nation-wide) policy area, role of industry, dealing 

with North/South issues 
Alan Nogee Union of Concerned Scientists 617/547-5552 617 / 864-9405 YES 

(MA) (SS) 
NevlY<i.:ktN · . ·\j. ... iy./ : c·:s-.. ,.,,;, ·-: )".'\/;}• ·t:,{ ·' ·,y i· ./ ·x .,_. ';·:.,, .. :. : . ,. ··• -~ .... :: . ·•·._.,.-.' ... ·. ,, ·. . . ew..- .e:r.se .,-,,,,.,,. •·:.; .•,., ..... ·:,;=• _.,,. ·''· . --·· •," ,,.: .·, .. ' •. ·-~:: ,·. 

Dan Rosenblum Environmental Law and Policy Center Lawyer; former IL commerce 212/367-9299 212/647-1403 YES 
(ChicaJ?o-based) commissioner, advocate (NY/IL) (JG) 

Ed Smeloff Pace University Law School; Center for 914/ 422-4141 914/ 422-4180 YES 
Environmental Studies (NY) (SS) 

David Wooley Pace University 914/422-4386 914/ 422-4180 YES 
(NY) (SS) 

·11.··~...1:--;::,_:..i·t:.:., ._,·•,l~·'· ' 
., .,.,.~Ji;M;,.~-:;~':t -. ·::.. . .... ;: .. . :::,;s:;;_;-:.1 ~:.:.;•,,:'. ,, '•. ;;,,.:-,Jf.:;;J,t;;~;f·,}:_::c,;; ;;;\ ';,~; -:~;.;:; ;.-. :;'/•·ii.ii{:,\ ~1:~}:f'/ ·, i;:_.·:,:'.,,,i'.:t.'.·> ,:<!:,:::{:~.~.ii~- jif '::f)'./J?. , 
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ConiSct List Vll. Environmental Groups and Independent Experts DRAFT-ft :38 AM

Name TiUe/AffiUation Background Phone # Fax# Status
Howard Geller
PR (also in nation-wide)

American Council for an Energy 
Efficient Economy

Energy efficiency 202/429-8873
(DC)

202/429-2248 YES
(JG)

Ned Helme Center for Clean Air Policy Public interest/govemors, JI and trading 202/408-9260
Ass’t=Christine
Dennell 202/408-8896

YES
(SS)

Daniel Lashoff
PRT (also in Scientists, 
also in nation-wide)

Senior Scientist, NRIX! Washington
D.C.

Climate specialist, co-authored NGO 
study. Energy Innovations

202/289-2399
(DC)

202/ 289-1060 YES
(SS)

Alden Meyer
PR (also in nation-wide)

Union of Concerned Scientists
(DC)

YES
(SS)

Russell Sturm
P

Pres, International Institute for Energy 
Conservation; Chair, Export Council for 
Energy Efficiency

Works with U.S. business to export EE 202/842-3388 
x519 Ass't=Lee 
Ebersole (DC)

202/842-1565
YES
(SS)

Howard Learner Environmental Law and Policy Center Midwest regional air quality, 
transportation and energy

312/759-3400
(IL)

312/332-1580 YES
(SS)

Kurt Waltzer Energy Program Manager, Ohio 
Environmental Council

coal emissions 614/487-7506
(OH)

614/487-7510 YES
(SS)

Gary L. Groesch Alliance for Affordable Energy; vice 
chair of LA legis. study group on 
climate change

Holding town meeting in New Orleans 
in OcL with EIC

504/525-0778
(LA)

504/ 525-0779 YES
(SS)

4.i4::.:v4 '::4.
Amory Lovins
PRT

Director, Rocky Mountain Institute Energy efficiency/business opportunities 970/927-3851
(CO)

970/ 927-4178
1

YES
(JG)

|Southwest(AZ,CAHLNV,AS,GU) ■■■:■ . 4.-.- * V. '4>.' j

Ralph Cavanagh
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Natural Resources Defense Council, N. 
California

Energy efficiency expert 415/777-0220
(CA)

415/495-5996 YES
(SS)

David Goldstein
PR (also in nation-wide)

Natural Resources Defense Council, 
California

Energy efficiency (CA) YES
(SS)
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VII. Environmental Gr ps and Independent Experts DRAFT--9/8 :38AM 

Name Title/ Affiliation Background Phone# Fax# Status 
Howard Geller American Council for an Energy Energy efficiency 202/429-8873 202/ 429-2248 YES 
PR (also in nation-wide) Efficient Economy (DC) (JG) 
NedHelme Center for Clean Air Policy Public interest/governors, JI and trading 202/408-9260 YES 

Ass't=Christine (SS) , 

Dennell 202/408-8896 
Daniel ·Lashoff Senior Scientist, NRDC Washington Climate specialist, co-authored NGO 202/289-2399 202/ 289-1060 YES 
PRT (also in Scientists, D.C. study, Energy Innovations 

-
(DC) (SS) 

also in nation-wide) 
Alden Meyer Union of Concerned Scientists YES 
PR (also in nation-wide) (DC) (SS) 
Russell Sturm Pres, International Institute for Energy Works with U.S. business to export EE 202/842-3388 202/842-1565 
p Conservation; Chair, Export Council for x5 l 9 Ass't=Lee YES 

Ener Efficiency Ebersole (DC) (SS) 
liiau~~-,,~~~~:~*U:~~:~ --~ ... ., ..., .. ' , '. "\i':iti,if,)i.;; : .· ~,.,,; .. , .. ,,, -.<,.:;,:frk/ ,:<.El: ";;:il~'i# ,, · " .,ti{•~;rS,-,>'it\~ 0\,,;.i_4>E\: ,, ;,,:,.;)\ i.i.,:.;: .. fr ,;:: >'j: :l:. ,/./ ~/.'.Yt'>.;:j\ ,;....-.. ~ ' ' ,,, ... , 

Howard Learner Environmental Law and Policy Center Midwest regional air quality, 312/759-3400 312/ 332-1580 YES 
transportation and energy (IL) (SS) 

Kurt Waltzer Energy Program Manager, Ohio coal emissions 614/487-7506 614/487-7510 YES 
Environmental Council (OH) (SS) 

&qut1f~ ~~:.m u~li>LE'OO";',''.$;".".!'.~·,.;:,·v,">," '. iL;:i/•:-· ,::~-<v>>,<:.: :;.(/.;,;;';-_\;~~;.,:: ,/:.).:-.c::r · ,,,;, • · .:<< · · · <>i>'X; .·.·. .;';.: :/;;c T .. ;;· .' .. :· i,'f-.c;,, .. >[' '.,?,·C0i'.'·"'-.,C' .\,, ,'. , ,, .c· ·"· "-;> •. ;;... ·f .; ·,, C;/ ,,' .. , .'.;'. ,,. ,;, .;:-;.: .;,'\, 

Gary L. Groesch Alliance for Affordable Energy; vice Holding town meeting in New Orleans 504/525-0778 504/ 525-0779 YES 
chair of LA legis. study group on in Oct with EiC (LA) (SS) 
climate change 

Mountain1ab.d\\if:dM.ulWest;l€0tJJtrr;l$;:SI:J., Uf/WY) \/ ::, . ~ ;::, :<;y: •· ·, . · '\ ;;,:/ ·:. tt\ ;}/ ;;:, -/>' ::· ... . -.-> .. ·/ .. ' .. ··~ . : ' ,.:;c.:· .:_>: .:;· .. .. '/ ;i: :;,: . : .. ;',;.,, ... --' ': ' ,,; 

Amory Lovins Director, Rocky Mountain Institute Energy efficiency/business opportunities 970/927-3851 970/ 927-4178 YES 
PRT (CO) (JG) 
SootbwesHAZrc~ HU NV. ASi OU)' ·_ --;-, ' · .. .-.· 

----·-.·.:..,<2-, ., ,.: : ' -~ '~--: . .-

Ralph Cavanagh Natural Resources Defense Council, N. Energy efficiency expert 415/777-0220 415/495-5996 YES 
PRT (also in nation-wide) California (CA) (SS). 
David Goldstein Natural Resources Defense Council, Energy efficiency (CA) YES 
PR (also in nation-wide) California . (SS) 
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Coiiract List VUI. Fmral Officials DRAFT-9i :38 AM

Dan Albritton
PRTS

Director, Aeronomy Lab, 
NOAA/Commerce, Boulder Co. (Gov't)

Generalist; Basic climate science 303/497-5785
(CO)

303/497-5340 NOTIN
SEPT
(RB)

Michael H. Glantz
P

Program Director, Environmental and 
Societal Impacts Group, National Center 
for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, CO 
(Gov’t)

Impacts on natural resources; societal 
impacts; El Nino; will do background 
checks on other experts

303/497-8119
(CO)

303/497-8125 YES
(TP)

Thomas E. Lovejoy
PRT

Counselor to Secretary of Interior; 
counselor for Biodiversity and 
Environmental Affairs, Smithsonian; 
Board of Directors, World Resources 
Institute

DOI; Wrote book on effects of cUmate 
change on biodiversity

202/786-2263
(DC)

202/786-2304 YES
(DF)

Jerry Mahhnan
PS

Director, GFDL, NOAA/Conunerce, 
Princeton, NJ (Gov't)

Basic climate science; climate models; 
physical science

609/452-6502
(NJ)

609/ 987-5070 YES
(RB)

Joseph Romm
PR

Acting Ass’t Sec., Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable/DOE

202/586-9220
(DC)

202/ 586-9260 YES
(DF)

Cynthia Rosenzweig
PS

Goddard Institute for Space 
Studies/NASA, New York (Gov't)

Impacts on natural resources; agriculture 212/678-5562
(NY)

YES
(TP)

Nw Yoik/Ncw Jdi^
•• • .......... -4.

Jerry Mahhnan
PS (also in nation-wide)

Director, GFDL, NOAA/Commerce, 
Princeton, NJ (Gov't)

Basic climate science; climate models; 
physical science

609/452-6502
(NJ)

609/ 987-5070 YES
(RB)

Cynthia Rosenzweig
PS (also in nation-wide)

Goddard Institute for Space 
Studies/NASA, New York (Gov't)

Impacts on natural resources; agriculture 212/678-5562
(NY)

YES
(TP)18s11

Thomas E. Lovejoy
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Counselor to Secretary of Interior; 
counselor for Biodiversity and 
Environmental Affairs, Smithsonian; 
Board of Directors, World Resources 
Institute

EX)I; Wrote book on effects of climate 
change on biodiversity

202/786-2263
(DC)

202/786-2304 YES
(DF)

Joseph Romm
PR (also in nation-wide)

Acting Ass’t Sec., Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable/DOE

202/586-9220
(DC)

202/586-9260 YES
(DF)
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VIII. DRAFT--9/8 :38AM 

Bfil, Tide/ Affiliation Baclrnround Phone# Fax# Status 
" .. \' ~ ... ,, 

f.f'\'l\l'=Y•;~:,;v~•;i:, • ~Ft~:}t0?ik •-:: f}i:Wx::Jf:'·\i:t? 1.;:>if:,{'.'t'"~~r•;,. ::,--'T;;:(,-'/f.t.l. 'J/; \:a.;;r .. f;,~W:,r(:'l\~t\:r·c:, .. 'l;f:r :~i!:fdt(·1ttt>~?i'.¥•tfi-~f~/ .. :.-..-,." l~.,-,::li,":( - ·',..-'~:,,,;•:~~,..._ 
i::~{;.J_,. : ·~• -.-,~,1'.'V' ', ·.•~~;;t•;~,._,-

Dan Albritton Director, Aeronomy Lab, Generalist; Basic climate science 303/497-5785 303/ 497-5340 NOT IN 
PRTS NOAA/Commerce, Boulder Co. (Gov't) (CO) SEPT 

(RB) 

Michael H. Glantz Program Director, Environmental and Impacts on natural resources; societal 303/497-8119 303/ 497-8125 YES 
p Societal Impacts Group, National Center impacts; El Nino; will do background (CO) (TP) 

for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, CO checks on other experts 
(Gov't) 

Thomas E. Lovejoy Counselor to Secretary of Interior; DOI; Wrote book on effects of climate 202/786-2263 202/786-2304 YES 
PRT counselor for Biodiversity and change on biodiversity (DC) (DF) 

Environmental Affairs, Smithsonian; 
Board of Directors, World Resources 
Institute 

Jerry Mahlman Director, GFDL, NOAA/Commerce, Basic climate·science; climate models; 609/452-6502 609/ 987-5070 YES 
PS Princeton, NJ (Gov't) I physical science (NJ) (RB) 
Joseph Romm Acting Ass' t Sec., Energy Efficiency and 202/586-9220 202/ 586-9260 YES 
PR Renewable/DOE (DC) (OF) 
Cynthia Rosenzweig Goddard Institute for Space Impacts on natural resources; agriculture 212/678-5562 YES 
PS Studies/NASA, New York (Gov't) (NY) (TP) 
New: Yodc:/New Jersey;"_ \: · > t r: , : .> ·. ·t ~··•• >. ',',}\:, · .. , .. 

'(: ...• ··::: .. . ·, >:. . , ·, .;_.. .-.•. I -~ . 
. . 

:, .. 

Jerry Mahlman Director, GFDL, NOAA/Commerce, Basic climate science; climate models; 609/452-6502 609/ 987-5070 YES 
PS (also in nation-wide) Princeton, NJ (Gov'l) I physical science (NJ) (RB) 
Cynthia Rosenzweig Goddard Institute for Space Impacts on natural resources; agriculture 212/678-5562 YES 
PS (also in nation-wide) Studies/NASA, New York (Gov't) (NY) (TP) 
Mid{A'tJaiiuc:(DE,i:QQ;Sf:Qlil'AfVA,;;;:WV):;r:'r;:,{'.f / },?';..,, /:: ::,, ..• .· 

·.:, ... ·, 

:.; :, i ····. 
·.:-::: :~_~\~,:>~ 

,. .,-_ ... ·(. 

""'·.',;, .... :0..,, ., .,,;. /" .. , 
" 

--, .... , :·,.: : ,.., ·, -~ ::., ·,.:,_;, .. i 

Thomas E. Lovejoy Counselor to Secretary of Interior; DOI; Wrote book on effects of climate 202/786-2263 202/786-2304 YES 
PRT (also in nation-wide) counselor for Biodiversity and change on biodiversity (DC) (DF) 

Environmental Affairs, Smithsonian; 
Board of Directors; World Resources 
Institute 

Joseph Romm Acting Ass't Sec., Energy Efficiency and 202/586-9220 202/ 586-9260 YES 
PR (also in nation-wide) Renewable/DOE (DC) (OF) . ., .. -~ .. ,....~·'' ";~:c:,~.· -•>:-f>•,.:.-.1\. . ,ft!r_;,~',{Jr:nJ,llr.Y:};-; './, •;,,' "L ;;\"-.' . i. ;;,, \c.-:ti, .. \'.;,£":: i,:'.!., F" .::,; . :::;;-+:.:~;~f !);[·}.:;,:::::.:, ':; .,?,;:,-·,,;, __ , c;,;.,;;.;,.,::; '" .,:·/,:;,; ·.:o., '·" ·,-•· .. •·.>; 

.,_,,.. .. •<:,._.,,y,.,,..~;. 
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Contact List VUL ral Officials DRAFT-9i :38 AM

Name Title/Affiliation Background Phone # Fax# Status
Dan Albritton
PRTS (also in nation­
wide)

Director, Aeronomy Lab, 
NOAA/Commerce, Boulder Co. (Gov't)

Basic climate science 303/497-5785
(CO)

303/497-5340 NOTIN
SEPT
(RB)

Michael H. Glantz
P (also in nation-wide)

Program Director, Environmental and 
Societal Impacts Group, National Center 
for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, CO 
(Gov't)

Impacts on natural resources; societal 
impacts; El Nino; will do background 
checks on other experts

303/497-8119
(CO)

303/497-8125 YES
(TP)

Duane Gubler Center for Disease Control, Fort Collins 
(Gov't)

Human health impacts 970/221-6428
(CO)

970/221-6476 YES
(TP)
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VllL ral Officials DRAFT--9/8 :38AM 

Name Title/ Affiliation Background Phone# Fax#. Status 

Dan Albritton Director, Aeronomy Lab, Basic climate science 303/497-5785 303/ 497-5340 NOT IN 

PRTS (also in nation- NOAA/Commerce, Boulder Co. (Gov't) (CO) SEPT 

wide) (RB) 

Michael H. Glantz Program Director, Environmental and Impacts on natural resources; societal 303/497-8119 303/ 497-8125 YES 

P (also in nation-wide) Societal Impacts Group, National Center impacts; El Nino; will do background (CO) (TP) 

for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, CO checks on other experts 
(Gov't) 

Duane Gubler Center for Disease Control, Fort Collins Human health impacts 970/221-6428 970/221-6476 YES 

l(Gov't) (CO) (TP) 
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List [lift]
nomists DRAFT-8/1M50 AM

Name | Tide/Affiliation iBackground iPhone# |Fax# IStatus
General/Natioh-wide..-; ■ ■. v',.xs-^
Kenneth Arrow
P

Stanford University; Nobel Laureate Economists’ Statement 415/723-9165
(CA)

YES
(JG)

Stephen DeCanio
PR

UC Santa Barbara Organized Economists’ Statement; staff 
at CEA during Reagan Admin.

805/893-3130
(CA)

805/893-8830 YES
(JG)

Dan Dudek
PRT

Environmental Defense Fund Emissions trading proponent 203/938-3392
(CT)

203/938-4172 YES
(JG)

Ev Ehrlich
PRT (also General)

President, ESC Company; directed 
Administration’s economic analysis

Ex-Undersecretary of Commerce 202/347-3200
(DC)

202/ 347-4334 YES
(JG)

Paul Krugman
PRT

MIT One of the crafters of the Economists’ 
Statement

617/253-1551
(MA)

617/ 253-4096 left msg 
(JG)

John Palmisano
PR

Enron Corp. Emissions trading proponent

(TX)

in Bonn 
(JG)

Paul Portney President, Resources for the Future, 
Washington, D.C.

Resource economist 202/328-5103
(DC)

202/939-3460 YES
(JG)

Robert Repetto
PRT

Senior Economist, World Resource 
Institute

Economists’ Statement; authorized 
report explaining economic models 
related to climate

202/638-6300
(DC)

202/ 638-0036 YES
(JG)

Richard Sandor
PRT

President, Centre Financial; Vice chair, 
Chicago Board of Trade

Emissions trading of sulfur and carbon 
dioxide

(IL) YES
(JG,
DF)

Robert Solow
PRT

MIT, Cambridge MA; Nobel Laureate Economists’ Statement 617/253-5268
(MA)

617/253-0560 YES
(JG)

Joseph Stiglitz
PRT

Chief Economist, World Bank Ex-chair of CEA; involved in 
economics section of IPCC; emissions 
trading, JI

New England (CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT)
Dan Dudek
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Environmental Defense Fund Emissions trading proponent 203/938-3392
(CT)

203/ 938-4172 YES
(JG)

A. Myrick Freeman III Bowdoin College Economists’ Statement; Air pollution 
benefits through the CAACC

(ME)

L.?-
'--V >

- ->r.
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List I nomists DRAFT--8/18 .SOAM 

Name Title/ Affiliation Background Phone# Fax# Status 
General/Nation~wide 

•,:·,··· ·-- . f, __ ·,·, . . '<·v-··>.:··,_:. ,><"'c''C,:, ,;'._;ii 
..... 

_ff .;---.-:'. ·=,. , r~·-- • ": ~~;$--' •• ;,;· • : ,.· -~ : . .. ', , .. 
. · .•· '· . , .. . . ~ .. · .... 

Kenneth Arrow Stanford University; Nobel Laureate Economists' Statement 415/723-9165 YES 
p (CA) (JG) 
Stephen DeCanio UC Santa Barbara Organized Economists' Statement; staff 805/893-3130 805/ 893-8830 YES 
PR at CEA during Reagan Admin. (CA) (JG) 
Dan Dudek Environmental Defense Fund Emissions trading proponent 203/938-3392 203/ 938-4172 YES 
PRT (CT) (JG) 
Ev Ehrlich President, ESC Company; directed Ex-Undersecretary of Commerce 202/347-3200 202/ 347-4334 YES 
PRT (also General) Administration's economic analysis (DC) (JG) 
Paul Krugman MIT One of the crafters of the Economists' 617 /253-1551 617/ 253-4096 left msg 
PRT Statement (MA) (JG) 

John Palmisano Enron Corp. Emissions trading proponent in Bonn 
PR (JG) 

(TX) 
Paul Portney President, Resources for the Future, Resource economist 202/328-5103 202/ 939-3460 YES 

Washington, D.C. (DC) (JG) 
Robert Repetto Senior Economist, World Resource Economists' Statement; authorized 202/638-6300 202/ 638-0036 YES 
PRT Institute report explaining economic models (DC) (JG) 

related to climate 
Richard Sandor President, Centre Financial; Vice chair, Emissions trading of sulfur and carbon (IL) YES 
PRT Chicago Board of Trade dioxide (JG, 

OF) 
Robert Solow MIT, Cambridge MA; Nobel Laureate Economists' Statement 617/253-5268 617/ 253-0560 YES 
PRT (MA) (JG) 
Joseph Stiglitz Chief Economist, World Bank Ex-chair of CEA; involved in 
PRT economics section of IPCC; emissions 

trading, JI 
New England (CT, ME, MA. NH, RI, VT) ,·. . _, ... '' .. . ' .,·. -~ .. · ·. ,, 

•• "CC" 

. '..· .. ,\ . -· , . ._:o·," . a',: ' ''. ;, ·;c.,;: . . :-;.-: .:',,;-,:,,,,_ .;:,;_:,:-. : .. ·>-· -i• .... -,·:-;-·.:-.'_'. 

Dan Dudek Environmental Defense Fund Emissions trading proponent 203/938-3392 203/ 938-4172 YES 
PRT (also in nation-wide) (CT) (JG) 
A. Myrick Freeman III Bowdoin College Economists' Statement; Air pollution (ME) 

benefits throu2h the CAACC 
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mList
--tiesc

nomists DRAFT-8/1 50 AM

Name Title/Affiliation Background Phone # Fax# Status
Paul Krugman 
(also in nation-wide)

MIT One of the crafters of Economists’ 
Statement

617/253-1551
(MA)

617/ 253-4096 left msg 
(JG)

Richard Schmalensee MIT Economic benefits of action 617/253-2957
(MA)

617/ 258-6617 YES
(JG)

Robert Solow 
(also in nation-wide)

MfT; Nobel Laureate Economists’ Statement 617/253-5268
(MA)

617/ 253-0560 YES
(JG)

Robert Stavins Harvard University, Kennedy School of 
Government

Economists’ Statement; market-based 
approaches, likes taxes

617/495-1820
(MA)

617/495-1635

RjobeaJ^vcnseftsC'-------- - CEA. Econo>i^’ Stateqjeiir\ (CT)Pak&^hiHu^-— Yale CE/vEcOtromi^^%irieuieiit y XX
\

Gary Yohe Wesley^ University CEA, Economists’ Statement;^dent of 
Nordhaus

(CT)

NcwYqHc/NewJferscy r';..'., *. - 7- ‘r
William J. Baumol New York University Economists’ Statement (NY)
Alan Blinder Princeton University, NJ Ex-member 

CEA
609/258-3358
(NJ)

YES
(JG)

Mid^AUandc-{IxeiI)G«MD,.PA-VA7WV)'4,/;7A ;;77,-7:7
Maureen Cropper U of Maryland; Chair of Clean Air Act 

Compliance Analysis Council
Economists’ Statement (MD)

Peggy Duxbury Program Manager, Redefining Progress Organization sponsored Economists’ 
Statement; contact for other economists

202/588-8900
(DC)

202/588-9711 (JG)

Ev Ehrlich
PRT (also in General & 
nation-wide)

President, ESC Company; directed 
Administration’s economic analysis

Ex-Undersecretary of Commerce 202/347-3200
(DC)

202/ 347-4334 YES
(JG)

Paul Faeth World Resources Institute Economists’ Statement (DC)
Irving Mintzer
PRT (also in General)

Ex-WRI and Center for Global Change; 
Washington D.C. Generalist

301/587-8714
(MD)

YES
(JG)

Paul Pormey 
(also in nation-wide)

President, Resources for the Future, 
Washington, D.C.

Resource economist 202/328-5103
(DC)

202/939-3460 YES
(JG)
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List 

Name 
Paul Krugman 
(also in nation-wide) 

Richard Schmalensee 

Robert Solow 
(also in nation-wide) 
Robert Stavins 

.. ___ ...,_ _____ _ 

Oc:' l - rvMvles 
I 

Title/ Affiliation 
MIT 

MIT 

MIT; Nobel Laureate 

Back2round 
One of the crafters of Economists' 
Statement 

Economic benefits of action 

Economists' Statement 

Phone# 
617/253-1551 
(MA) 

617/253-2957 
(MA) 
617/253-5268 
(MA) 

Harvard University, Kennedy School of Economists' Statement; market-based 617/495-1820 
Government approaches, likes taxes <MA) 
~- -- · ... 1~ .,,, , ~. Econo"lll:ffi\s' StatemerIT'\ JiCT) /1 

DRAFT--8/18 .SOAM 

Fax# Status 
617 / 253-4096 left msg 

(JG) 

617/ 258-6617 

617/ 253-0560 

617/ 495-1635 

..... 

YES 
(JG) 
YES 
(JG) 

Gary Yohe Wesle~ University '- CEA, Economists' Statement; s'tndent of (CT) ---........ 

William J. Baumol 
Alan Blinder 

New York University 
Princeton University, NJ Ex-member 
CEA 

Nordhaus 

Economists' Statement (NY) 
609/258-3358 
(NJ) 

YES 
(JG) 

Mfil:::Atfandc-<I>E7:I>C/Mt>. P~V.K/WV> ; _ , ·:r"· .. ··. ,: .. -·. :_ ._. _ :I':'-.'::: -::::_\L 1 ~z,.::"<f::I•7z/? ._t:::~::''fa:::;,;;, " _;:.7,,:;~r: .-.~· _ ~:i ___ ,:z,,s,r t .. ·t ]\.;_:_/: \_' 
Maureen Cropper U of Maryland; Chair of Clean Air Act Economists' Statement (MD) 

Compliance Analysis Council 
Peggy Duxbury Program Manager, Redefining Progress Organization sponsored Economists' 202/588-8900 202/ 588-9711 (JG) 

Statement; contact for other economists (OC) 

Ev Ehrlich President, ESC Company; directed Ex-Undersecretary of Commerce 202/347-3200 202/ 347-4334 YES 
PRT (also in General & Administration's economic analysis (OC) (JG) 
nation-wide) 
Paul Faeth World Resources Institute Economists' Statement (OC) 
Irving Mintzer Ex-WRI and Center for Global Change; 301/587-8714 YES 
PRT (also in General) Washin~ton D.C. Generalist (MD) (JG) 
Paul Portney President, Resources for the Future, Resource economist 202/328-5103 202/ 939-3460 YES 
(also in nation-wide) Washin~ton, D.C. (OC) !(JG) 
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List lomists DRAFT-8/1 50 AM

Name TiUe/Affiliation Background Phone # Fax# Status
Robert Repetto
PRT (also in nation-wide)

Senior Economist, World Resource 
Institute

Economists’ Statement; authorized 
report explaining economic models 
related to climate

202/638-6300
(DC)

202/ 638-0036 YES
(JG)

I Southeast (AL, FL, GA, KY. MS, NC, SC, TN) EM w u ME : E--EMM 2: v.'v;22M ■
IPhihp J. Cook I Duke University CEA, Economists’Statement |(NC) I I I
Industrial Midwest (IL. IN. MI,MN, OH.WI) .E;r i''M.MvM v;:.::- ■ IM.EM T'iv:iE^:v'M;.
Richard Sandor 
(also in nation-wide)

President, Centre Financial; Vice chair, 
Chicago Board of Trade

Emissions trading of sulfur and carbon 
dioxide

(IL) YES
(JG,
DF)

Paul N. Courant U of Michigan CEA, Economists’ Statement (MD
Terry L. Roe U of Minnesota CEA, Economists’ Statement; resources, 

agriculture, water
(MN)

Vernon W. Ruttan U of Minnesota CEA, Economists’ Statement; 
agriculture

(MN)

South Central (AR, LA, NhLOK.TX) "2 : M' -V"'■■•iv'*';v - v - '1
John Palmisano
PR (also in nation-wide)

Enron Corp. Emissions trading proponent

(TX)

in Bonn 
(JG)

|AgricultuiaIMidwe^(IA,-KS,:MOi;NE):.;:;;L
John A. Miranowski Iowa State University CEA, Economists’ Statement; former 

USDA official
(lA)

Southwest (AZ, CA HI. N\r/AS,GU)-.-.--^E: \ M Vi.r vv, .MMi-E
Kenneth Arrow 
(also in nation-wide)

Stanford University; Nobel Laureate Economists’ Statement 415/723-9165
(CA)

YES
(JG)

Stephen DeCanio
PR (also in nation-wide)

UC Santa Barbara Organized Economists’ Statement; staff 
at CEA during Reagan Admin.

805/893-3130
(CA)

805/ 893-8830 YES
(JG)

Richard B. Norgaard UC Berkeley, Economists’ Statement (CA)
----  A —

I R^b^WT/leacon/' /UC S;^^(^bar^ M
A- '

E<^^on\ist§^tattv(^ent / / / //

A he 0^el^ /NA /] //iX C^A'^^'^Aoh isfs^tal^mtot/ /

Gorai Rat \y KWleyCy Edonpii^i^’ 'Smtement;

|Noithwest(AK,ID,OR;WA), -t'E
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List I 

Name Title/ Affiliation 
Robert Repetto Senior Economist, World Resource 
PRT (also in nation-wide) Institute 

omists 

Background 
Economists' Statement; authorized 
report explaining economic models 
related to climate 

Phone# 

202/638-6300 
(DC) 

Philip J. Cook Duke University CEA, Economists' Statement (NC) 
Industrial Midwest (Il.,, IN, MI, MN, OH, WI)-_-_ - - - , _---• ___ •-- _ - _ -+ ,, _ ,_, ·, , , __ 

Richard Sandor President, Centre Financial; Vice chair, Emissions trading of sulfur and carbon (IL) 
(also in nation-wide) Chicago Board of Trade dioxide 

Paul N. Courant U of Michigan 
Terry L. Roe U of Minnesota 

Vernon W. Ruttan U of Minnesota 

South Central (AR, LA, NM, OK, TX) 

CEA, Economists' Statement (MO 
CEA, Economists' Statement; resources, (MN) 
agriculture, water 
CEA, Economists' Statement; (MN) 
agriculture 

DRAFT--8/18 

Fax# Status 
202/ 638-0036 YES 

(JG) 

YES 
(JG, 

DF) 

SOAM 

John Palmisano Enron Corp. 
PR (also in nation-wide) 

Emissions trading proponent in Bonn 
(JG) 

John A. Miranowski Iowa State University 

Southwest (AZ, CA/'lll, NV/AS, GU) 
Kenneth Arrow Stanford University; Nobel Laureate 
(also in nation-wide) 
Stephen DeCanio UC Santa Barbara 
PR (also in nation-wide) 
Richard B. Norgaard UC Berkeley, 

(TX) 

CEA, Economists' Statement; former (IA) 
USDA official 

Economists' Statement 415/723-9165 YES 
(CA) (JG) 

Organized Economists' Statement; staff 805/893-3130 805/ 893-8830 YES 
at CEA during Reagan Admin. (CA) (JG) 
Economists' Statement (CA) vi.--&~ - - - - ~~ --, , ,....~-, -- -~. , ,.. ---;r- L-«:--, /1~i..-

R )belit T.,.{)eacon,/" / \ lJC S~lrwflli bara-... l-i--.. / , a~. ec'obon isl¥' ..,.wv/ e ~t / / ,,.,..-l'(t ~ I /i 
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^/Wassily Leontief * A7/U
^France Modigliani * MiT , VM
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Bill Cline, IIP XiA^-k- of (’2ojJ779 H'VBl?
Richard Cooper, Harvard ((^1 ~ (4\7)4%-p^’^

'MichaelToman, Resources for the Future, Former CEA Staff 
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Former Administration

Laura Tyson, UC-Berkeley 

Alicia Munnell, Boston
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Bill Cline, IIF J::.i.t.;+l\i-r of 1=,,4,,."-k~NI F,,a.,re (JoJ)8S-7- >"SI ( ;)0J)77) -1L/3L? 

(417) 4~S- tJC1l Richard Cooper, Harvard {, / r) 49<; - c;-v7 io 

(MichaelToman, Resources for the Future, Former CEA Staff 
U'-c-,.,\v.\4-1 f-cr (EA (~oJ) TlS-S-091 (.)D~)qrf-3t./~O 

Former Administration 

Laura Tyson, UC-Berkeley 

Alicia Munnell, Boston 



AOO Nmes ^

NAME AFFILIATION PHONE FAX

Bill Nordhaiis* Yale University (203) 432-3587 (203) 432-5779

Dale Jorgenson* Harvard University (617) 495-4661 (617) 495-7730

William Baumol New York University (212) 998-8943 (212) 995-3932

Max Corden School of Advanced International
Studies, Johns Hopkins University (202) 663-5679 (202) 663-5656

Gerard Debreu University of California, Berkeley (510) 642-7284 (415) 642-1966

Frank Fisher MIT (627) 253-3373 (617) 253-4096

Claudia Goldin Harvard University (617) 495-3934 (617) 868-2742

Ned Gramlich University of Michigan (313) 764-9483 (313) 763-9181

Lawrence Klein** University of Pennsylvania (215) 898-7713 (215) 898-4477

Anne Krueger Stanford University (415) 723-0188 (415) 725-5702

Larry Katz Harvard University (617) 495-5148 (617) 868-2742

Roben Litan Brookings Institution (202) 872-6828 (202) 797-6004

Van Ooms Committee for Economic Development (202) 296-5860 (202) 223-0776

Jeff Sachs Harvard Institute for
International Development (617) 495-4112 (612) 495-8685

James Tobin** Yale University (203) 432-3720 (203) 432-6167

COMMENT

FRB Nominee

Former OMB official

ADO S LtS+ 

NAME AFFILIATION PHONE FAX COMMENT 

Bill Nordhaus* Yale University (203) 432-3587 (203) 432-5779 

Dale Jorgenson* Harvard University (617) 495-4661 (617) 495-7730 

William Baumol New York University (212) 998-8943 (212) 995-3932 

Max Corden School of Advanced International 
Studies, Johns Hopkins University (202) 663-5679 (202) 663-5656 

Gerard Debreu University of California, Berkeley (510) 642-7284 (415) 642-1966 

Frank Fisher MIT (627) 253-3373 (617) 253-4096 

Claudia Goldin Harvard University (617) 495-3934 (617) 868-2742 

Ned Gramlich University of Michigan (313) 764-9483 (313) 763-9181 FRB Nominee 

Lawrence Klein** University of Pennsylvania (215) 898-7713 (215) 898-4477 

Anne Krueger Stanford University (415) 723-0188 (415) 725-5702 

Larry Katz Harvard University (617) 495-5148 (617) 868-2742 

Robert Litan Brookings Institution (202) 872-6828 (202) 797-6004 Former 0MB official 

Van Ooms Committee for Economic Development (202) 296-5860 (202) 223-0776 

Jeff Sachs Harvard Institute for 
International Development (617) 495-4112 (612) 495-8685 

James Tobin** Yale University (203) 432-3720 (203) 432-6167 



• • •

John Harsanyi** University of California, Berkeley
Haas School (510) 642-5588 (510) 642-4700
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CLOSE HOLD/PRELIMINARY AND INCOMPLETE/NOT FOR CIRCULATION
August 25,1997

MEMORANDUM FOR: CLIMATE CHANGE OVERSIGHT GROUP

FROM:

SUBJECT: Targets and timetables

In his June 26, 1997, speech before the U.N. General Assembly, the President pledged, 
“We will work with our people and we will bring to the Kyoto conference a strong American 
commitment to realistic and binding limits that will significantly reduce our emissions of 
greenhouse gases.” Of all the tasks we face in the run-up to the December meeting in Kyoto, 
choosing the precise U.S, position on those realistic and binding limits - the so-called targets 
and timetables for reducing emissions of greenhouse gases (GHG) — may be the most difficult 
both analytically and politically.

A key element to assessing various targets and timetables is the tradeoff between costs 
and benefits. A policy of early and aggressive reductions from the business as usual path (BAU) 
is likely to produce larger environmental benefits — in terms of averted GHG emissions and 
associated disruption to the climate -- than a more gradual emissions reduction path. But a 
sharper emissions reduction path is also likely to involve more economic dislocation than a more 

gradual path.

In addition to facing these underlying economic and environmental realities, we must also 
recognize that our choice of a target and timetable has important political and diplomatic 
ramifications. Even if our initial proposals are not what is ultimately embodied in an 
international agreement or domestic legislation, they will nonetheless set the tone for the 
domestic and international debate. The purpose of this memorandum is therefore to specify more 
precisely the economic, environmental, diplomatic, and political tradeoffs involved in our 
decision on targets and timetables.

The memorandum has six sections:

I. An examination of the tradeoff between climate benefits and economic costs
II. Analogy with the oil shocks of the 1970s
III. The role of technology
IV. Quantitative estimates of climate benefits and economic costs
V. Economic and climate trade-offs among the paths currently under discussion
VI. Possible reactions internationally and domestically to proposals
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I. Exploring the tradeoffs: The role of turnover of the capital stock

One initial reaction to the apparent tradeoff between the environmental benefits and 
economic costs of sharper emissions reductions may be to question the veracity of the tradeoff 
itself The first part of the tradeoff follows directly from the now-established relationship 
between carbon emissions and climate change: Even if the precise empirical magnitudes remain 
the subject of intense debate, the existence of environmental benefits from earlier reductions in 
emissions seems clear. Such benefits include:

• Lower levels of carbon concentration at any given point in the future, with expected 
benefits in terms of reduced climate change relative to the BAU; and

• Insurance against negative surprises in the relationship between carbon concentrations 
and climate changes, or between climate changes and human activities.

But why the economic cost? Why do economists consistently find that the cost of major 
reductions in emissions is much higher if they are implemented by 2010 than if they are stretched 
out for another decade or more? A more gradual emissions reduction path involves relatively 
lower economic costs because it allows more time to:

• Develop and implement new technologies;

• Resolve uncertainty over the economic implications; and

• Replace the capital stock.

Of these, the final point may be the most important. It is very expensive to scrap the 
nation’s entire capital stock while it is still in the prime of its useful life, and replace it with new 
plant and equipment that is more energy-efficient. But over the course of twenty to forty years, 
much of our existing plant and equipment will be ready for replacement anyway — allowing for 
relatively lower-cost environmental upgrading at that point. Making efficiency improvements 
when the plants would have been replaced in any case means reduces the costs of such 
improvements — because there are no additional costs to scrapping otherwise productive plant. 
These capital turnover effects are built into some — but not all — of the models used to analyze 
climate change policies.

An illustrative example of the importance of capital turn-over

It may be useful to look at a simple illustration of the point. Figure 1 shows the effects 
of an accelerated replacement schedule for all of the 7,900 electric power plants built during the 
last 50 years. To take an extreme case, imagine that all power plants had to be shut down within 
ten years (by 2007), and replaced with less-polluting technology. Such a policy would imply 
replacing 6,330 plants (80 percent of the total) before the end of their normal lifespan. If instead
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Figure 1: Accelerated Replacement of Electric Power Plants
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all power plants had to be replaced with less-polluting technology in 20 years, only 4,600 plants 
(58 per cent of the total) would have to be replaced before the end of their normal lifespan. And 
if the policy were implemented over 30 years, the complete replacement would mean an 
accelerated replacement of only 2,000 plants, 26 per cent of the total.'

A similar exercise can be done for the set of power plants that are coal-fired - the class of 
generators that produce the most carbon and that would thus have to be replaced even under a 
moderate plan to address climate change. If a complete change-over of coal plants were to be 
accomplished in 10 years, 799 of the 1,122 coal-fired plants (71 per cent) would have to be 
replaced before the end of their expected lifespan. If replacement occurs over 20 years, 488 
plants would be affected, or 43 percent of the total. If one could wait 30 years, 227 plants would 
be closed prematurely, or 20 per cent of the total. And since newer plants tend to have larger 
capacity, the effects of a rapid replacement schedule are magnified. Closing all plants within 10 
years implies that 289 million KW of capacity would be prematurely shut down, or 90 per cent of

^ Under the stylized assumption of a 50-year plant life, there would be no additional cost 
to upgrading over a 50-year period. We have truncated the distribution at 50 years, the average 
lifespan of existing electric power plants. There are other plants that are still in use 60, 70, or 
even 90 years after they were built. But their numbers are small, and by the end of 50 years the 
cost of shutting them down would in any case be much-reduced.
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the total. If one could wait 20 years, 235 million KW of capacity would be affected, or 73 per 
cent. For 30 years, the capacity that would have to be replaced falls to 116 million KW, or 36 

per cent of the total.

These exercises are not intended to be an estimate of the costs of different time-tables, 
even within this one sector. Rather, the point has been to illustrate concretely the importance of 
allowing time for the capital stock to turn over, and to illustrate it in a transparent framework that 
is independent of modeling assumptions over which analysts might differ.

II. Analogy with the oil shocks of the 1970s

Another potentially insightful exercise is to examine the oil shocks of the 1970s. The 
energy price increase necessary to reach 1990 emissions levels by 2010 — an estimated 88 
percent -- is on the same order of magnitude as the 1973-74 and 1979-80 oil price increases 
combined.^ One potentially crucial difference between the 1970 oil shocks and a carbon 
emissions reduction policy is that the oil shocks were unanticipated — and did not allow firms 
and consumers to plan ahead and avoid serious microeconomic dislocation and macroeconomic 
disturbance. Still, the 1970s experience may help to give a sense of the economy’s possible 
responses to large increases in energy prices over a period as short as a single decade.

Economists believe that the oil price increases of the 1970s led to high levels of inflation 
that were eventually reversed only through significant increases in interest rates and very large 
losses in output over time. More specifically, the oil price hikes are believed to have led directly 
to the recessions of 1974 and 1980. Real GDP fell by 3.7 percent between the end of 1973 and 
the beginning of 1975, and by 1.8 percent between the third quarter of 1978 and the third quarter 
of 1979 (before falling further in the subsequent 1981-2 recession).^

^ The measures necessary to reduce 2010 emissions to the level of 1990 are likely to 
imply an increase in the price of oil of approximately $11/barrel (52 percent), and an increase in 
the price of gasoline of 26 cents/gallon. The rough equivalency with the earlier oil shocks is for 
a weighted average of primary fuels. Fossil fuel prices net of inflation doubled between 1972 
and 1975, and doubled again by 1981. Gasoline prices rose by 30 percent between 1972 and 
1974 and by nearly another 50 percent from 1974 to 1981. Coal, as a substitute for oil, also 
experienced a price increase in the earlier episode, but by much less.

^ Some economists also believe that the oil shocks may have played a role in the abrupt 
slowdown in the long-term trend of productivity growth evidenced in the U.S. and other 
industrialized countries after 1973 - but this point remains debatable.
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III. The role of technology

Another question about the apparent trade-off between environmental benefit and 
economic cost is the role of technology - specifically, won’t technological advances facilitate 
sharp reductions in emissions without any significant dislocation to the economy? Your advisers 
have sharp disagreements about how much we can reasonably expect of technological advances 
without the spur of a price increase. Your economic advisers tend to stress the importance of 
market incentives for technological advances: they argue that technology will clearly be one of 
the conduits for meeting an emissions reduction target, but that significant energy price increases 
are necessary to induce the requisite technological advances.

Others believe that even without an increase in the price of energy, there are numerous 
opportunities for energy-saving technologies to be developed and applied. For example, a study 
conducted by five of the Department of Energy’s national laboratories concluded that even 
without an increase in the price of carbon, “cost-effective energy efficiency alone can take the 
nation 30 to 50% of the way to 1990 levels” by 2010. The report, however, simply assumes the 
existence of government programs that would develop and disseminate pollution-reducing 
technologies -- without explicitly examining the costs of such programs. It is thus a concise 
summary of the potential for increased efficiency without any increase in price, but provides 
little insight into how costly it would be to actually achieve (e.g., through government programs 
to spur technological advances) those potential reductions.

The degree of disagreement, however, can easily be exaggerated. Even the study 
mentioned above - which is seen as being extremely optimistic about the role of technology - 
concludes that it is not possible to reach a target of 1990 emissions levels by 2010 without a $50 
per ton increase in the price of carbon. (In terms of the price of coal, a $50 per ton increase in the 
price of carbon is equivalent to a tax of $[2] per million BTU.) As discussed below, this increase 
in price is roughly consistent — depending on whether international trading is allowed — wdth 
what economists believe is necessary to achieve the same goal. Despite ongoing debates over the 
precise role of technology, therefore, there is broad technical agreement that a significant price 
signal is crucial to achieving emissions reductions of the sort being considered in international 
fora. In other words, it is impossible to achieve 1990 emissions levels by 2010 without an 
increase in carbon prices substantial enough for people to notice.

Another memorandum is being prepared that will present options for Federal efforts — 
including cooperative efforts with industry -- to boost carbon-reducing technological advances.

IV. Quantitative estimates of climate benefits and economic costs

In order to evaluate the specific tradeoffs between climate benefits and economic costs 
inherent in alternative targets and timetables, more precise analytical tools are required. 
Unfortunately, it is difficult to put economic costs and climate benefits into the same unified 
analytical framework. The difficulties arise in part because the effects are so uncertain - 
especially with regard to climate — and in part because the climate effects take place on a very
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long time scale. Nonethless, so-called Integrated Assessment Models attempt to put the 
economic and environmental effects into one framework.

By now, many of these models exist. They all tend to give a similar result: optimally 
balancing costs and benefits produces a path of relatively small actions at the beginning, with the 
result that emissions continue to rise - although at a reduced pace - for at least a century. The 
incongruity between this “optimal” path and the targets and timetables under discussion in 
international fora is striking. Indeed, some of the authors have argued that the economic costs of 
achieving 1990 levels by 2010 are so great that, if that were the only alternative, we would be 
better off doing nothing at all [Jorgenson]. But these conclusions, and the methodology that 
produces them, have been sharply criticized on a number of grounds:

• Some (e.g., Schelling) claim that the methodology gives insufficient weight to the (small, 
but nonetheless alarming) probability of a discontinuously-large catastrophe, such as the 
melting of the Antarctic ice shelf or the alteration of the Gulf Stream.

• Some (e.g., Cline) claim that it gives insufficient weight to the welfare of future 
generations (that is, the discount rate is too high).

• Some (e.g., Pizer) claim that it neglects basic uncertainty about all parameters — the 
economic effects, the climate effects, and the discount rate necessary to compare the two.

• Some claim that it omits a basic point about political credibility: an announcement by 
governments that they are committing to a serious agreement — but that stringent policy 
measures will not be taken until many decades or more into the future — will not be 
credible, and understandably so. Early, concrete measures are necessary to send the 
signal necessary to move people's patterns of research, investment, and consumption on 
to the new path.

Other modellers make implicit adjustments for such factors by imposing (rather than 
optimizing over) a target concentration level, and then study the emissions path that best reaches 
that concentration level while balancing costs and benefits. For example, Manne and Richels 
(1997) is believed to be the first paper to compute the economically-optimal path subject to the 
constraint of stabilizing concentrations at a level such as 550 ppmv.'’ Their model implies that

* Manne and Richels must necessarily make some assumption about international 
burden-sharing. For the case of 550 ppmv concentrations, they assume that non-Annex I 
countries can plausibly be expected to begin to limit emissions in 2030, and to complete a 
transition to a regime under which their per-capita emission rights are equal to those of the 
industrialized countries by 2050. The economic effects are not very different if the developing 
countries do not participate — concerns about adverse effects on the competitiveness of energy- 
intensive manufactures do not show up at the aggregate level. But failing to include the
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the optimal path has emissions from OECD countries, as well as from other Annex I countries, 
peaking in 2020. Emissions do not return to their 1990 levels until XXXX. Emissions from 
developing countries peak in 2050. The best single measure’of aggregate economic costs is the 

present discounted value (i.e, the appropriate summation over time) of forgone consumption. 
According to Manne and Richels, their optimal path costs $0.5 trillion in terms of lost 
consumption, as compared to $3.3 trillion under the IPCC Working Group path of reaching XX 
below 1990 levels by 2010. Thus the saving under the optimal path is 83 percent.

V. Economic and climate trade-offs among the paths currently under discussion

As may be apparent from the discussion above, the optimal paths from the integrated 
models are not particularly helpful for guiding our immediate decisions because they are the 
subject of such intense and inconclusive academic debate, and because they are so incongruous 
with the paths being considered for Kyoto. It may therefore be more beneficial to analyze the 
specific targets and timetables being proposed — or more precisely, to examine the additional 
costs and additional benefits of more versus less aggressive targets within the spectrum of 
“internationally feasible” targets and timetables.

The European Union has proposed that the developed nations reduce emissions 10 to 15 
percent below 1990 levels by 2010, and small island nations have proposed that the developed 
nations reduce emissions 20 percent below 1990 levels by 2005. Other countries — including 
Australia and Canada -- are likely to favor much more gradual paths. The chart on the following 
page compares the economic and environmental benefits of [four] different targets and 
timetables:

• 10 percent below 1990 emissions levels by 2010;
• 1990 emissions levels by 2010;
• 1990 emissions levels by 2020; and
• Eliminating emissions growth in the decade from 2010 and 2020.

The chart also lists the expected ramifications of the business-as-usual (BAU) path.

Business as usual

Under business-as-usual (BAU), concentration levels of carbon are expected to rise from 
approximately 360 parts per million by volume (ppmv) today to over 500 ppmv in 2050 and 730 
ppmv by 2100 - the highest in more than 50 million years. Concentrations are expected to reach 
twice pre-industrial levels in 2058. The increase in carbon concentrations is expected to produce 
an increase in mean global temperature of approximately 2.5 degrees Celsius by 2100. (These 
estimates are surrounded by significant uncertainty, and are usually presented as ranges rather

developing economies is costly in terms of climatological effects.
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Climate and Economic Variables under Alternative Emissions Paths *

Concentration Level (ppmv)

Year at Which
Concentration Change in Temperature
Reaches2x from 1990 Level (Celsius)
Pre-Industrial Level **

Year 2050 2100 2050 2100

BusinessAsUsual (BALI) 522.1 729.8 2058 1.15 2.45

Deviation fmmBAU:
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* Preliminary CEA projections. The assumptions behind these preliminary numbers are described in an appendix. 
*♦ Pre-industrial concentrations of C02 were approximately 275 ppmv.
*** Domestic Trading Only. Annex I or Worldwide Trading may substantially reduce these costs. Deviations are 
forgone consumption assuming a 3 percent real discount rate.
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than central tendencies. While the table and text include only the central tendencies to make the 
presentation easier, it is imperative to recognize that the app^ent precision of the central 
tendency estimates belies the underlying uncertainties surrounding the numbers.)

10 percent below 1990 levels by 2010

Environmental effects

Reducing emissions to 10 percent below 1990 levels by 2010 \vill postpone the date at 
which C02 concentrations reach tvvice pre-industrial levels by 15 years - from 2058 to 2073. 
The central tendency of the estimates for global warming would be 0.36 degrees Celsius lower 
than under the BAU -- an increase of 2.09 degrees versus 2.45 degrees.

Economic effects

The models suggest that reducing carbon emissions to 10 percent below 1990 levels by 
2010 requires an increase in the price of carbon of between $90 and $175 per ton (assuming the 
existence of domestic emissions trading, and depending on whether trading vvdth other 
industrialized economies is allowed). In terms of the price of coal, that is equivalent to a BTU 
tax of between $[XX] and $[XX] per million BTUs. In 1993, the Administration proposed a tax 
of $0.26 per million BTUs plus a $0.34 per million BTUs tax on oil. The present value of 
forgone consumption, relative to the BAU path, is approximately $300 billion (assuming no 

international trading).

[NEED TRADE FLOWS]

1990 levels by 2010

Environmental effects

As the table shows, a plan to return carbon emissions to their 1990 levels by 2010 
postpones by 12 years (from 2058 to 2070) the date at which C02 concentrations reach twice 
pre-industrial levels. The central estimate for global warming would be reduced by 0.31 degrees 
by the year 2100 -- for an increase of 2.14 degrees versus an estimated 2.45 degrees under 

business as usual (BAU).

Economic effects

The economic effects of reaching 1990 levels by 2010 depend at least in part on the 
domestic implementation package. As noted above, there are lairge debates over the role of 
technology. The 5-Labs study, for example, suggests that increased technological development 
and dissemination may make it possible to achieve 1990 levels by 2010 at a carbon price of $50 
per ton. This is somewhat on the lower end of the range — but well within the margin of error —
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of the figures given by the economic models and reported below.

1. Domestic emissions trading system. Achieving 19!90 emission levels by 2010 through 
a domestic emissions trading system is likely to imply an increase in the price of carbon 
of about $110 per ton by 2010.

-- The present value of forgone consumption from achieving 1990 levels by 2010 
-- relative to the BAU -- is approximately $200 billion.

— In terms of coal prices, the shift is equivalent to a BTU tax of about [$4] per 
million BTUs. In 1993, the Administration proposed a tax of S0.26 per million 
BTUs plus a $0.34 per million BTUs tax on oil.

— The annual value of domestic emissions permits would be [approximately $100 
billion] in 2010. If those permits were auctioned, the funds could be used to 
reduce other distortionary taxes, to raise national saving, and/or to provide 
transitional assistance to affected workers and firms.

2. Domestic permits plus trading with other OECD (Annex I) countries. In addition to 
trading permits domestically, it may be possible to agree in Kyoto to a regime for trading 
permits across participating countries — potentially offering a somewhat more efficient 
approach to emissions reduction. Achieving 1990 emission levels by 2010 through a 
domestic emissions permit trading system coupled with an OECD-wide international 
trading system would imply a carbon price increase of about $50. [BTU equivalent]

- In terms of coal prices, that is equivalent to a tax of about [$1.50] per million 
BTUs. Gas prices would rise by an estimated [10 to 15 cents].

— Under an international trading system that includes the former Soviet Union 
(FSU) and Eastern Europe, U.S. imports of permits from the FSU and Eastern 
Europe could amount to [about $5 billion per year] by 2010.

[NEED TRADE FLOWS]

1990 levels by 2020

Environmental effects

Economic effects

Eliminate emissions growth by 2010-2020

of the figures given by the economic models and reported below. 

1. Domestic emissions trading system. Achieving 1990 emission levels by 2010 through 

a domestic emissions trading system is likely to imply an increase in the price of carbon 

of about $110 per ton by 2010. 

--The present value of forgone consumption from achieving 1990 levels by 2010 

-- relative to the BAU -- is approximately $200 billion. 

-- In terms of coal prices, the shift is equivalent to a BTU tax of about [$4] per 

million BTUs. In 1993, the Administration proposed a tax of $0.26 per million 

BTUs plus a $0.34 per million BTUs tax on oil. 

-- The annual value of domestic emissions permits would be [ approximately $100 

billion] in 2010. If those permits were auctioned, the funds could be used to 

reduce other distortionary taxes, to raise national saving, and/or to provide 

transitional assistance to affected workers and firms. 

2. Domestic permits plus trading with other OECD (Annex I) countries. In addition to 

trading permits domestically, it may be possible to agree in Kyoto to a regime for trading 

permits across participating countries -- potentially offering a somewhat more efficient 

approach to emissions reduction. Achieving 1990 emission levels by 2010 through a 

domestic emissions permit trading system coupled with an OECD-wide international 

trading system would imply a carbon price increase of about $50. [BTU equivalent] 

-- In terms of coal prices, that is equivalent to a tax of about [$1.50] per million 

BTUs. Gas prices would rise by an estimated [10 to 15 cents]. 

-- Under an international trading system that includes the former Soviet Union 

(FSU) and Eastern Europe, U.S. imports of permits from the FSU and Eastern 

Europe could amount to [about $5 billion per year] by 2010. 

[NEED TRADE FLOWS] 

1990 levels by 2020 

Environmental effects 

Economic effects 

Eliminate emissions growth by 2010-2020 

11 



Environmental effects

Eliminating the growth in emissions between 2010 and 2020 -- so that emissions peak in 
2015 and reach 1990 levels in 2040 -- would delay the year at which carbon concentrations reach 
twice pre-industrial from 2058 (under the BAU) to 2067. Relative to a path of reaching 1990 
levels by 2010, the difference is 3 years (2067 vs. 2070) and the difference in the central 
tendency of the estimates for global warming is 0.03 degrees Celsius (2.17 degrees increase 
versus 2.14 degrees increase).

Economic effects

Reflecting the importance of capital turn-over, the economic effects of the more gradual 
path — eliminating emissions growth by 2010-2020 — are substantially more attractive than in the 
1990 by 2010 case; The value of forgone consumption would be cut by more than half, to$94.7 
billion (relative to $205.7 billion under the 1990 by 2010 case).

Environmental effects 
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tendency of the estimates for global warming is 0.03 degrees Celsius (2.17 degrees increase 

versus 2. 14 degrees increase). 

Economic effects 

Reflecting the importance of capital tum-over, the economic effects of the more gradual 

path -- eliminating emissions growth by 2010-2020 -- are substantially more attractive than in the 

1990 by 2010 case: The value of forgone consumption would be cut by more than half, to$94. 7 

billion (relative to $205.7 billion under the 1990 by 2010 case). 
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VI. Possible reactions to proposals [needs State memo on the topic]

The discussion above has centered on the underlying substance of different targets and 
timetables. But our policy discussion must also recognize that our initial choice of a target and 
timetable has important political and diplomatic ramifications -- even if they are not what is 
ultimately adopted. This section therefore explores several “scenarios” that may be helpful in 
thinking through the likely responses to different U.S. proposals.

SCENARIO 1:1990 LEVELS BY 2010/POSSIBLE AGREEMENT IN KYOTO

International reaction/potential for Kyoto agreement

• Kyoto agreement may be feasible, albeit not guaranteed. The U.S. position on 
developing economies is already seen as beyond the acceptable range by other countries. 
Any strengthening of U.S. position — such as would be required to fulfill the Byrd 
resolution — would further reduce the chances of obtaining an agreement.

• Some criticism of U.S. from Europeans and other countries, for not showing bold 
leadership on critical issue (failing to propose a more aggressive U.S. target).

Domestic reaction

Hill; Two major arguments -- competitiveness and taxes. The first argument is likely to 
be that U.S. industry will flee the country as a result of the agreement, with its weak 
developing economy provisions. The second is that the permits, if they are auctioned, 
would be the largest energy tax increase in history. (If the revenues are recycled by 
reducing other taxes, we may be able to argue that the program was a tax shift — tax 
waste, not work — rather than a tax hike.) The fact that the Byrd resolution had clearly 
warned (by a vote of 95-0) against this first scenario would stoke the fires.

Moderate firms: Perhaps some support, but major concerns over developing economy 
stance may mean overall opposition. Firms in the aluminum, steel, chemicals, petroleum 
refining, paper and allied products, and cement industries will be strongly opposed, and 
argue that their operations will flee the United States for other countries. Moderate 
support may be likely from agricultural interests, insurance companies, natural gas 
interests, some appliance manufacturers, and financial firms (if auctions are traded). 
Strong support is likely from renewable energy and energy-efficiency firms.

Environmental groups: Many environmental groups will support a 1990 by 2010 target, 
but would prefer a more aggressive path (e.g., 20 percent below 1990 by 2010). The 
environmental community is split on the issues of emissions trading and joint 
implementation: some (e.g.. Environmental Defense Fund) are supportive, others (e.g.. 
Sierra Club) oppose.
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• Elite media: Likely to be support for tackling issue.

Potential next steps and ramifications

• Potentially becomes large issue against Administration supporters during 1998 elections.

• Ratification process not likely until 1998 or 1999. But Kyoto agreement extremely 
unlikely to be ratified.

“ Perhaps evolve into new round of negotiations, although U.S. will be seen as 
bad actor for failing to ratify.

— Even without ratification vote, funding for U.S. negotiators could be curtailed 
or Congressional anger could manifest itself in other ways.

SCENARIO 2:1990 BY 2020 or ELIMINATE GROWTH 2010-2020/NO AGREEMENT IN
KYOTO

International reaction/potential for Kyoto agreement:

• Kyoto agreement seems very unlikely, given that U.S. target and timetable is significantly 
less aggressive than European proposals. If the U.S. also toughens developing country 
stance -- as may be necessary to have any chance at ratification — no agreement will 
emerge from Kyoto.

• U.S. likely to be blamed for blowing up negotiations.

Domestic reaction

• Hill: Failure of agreement may make domestic implementation package less of a political 
issue. But there still could be false accusations that we proposed “the largest energy tax 
hike in history.” The inclusion of China and a few other developing economies may split 
the Byrd bloc into those who are truly opposed to acting, and those who are truly 
concerned about the important developing economies. But in general, imlikely to be 
strong opposition, and perhaps some muted, private support.

• Moderate firms: Could perhaps support, depending on which developing economies are 

included.

• Environmental groups: Likely to blame the President for failure to get an agreement.

Potential next steps and ramifications:
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Potential next steps and ramifications: 
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Work to get agreement in Conference of Parties during 1998 or later, while insisting on 
developing economy participation.

Could encourage more voluntary and Federal efforts, but may not be able to counter 
impression of undermining Kyoto.

• 

• 

i ·• 
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developing economy participation. 

Could encourage more voluntary and Federal efforts, but may not be able to counter 

impression of undermining Kyoto. 

15 



SCENARIO 3 (?)

If the U.S. adopts some longer-term target, and does hot necessarily rely on an increase in 
the relative price of carbon to achieve objectives. Instead, we could attempt to adopt agressive 
technology effort combined with voluntary corporate programs to meet target. However, there is 
strong disagreement among your advisers about the role of technology. See discussion above.

Domestic policy package and impact

• Major technology initiative. The major policy initiative under this approach would be to 
accelerate R&D funding for “home run” technologies -- such as those identified in the 
PC AST/11-Labs studies. A [$XX] billion per year R&D effort would POOC].

• Voluntary corporate program. We could try to more aggressively develop volimtary 

corporate programs.

International reaction/potential for Kyoto agreement:

• “Rio 11”; U.S. position sharply criticized as being completely inadequate to issue at hand.

• Kyoto agreement may be possible, albeit with much criticism of weak U.S. position. 

Domestic reaction:

• Hill: Opposition from those who are truly concerned about problem. Perhaps some 
muted, private support from those who are more concerned with mitigation costs.

• Moderate firms: Support from renewable energy and high-tech firms. Others?

• Environmental groups: Charges that President broke promise to address this problem with 
real, credible steps.

• Economists and elite media attack plan as lacking in credibility, not attacking the 
problem, and being overly rosy on technology assumptions.

Potential next steps and ramifications:

• Develop technology program, start to make some progress regardless ofKyoto outcome.

• As scientific evidence accumulates, press for stricter international regime.
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Appendix: Sources and Explanations for Table on Climate and Economic Variables under 
Alternative Emissions Paths *

Sources

Business As Usual (BAU) emissions projections are based on published IPCC IS92a emissions 
profiles. BAU concentration and temperature projections are from the MiniCAM model. 
Carbon permit price estimates and foregone consumption figures are from SGM model. All 
these were provided by Jae Edmonds, Marshall Wise, and Chris MacCracken at Battelle, 
Washington, DC.

Participation Cases

Annex I Participation Only: Assumes full compliance of stated targets and timetables by 
countries in Aimex I; rest of the world behaves as in BAU.

Worldwide Participation: All nations including developing countries are assumed to comply 
fully with the same targets and timetables.

Targets and Timetables

1990 (-10%) in 2010: Emissions follow BAU through 2000, reduce to 1990 (-10%) levels by 
2010, and remain at 1990 levels thereafter.

Peak in 2015, 1990 in 2040: Emissions follow BAU through 2005, peak at 2010 BAU levels in 
2015, and stabilize at 1990 levels in 2040 and into the future. Because of linear interpolation in 
emissions profile between 2015 and 2040, this scenario may slightly overestimate the deviation 

of concentration from BAU.

Trading Scenarios

Domestic Trading: Trading only within each country.

Worldwide Trading: Permits are grandfathered to nations based on 1990 emissions levels. All 
cmmtries participate in the trading of permits.

Price Assumptions

Carbon: U.S. permit prices for the policy options to attain 1990 emissions level in 2010 and 10% 
below 1990 emissions level in 2010 are from the DRI model used by EPA, which assumes that 
all revenues are used to improve the federal budget. The estimated permit price necessary under 
the policy option that peaks in 2015 is a linear interpolations based on these models.
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Consumption: Deviations are 1995 present value of foregone consumption differences for United 
States in millions of dollars betw^een BAU and scenarios. Cpnsumption estimates go only to the 

year 2050.

Consumption: Deviations are 1995 present value of foregone consumption differences for United 

States in millions of dollars between BAU and scenarios. C(?nsumption estimates go only to the 

year 2050. · 
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Dear Ms. Yellen:
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On July 15, 1997, you presented the Administration's viev^s on the economic and 
environment impact of the proposed international global climate change agreement before the 
Energy and Power Subcommittee. On behalf and the members of the Subcommittee, I thank you 
for your informative testimony. The hearing was indeed enlightening.

With the conclusion of the eighth meeting of the Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate, I see 
significant benefit to a round of follow-up questions to clarify, for the record, some of the issues that 
were raised during your testimony and the question and answer session that followed.

Attached is a list of questions for you to answer on behalf of the Administration. I ask that 
you work with the other relevant departments and agencies in developing responses and providing 
the relevant documentation where requested. Your responses will be entered into the record in the 
same maimer as your original testimony. Your responses would be appreciated on or before 
September 22, 1997. If you have any questions, please call Cathy Van Way at (202) 225-2927.

Thank you for your continued attention and assistance to the matter. ’

Sincen

Dan Schaefer 
Chairman
Energy and Power Subcommittee
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environment impact nf the proposed international global climate change agreement before the 
Energy and Power Subcommittee. On behalf and the members of the Subcommittee, I thank you 
for your informative testimony. The hearing was indeed enlightening. 

With the conclusion of the eighth meeting of the Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate, I see 
significant benefit to a round of follow-up questions to clarify, for the record, some of the issues that 

were raised during your testimony and the question and answer session that followed. 

Attached is a list of questions for you to answer on behalf of the Administration. I ask that 
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Subcommittee on Energy and Power 
Hearing on Global climate Change 

Follow-Up Questions

Interagency Analytical Team Report

1. Please identify each member of the Interagency Analytical Team (lAT) from the date of its 
inception to the present time, any other participants inside or outside the Administration, and 
specify their responsibilities.

2. When was the lAT formed and what were the lAT's instructions? Please provide any 
documentation regarding the formation of the lAT and its mission, responsibilities, 
membership or assigiunents.

3. Please indicate the total costs of the lAT's efforts and the share paid annually by each 
Department or Agency that was involved and please identify the source of the funds within 
each Department or Agency.

4. Is the lAT still in existence? If so, what are its current responsibilities?

5. Please provide a copy of all drafts of the lAT report in addition to the May 16 and 30, 1997 
drafts, both earlier and later.

6. Please explain how the peer reviewers were selected? What instructions were those peer 
reviewers given? Please provide copies of any correspondence or instructions that were sent 
to the peer reviewers.

7. If the lAT effort is in fact a "failed" project as indicated in Administration testimony at the 
Subcommittee hearing how will the Administration determine the appropriate level 
of future international climate change commitments for Kyoto and later?

8. As late as last May when Dr. Ehrlich and others in the Administration held briefings on the 
then draft analysis and assessment there was no hint that the Administration considered this 
effort a failure and the models to be unreliable. What occurred since May that caused the 
Administration to apparently reach a different conclusion from that of Dr. Ehrlich?

9. The lAT draft analysis referred to three scenarios which resulted in costs of future climate 
commitments of approximately $200, $100 or $50 per ton carbon tax equivalent. Has the 
Administration concluded that a $200 per ton carbon tax equivalent cost will not harm the 
U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness? Has the Administration concluded that a 
$100 per ton carbon tax equivalent cost will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global 
competitiveness? Has the Administration concluded that a $50 per ton carbon tax equivalent 
cost will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness. Please provide the 
basis for any of the above conclusions. If the Administration does not support any of the 
above costs, what analysis or other information does the Administration intend to rely on to

^ support a different amount?
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10. Is the paper prepared by the I AT both an analysis and assessment? How does it relate to the 
"analysis and assessment" referred to in Paragraph 4 of the Berlin Mandate? Has the Ad Hoc 
Group on the Berlin Mandate provided an analysis and assessment as required by the Berlin 
Mandate?

11. The I AT draft states that the central policy modeled for the analysis “is aimed at reducing 
carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions by stabilizing them at 1990 levels” and that 
policy would be “announced in 2000 and its restrictions are phased in over a ten year period, 
so that the policy would take full effect in 2010.” Reports in the media after the Denver 
Summit that President Clinton attended also referenced this date of 2010. In light of El A’s 
projection of emissions 22% above 1990 levels by 2010, is the Administration considering 
a target and timetable that calls for stabilization at 1990 levels by 2010?

12. The Administration frequently cites the 2000 economists who say they support controlling 
greenhouse gases. Their statement supports as the mechanism either carbon taxes or 
emission permits. In the past, the Administration has said it opposes the use of taxes. Is that 
still the Administration’s position?

13. The I AT draft explains that these emission reductions to achieve stabilization would be 
through “issuing tradable permits at the earliest point of energy production or when imported 
into the U.S.” and that the permits “are initially auctioned in a way that is revenue neutral: 
i.e., all revenues generated would be recycled through the economy.” Would these revenues 
be deposited in the treasury as miscellaneous receipts under the Economy Acts? Would they 
then have to be recycled through changes in the tax laws or by appropriation? How would 
they be recycled?

14. Does the Administration believe that permit auctions are the equivalent of a new tax? If not, 
please explain.

15. The I AT draft states that “among fuels, demand for coal bears the brunt of greenhouse gas 
stabilization.” What is the impact on the U.S. economy as a whole and on the relevant coal 
regions of this policy towards coal? What will be the job impact? Is the Administration 
adopting an anti-coal policy? How is this policy consistent with President’s Clinton 1995 
reply to Mr. Dingell that the U.S. will not agree to any protocol that harms our economy and 
jobs or our competitiveness?

Kyoto Agreement

16. How long after December 1997 does the Administration think it will take to obtain Senate 
advice and consent of any Kyoto agreement, to ratify that agreement, and to enact 
implementing legislation?

17. Which Agency or Department would be responsible for implementing the provisions of any 
agreement reached in Kyoto, including provision relating to joint implementation, emissions 
trading, and advancing Article 4.1?

10. Is the paper prepared by the IAT both an analysis and assessment? How does it relate to the 
"analysis and assessment" referred to in Paragraph 4 of the Berlin Mandate? Has the Ad Hoc 
Group on the Berlin Mandate provided an analysis and assessment as required by the Berlin 
Mandate? 

11. The IA T draft states that the central policy modeled for the analysis "is aimed at reducing 
carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions by stabilizing them at 1990 levels" and that 
policy would be "announced in 2000 and its restrictions are phased in over a ten year period, 
so that the policy would take full effect in 2010." Reports in the media after the Denver 
Summit that President Clinton attended also referenced this date of 2010. In light of EIA' s 
projection of emissions 22% above 1990 levels by 2010, is the Administration considering 
a target and timetable that calls for stabilization at 1990 levels by 201 0? 

12. The Administration frequently cites the 2000 economists who say they support controlling 
greenhouse gases. Their statement supports as the mechanism either carbon taxes or 
emission permits. In the past, the Administration has said it opposes the use of taxes. Is that 
still the Administration's position? 

13. The IAT draft explains that these emission reductions to achieve stabilization would be 
through "issuing tradable permits at the earliest point of energy production or when imported 
into the U.S." and that the permits "are initially auctioned in a way that is revenue neutral: 
i.e., all revenues generated would be recycled through the economy." Would these revenues 
be deposited in the treasury as miscellaneous receipts under the Economy Acts? Would they 
then have to be recycled through changes in the tax laws or by appropriation? How would 
they be recycled? 

14. Does the Administration believe that permit auctions are the equivalent of a new tax? If not, 
please explain. 

15. The IA T draft states that "among fuels, demand for coal bears the brunt of greenhouse gas 
stabilization."What is the impact on the U.S. economy as a whole and on the relevant coal 
regions of this policy towards coal? What will be the job impact? Is the Administration 
adopting an anti-coal policy? How is this policy consistent with President's Clinton 1995 
reply to Mr. Dingell that the U.S. will not agree to any protocol that harms our economy and· 
jobs or our competitiveness? 

Kyoto Agreement 

16. How long after December 1997 does the Administration think it will take to obtain Senate 
advice and consent of any Kyoto agreement, to ratify that agreement, and to enact 
implementing legislation? 

17. Which Agency or Department would be responsible for implementing the provisions of any 
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18. What consideration has been given or plans made regarding passage of legislation necessary 
to implement any agreement reached in Kyoto?

U.S. Draft Protocol

Article 17.4 of the Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) specifies that only 
“Parties to the Convention may be Parties to a protocol.” However, there is no assurance that 
all or even a majority of the 167 Parties to the FCCC will deposit instruments of ratification, 
acceptance, approval or accession to any protocol adopted by the Parties by consensus or 
otherwise in Kyoto. What assurances does the U.S. now have that most, if not all, 
developing country Parties to the FCCC will become Parties to a Kyoto protocol? Why is 
it in the U.S. interest to agree, without such assurances, to a protocol that proposes to set 
legally binding post-2000 targets and timetables for Aimex I Parties only and also imposes 
on the U.S. new and legally binding commitments to advance implementation of Article 4.1. 
of the FCCC, such as those prescribed in paragraph 1, 2, 3, and 4 of Article 5 of the U.S. 
draft protocol?

In a July 18,1994 letter to the then House Committee on Energy and Commerce, [the State 
Department] said;

We agree that there are substantial commitments beyond 2000 for all parties 
to the Framework Convention under Article 4. Article 4.1 (applicable to both 
developed and developing countries) contains commitments that are not 
limited by any specific timetable.

a) Is there any evidence to date that the U.S. is not abiding by these Article 4.1 
commitments? If there is none, why should the U.S. voluntarily agree to reaffirm, 
as required by Article 5.1 of the June draft, to what the U.S. already agreed to when 
it ratified the FCCC in 1992?

b) Is the U.S. assertingthatother Annex I Parties are not abiding by such commitments?
If so, please identify those Parties.

21. Paragraph 2 of Article 5 of the U.S. draft Protocol mandates each Party to “strengthen its 
legal and institutional framework to advance implementation” of Article 4.1 commitments. 
What “framework” does the Administration have in mind? Does this suggest a new Federal 
or international agency or program? Would this be done through new legislation? If not, 
how would it be achieved in the U.S.?

22. Article 5.3 requires that each Party take “measures to facilitate investment in climate-friendly 
technologies.” What “measures” does the Administration contemplate? How would they 
be implemented in the U.S.? What are their regulatory and budgetary implementations?

23. Article 16 of the draft provides that the Parties “shall adopt, by [2005], binding provisions 
so that all Parties have quantitative greenhouse gas emissions obligations and so that there
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is a mechanism for automatic application of progressive greenhouse gas emissions 
obligations to Parties, based upon agreed criteria.”

a) Does this mean that there could be a second protocol or another legal instrument by 
[2005] which is only 7 years after the December meeting in Kyoto?

b) Do the words “all Parties” in this Article mean that only the “Parties” to the U.S. 
draft protocol would be required to “adopt” by 2005 such an instrument? Unless 
developing country Parties to the FCCC, such as China, India and Brazil, become 
Parties to the Kyoto instrument (as proposed by the U.S.) prior to [2005], how does 
this Article address the issue of greenhouse gas emission growth by all non-Annex 
I Parties?

c) Could such a new instrument adopted by [2005] impose new and additional 
obligations on the U.S. beyond those proposed to be adopted in Kyoto? Why is that 
possibility a good result for the U.S. economy, trade, and competitiveness?

d) What “mechanism for automatic application of progressive greenhouse gas emissions 
obligations” does the Administration contemplate by this proposal? What are its 
implications for the U.S., including its sovereignty?

Article 16.1 of the Convention provides that “annexes shall be restricted to lists, forms, and 
any other material of a descriptive nature that is of a scientific, technical, procedural or 
administrative character.” The U.S. draft protocol states, that it may not be “appropriate” to 
adopt the Article 16.1 Convention example. Please explain why. Does the U.S. support 
annexes that would be substantive and maindatory?

Article 9 of the U.S. draft provides that Parties “shall cooperate” in establishing a “long-term 
goal” regarding concentrations of gases. Article 10 calls for meetings at “regular intervals” 
to, among other things, “periodically review the adequacy” of the Protocol and Article 8 calls 
for periodic review of the Protocol and guidelines “in light of evolving scientific knowledge 
related to climate change.” Article 2 already suggests a minimum of two budget periods. 
Article 16 tells the Parties to adopt “binding provisions” by [2005] for progressive 
“obligations.” Does the State Department contemplate over the next several decades a 
continuing process of meetings of both the Protocol and Convention Parties annually and a 
series of IPCC assessments, special reports, and technical papers, leading to a series of 
protocols or other legal instruments that are likely to have significant economic impacts on 
the Parties and their people? Why is there a need for such frequent meetings and reviews?

The Global Climate Coalition sent a letter to the Department of State on February 14,1997 
raising a number of questions about the January 17,1997 version of the U.S. draft protocol, 
particularly in regards to trading. The Administration has not yet responded to those 
questions. Please respond to them as part of your reply to this inquiry.
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EU Bubble

The EU proposal made recently in Denver was developed last March as an EU “negotiating 
position for the ongoing negotiations on the Berlin Mandate” and it includes burden-sharing 
of a 10% reduction among EU members of the “overall emission reduction objective by the 
Community as a whole”. This appears to be a form of differentiation, a concept the U.S. is 
not supporting. The existing FCCC bubble applicable to the EU presumably only covers 
policies and measures and, when adopted, it only covered the 12 Parties that were members 
of the EU in 1992. Does the U.S. understand that the EU is seeking, by its submissions and 
discussion with the U.S. delegation, to extend a form of the FCCC bubble to a protocol and 
another legal instrument that may be adopted in Kyoto, to expand the bubble to cover any 
target and timetable or financial obligations and not just policies and measures, and to 
expand the bubble to include all present and future members of the EU, such as countries 
from Central and Eastern Europe? Why is such an expanded bubble in the economic and 
competitive interests of the U.S.?

What is the potential impact of such an expanded EU bubble on the U.S. proposal for 
international emissions trading? Would it ensure that the EU would get the benefit of any 
emissions deficit derived from such Central and Eastern European Members and deprive the 
U.S., Japan, Australiaand Canada of that deficit? Would the U.S. then have to rely primarily 
on Russia’s emissions deficit in order to derive any of the benefits of trading?

Article 22.3 of the FCCC requires that regional economic integration organizations must 
declare the “extent of their competence” with regard to obligations under the FCCC. Does 
the U.S. believe that the EU has the competence to carry out legally binding targets eind 
timetables and to enforce any differentiated targets for its members if they fail to achieve 
them?

The State Department's September 9,1996 reply to the Committee stated that the U.S. did 
not agree to an “EU Bubble in Berlin” and that the U.S. delegation “successfully opposed 
including language in the Berlin Mandate which might have suggested that any country or 
group of countries could “bubble” in the post-2000 period.” The reply then said:

Clearly, the question of “bubbling” with respect to post-2000 commitments 
is complex, and one that will be closely scrutinized and carefully considered 
as negotiations progress. The Administration has consistently and 
continuously consulted with Congress, as well as with U.S. industry and U.S.
NGOs, on all aspects of the negotiations concerning post-2000 commitments 
and will continue to do so.

The Administration has not yet held meaningful discussions with this Committee on the 
issue of the EU bubbling to “meet and target and timetables,” its implications for the U.S., 
its merits, or its complexities. Given the fact that negotiations are just approaching a 
conclusion in Bonn and Kyoto, when do you plan to consult us on this aspect of the 
negotiations?
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of a 10% reduction among EU members of the "overall emission reduction objective by the 
Community as a whole". This appears to be a form of differentiation, a concept the U.S. is 
not supporting. The existing FCCC bubble applicable to the EU presumably only covers 
policies and measures and, when adopted, it only covered the 12 Parties that were members 
of the EU in 1992. Does the U.S. understand that the EU is seeking, by its submissions and 
discussion with the U.S. delegation, to extend a form of the FCCC bubble to a protocol and 
another legal instrument that may be adopted in Kyoto, to expand the bubble to cover any 
target and timetable or financial obligations and not just policies and measures, and to 
expand the bubble to include all present and future members of the EU, such as countries 
from Central and Eastern Europe? Why is such an expanded bubble in the economic and 
competitive interests of the U.S.? 

28. What is the potential impact of such an expanded EU bubble on the U.S. proposal for 
international emissions trading? Would it ensure that the EU would get the benefit of any 
emissions deficit derived from such Central and Eastern European Members and deprive the 
U.S., Japan, Australia and Canada of that deficit? Would the U.S. then have to rely primarily 
on Russia's emissions deficit in order to derive any of the benefits of trading? 

29. Article 22.3 of the FCCC requires that regional economic integration organizations must 
declare the "extent of their competence" with regard to obligations under the FCCC. Does 
the U.S. believe that the EU has the competence to carry out legally binding targets and 
timetables and to enforce any differentiated targets for its members if they fail to achieve 
them? 

30. The State Department's September 9, 1996 reply to the Committee stated that the U.S. did 
not agree to an "EU Bubble in Berlin" and that the U.S. delegation "successfully opposed 
including language in the Berlin Mandate which might have suggested that any country or 
group of countries could "bubble" in the post-2000 period." The reply then said: 

; .. 

Clearly, the question of "bubbling" with respect to post-2000 commitments 
is complex, and one that will be closely scrutinized and carefully considered 
as negotiations progress. The Administration has consistently and 
continuously consulted with Congress, as well as with U.S. industry and U.S. 

· NGOs, on all aspects of the negotiationsconcerningpost-2000 commitments 
and will continue to do so. 

The Administration has not yet held meaningful discussions with this Committee on the 
issue of the EU bubbling to "meet and target and timetables," its implications for the U.S., 
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31. Since 1992, the composition of the only “regional economic integration organization,” 
namely the EU, has grown from 12 to 15 members and several other countries want to 
expand it further. Under what circumstances would the U.S. agree to an EU bubble that is 
or could be expanded?

EU Amendment to Convention

32. The EU has proposed an amendment to the Convention to provide for a vote to adopt all 
future protocols by three-fourths if all efforts at consensus are exhausted. The proposed 
amendment would appear to have a retroactive effect for Kyoto.

a) Under this proposal, is it possible that three-fourths of the FCCC Parties could vote 
to “adopt” any Protocol that imposed new obligations for Annex I and/or non-Annex 
I Parties and then decide not to deposit an instrument of ratification, etc.?

b) Does the U.S. support such an amendment to the Convention?

c) Has the U.S. position changed from its June 19,1996 response to this Committee in 
regards to any of these matters? Would the Administration agree to a resolution of 
one of these matters, namely voting on a protocol, without a resolution of the 
financial eind budget matters for both the Convention and all future protocols?

Emissions Trading

3 3. Does the Administration intend that any international emission trading program would apply
in the same way and to the same extent to public and private entities internationally and in 
the U.S.? For example, would it apply to local governments and to defense or other agencies 
of each Party and to the emissions of such entities? What will be the impact on the U.S. 
Defense Department of an international, or, for the matter, a domestic, emissions trading 
program?

34. Greenhouse gases not covered by the Montreal Protocol are not pollutants within the 
meaning of the Clean Air Act and are not subject to the command and control provisions of 
the Act or other environmental laws. It is our understanding that although the U.S. has cited 
(in a September 9th reply to this Committee) authority to implement the Climate Change 
Action Plan with voluntary measures, the U.S. draft protocol, because it may call for 
mandatory measures, could not be given full effect in the U.S. without the enactment of new 
legislation by Congress. Do you share that understanding? Is the Administration 
considering a domestic emission trading legislative program patterned on the 1990 Clean Air 
Act?
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General

I understand that the Administration has recently established the White House Climate 
Change Task Force, a Deputies Group and an Assistant Secretaries group. Please explain 
the role and purpose of each in regards to the development of the Administration’s position 
and policies for the international negotiations for a protocol or another legal instrument in 
1997 and for the development of implementing legislation in the U.S. Please identify the 
members of each group. Please provide any documents regarding the formation of these 
groups, their membership, mission, tasks, and/or assignments.

Please provide a table of all contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and interagency 
agreements and any extensions thereof (hereinafter referred to as "agreements") entered into 
with any individual, agency, or public or private entity (foreign or domestic) by or through 
any federal Department or Agency, including the Departments of State, Commerce and 
Energy, and the Environmental Protection Agency, for the period beginning July 1,1994 to 
the present that relates to, or includes, (directly or indirectly) climate change matters or 
issues of any kind. These should include matters relating to (a) domestic or international 
emission trading, including economic and other analysis of such trading, the administration 
and verification of such trading in the U.S. and elsewhere, (b) public outreach, general and 
specific public education, grass roots, community outreach, workshops, (c) transportation 
efficiency, alternative fuels, transportation generally, utilities, impact on pollutants like 
ozone and particulate matter, and (d) any legal analysis of these matters and of the 
Convention or of any statutes concerning climate change or trading. Each table should 
identify the date of the agreement, the agreement recipient, the amount of Federal funds, the 
term, including extensions, a brief description, the product and whether it is publicly 
available, and the status. Please include with each table the applicable "Statement of Work", 
including any revision thereof, for each such agreement.
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, ,. 

7 



SEP-24-1997 15=37 □ES FRONT OFFICE 202 647 0217 F i'. Is
unitea collates -Department of Stato '

Si^
RL
PrV-\
FAX Cover Sheet

Bureau of Oceans and International 
Eavironmental and Scientific Affairs

Washington, DlC 2052Q

Date: 9/^y/>7
Time:

/ia
Am

To: M T., /,
ci4Ol'g-:

= ^'?r- L'yrv-
Phone:

A /

r\

iTom: Linda Strachan / Franz Wuerfmannsdobler 

FAX: 202-647-0217
Phone: 202-647-3550 / 202-736-7781 

Number of pages to follow: /V

****************;!(,*******

"Tk* U: c.,\JUrJ \j^ ^
Cl'-S f^dlP

SEP-. 15,37 FRONT OFFICE 202 647 0217 ~. c, 1 ·ts □Es un1tea ~tates ·1Jep:1.rtment of Stat;-! 

~L4 
JA{= 
.SPr 
R.L 
Pr1JV\ 

B11re11u of Oceans and Internatiarzal 
Environmental arzd Scientific Alfair1 

W atbi11gtcn, D!C. 20 520 

Date: 
·Time: ------

FAX Cover Sheet 

·r o :__ ;Y\ ,'"2..-kU. 'TI) 1~--. __ _ 
Oro.: C ~ A 

b ------·-----·---·· F1\X: "3 ~ 5"'- ~ l:f ~-ls-" - __ _J_, ____ L.J,..; ____ ---- -------
Phone: 

From: Linda Strachan/ Franz vVuerfmannsdobler 
FAX: 202-647-0217 
Phone: 202-647-3550 / 202-736-7781 

Number of pages to foll~w: /'f 

MJ 
A-M 

9f 

*********************************************** 
Memo: 



SEP-24-1997 15:37 OES FRONT OFFICE

Schaefer Q’s&A’s I

2026470217 F.C'is

Questions for the Record Submitted by Chairman Schaefer to 
Under Secretary of State Timothy .Wirth 

House Committee on Commerce 
Energy and Power Subcommittee 

July 15,1997

1. Q: Please identify each member of the Interagency Analytical Team (lAT) from 
the date of its inception to the present time, any other participants Inside or outside 
the Administration, and specii^ their responsibilities.

A: Attached is former Under Seaetary Ehrlich's list of people to call regarding lAT 
meetings Members of the lAT had varying levels of participation and responsibility.

2. Q: When was the lAT formed and what were the lAT's instructions? Please 
provide any documentation regarding the formation of the lAT and its mission, 
responsibilities, membership or assignments.

A: Previously, Agencies worked independently on climate change economic analysis. 
Beginning in February 1996, however, the Department of Energy and the Environmental 
Protection Agency began to work together on global climate change analysis and called it 
the LAT. Their joint efforts provided the analytical foundation for the Springfield Global 
Climate Change Workshop in June 1996.

Former Under Secretary Ehrlich joined the Administration's climate change analysis 
effort shortly after the June 1996 Climate Analysis Workshop. He oversaw the analysis 
from mid 1996 to May 1997. Under Seaetary Ehrlich's instructions were to use the lAT 
to provide a set of andytic tools that would allow the Administration to better understand 
the economics of the climate change issue.

3. Q: Please indicate the total costs of the lAT's efforts and the share paid annually 
by each Department or Agency that was involved and please identity the source of 
the funds within each Department or Agency.

A: Costs for the lAT were primarily for personnel No effort was made to aceuawlate 
costs related to the lAT activities. DOE ^ EPA, who had primary responsibility for the 

analysis efforts, did have some contract costs for modeling.
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Protection Agency began-to work together on global climate change analysis and called it 
the IAT. Their joint efforts provided the analytical foundation for the Springfield Global 
Climate Change Workshop in June 1996. 
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4. Q; Is the lAT stillln existence? Ifso, what are its current responsibilities? 

No lAT economic analysis of global climate change is undervay.

5. Q: Please provide a copy of all drafts of the lAT report in addition to the May 
16* and 30*, 1997 drafts, both earlier and later.

A: Enclosed with this response are photocopies of the May 12*, May 16*, and May 30* 
drafts of the lAT paper. The May 12* draft was circulated among members of the lAT 
and senior members of the Administration involved in climate change poUcy. The May 
1 draft was circulated to the peer reviewers, members of the lAT, and senior members
of the Administration involved in climate change policy. The May 30* draft was released 
to the public on July 15*.

6. Q: Please explain how the peer reviewers were selected? What instructions were 
those peer reviewers given? Please provide copies of any correspondence or 
instructions that were sent to the peer reviewers.

A: The peer reviewers were selected based on recommendations from senior lAT 
members. Former Under Secretary Ehrlich made the final selection after consultation 
with the lAT and members from the White House Task Force on Climate Change.

Former Under Secretary Ehrlich sent letters and attachments to each oflhe reviewers as 
well as personally contacting each of them. The letter dated March 20* is a copy of the 
iTiTrifll letter sent to Professor Jorgenson. Identical letters were sent to the other peer 
reviewers over a period of weeks. Enclosed with this letter were a technology note and 
information on the lAT models and baseline. The undated letter is a copy of the letter 
that was sent to all reviewers on May 16* with copies of the May 16* d^ of the lAT 

report Copies of materials sent to the reviewers are enclosed.

7. Q: If the lAT effort is in fact a ‘^failed’’ project as indicated in Administration 
testimony at the Subcommittee hearing how will the Administration determine the 
appropriate level of future international climate change commitments for Kyoto and 
later?

A: The lAT effort generated much useful information about how to model constraints on 
greenhouse gas emissions and their potential economic effects. However, the LAT 
process was unsuccessful liTproviding a sufficiently narrow range of estimated economic 
effects to support the Administration’s overall decision-making process. As part of the
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4. Q: Is the IAT still ln existence? If so, what are its current responstblllties? .. . 
No IAT economic analysis of global climate change is undeiway. 

5. Q: Please provide a copy of all drafts of the IAT report in addition to the May 
1~ and 30111, 1997 drafts, both earlier and later. 

A: Enclosed with this response are photocopies of the May 12111
, May 16111

, and May 30tb 
drafts of the IA T paper. The May 12111 draft was circulated among members of the IA T 
and senior members of the Administration involved in climate change policy. The May 
1611a draft was circulated to the peer reviewers, members of the IAT, and senior members 
of the Administration involved in climate change policy. The May 30111 draft was released 

to the public on July 15111
• 

6, Q: Please explain how the peer reviewers were selected? What Instructions were 

those peer reviewen given? Please provide copies of any correspondence or 

instructions that were sent to the peer reviewers. 

A: The peer reviewers were selected based on recommendations from senior IA T 
members. Former Under Secretary Ehrlich made the final selection after consultation 
with the IAT and members from the White House Task Force on Climate Change. 

Former Under Secretary Ehrlich sent letters and attachments to each o!the reviewers as 
well as personally contacting each of them. The letter dated March 20111 is a copy of the 
initial letter sent to Professor Jorgenson. Identical letters were sent to the other peer 
reviewers over a period of weeks. Enclosed with this letter were a technology note and 
information on the IAT models and baseline. The undated letter is a copy of the letter 
that was sent to all reviewers on May 16111 with copies of the May 16111 draft of the IAT 
report. Copies of materials sent to the reviewers are enclosed. 

7. Q: If the IAT effort is in fact a "failed" project as indicated iD Administration 
testimony at the Subcommittee hearing how will the Administration determine the 

appropriate level of future international climate change commitments for Kyoto and 
later? 

A: The IA T effort generated much useful information about how to model constraints on 

greenhouse gas emissions and their potential economic effects. However, the IA T 

process was unsuccessful Triproviding a sufficiently narrow range of estimated economic 
effects to support the Administration's overall decision-making process. As part of the 
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ongoing Administration decision process, a number of different economic and other 
analyses are being evaluated as guides to the likely effects of reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.

8. Q: As late as last May when Dr. Ehrlich and others in the Administration held 
briefings on the then dr^t analysis and assessment there was no hint that the 

Administration considered this effort a failure and the models to be unreliable. 
What occurred since May that caused the Administration to apparently reach a 
different conclusion from that of Dr. Ehrlich?

A: When the Administration provided briefings on the work being done by the lAT, the 
focus was on determining baselines for emissions levels, economic growth, and other key 
variables, and for explaining the different models that were being used. As the woric 
done by the lAT proceeded, the wide range of economic outcomes called into question 
the benefits of continued lAT work on these economic models, giyetrthemany^er 

^-^Coflipetm^ajims on agency resourc^

9. Q: The lAT draft Analysis referred to three scenarios which resulted in costs of 
future climate commitments of approximately $200, $100, or $50 per ton carbon tax 
equivalent Has the Administration concluded that a $200 per ton carbon tax 
equivalent cost will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness? 
Has the Administration concluded that a $100 per ton carbon tax equivalent cost 
will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness? Has the 
Administration concluded that a $50 per ton carbon tax equivalent cost will not 
harm the II.S. economy, Jobs, and global competitiveness. Please provide the basis 
for any of the above conclusions. If the Administration does not support any of the 
above costs, what analysis or other information does the Administration intend to 
rely on to support a different amount?

A: The implicit price of carbon for the Unit^ States reported by the lAT ranged from S9 
to $145, depending on the situations model/, and the assumptions and models used. 
Similarly, the impact on the U.S. gross domestic product spanned a wide range. The lAT 
found that the estimates of the costs to the U.S. economy of a carbon emissions reduction 
policy depended on factors, including targets and timetables, technology assumptions and 
the implementation of international emissions permit trading. As Dr. Janet Yellen 
remarked in her July 15,1997, testimony to the House Commerce Subcommittee on 
Power, ‘Tt boils down to this: if we do it dumb, it could cost a lot, but if we do it smart, it 
will cost much less, aHff2[deedvCDuld_2r5duce,nct^sncfitsj5Jh5Jongrua\]^_^
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ongoing Administration decision process, a number of different economic and other 
analyses ~ being evaluated as guides to the likely effects ~f reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

8. Q: As late as last May when Dr. Ehrlich and others in the Administration held 
briefings on the then draft analysis and assessment there was no hint that the 
Administration considered this effort a failure and the models to be unreliable. 
What occurred since May that caused the Administration to apparently reach a 
different conclusion from that of Dr. Ehrlich? 

A: When the Administration provided briefings on the work being done by the IAT, the 
focus was on determining baselines for emissions levels, economic growth, and other key 
variables. and for explaining the different models that were being used. As the work 
done by the IA T proceeded, the wide range of economic outcomes called into question 
the benefits of continued !AT work on these economic models. 'veninemany other 

~pe~s on agency resour_ffe. 

9. Q: The IAT draft Analysis referred to three scenarios which resulted in costs of 
future climate commitments of approximately $200, $100, or $50 per ton carbon tax 
equivalent. Has the Administration concluded that a 5200 per ton carbon tax 
equivalent cost will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness? 
Has the Administration concluded that a St 00 per ton carbon tax equivalent cost 
will not harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness? Has the 
Administration concluded that a $50 per ton carbon tax equivalent cost will not 
harm the U.S. economy, jobs, and global competitiveness. Please provide the basis 
for any of the above conclusions. If the Administration does not support any of the 
above·costs, what analysis or other information does the Administration intend to 
rely on to support a different amount? I 

eJ 
A: The implicit price of carbon for the Unit States reported by the IAT ranged from $9 
to S 145, depending on the situations mode , and the assumptions and models used. 
Similarly, the impact on the U.S. gross domestic product spanned a wide range. The IAT 
found that the estimates of the costs to the U.S. economy of a carbon emissions reduction 
policy depended on factors, including targets and timetables, technology assumptions and 
the implementation of international emissions permit trading. As Dr. Janet Yellen 
remarked in her July 1S,1997, testimony to the House Commerce Subcommittee on 
Power. ""It boils down to this: ifwe do it dumb, it could cost a lot, but ifwe do it smart, it 
will cost much less, .mc~~~:ould nn,,(UU!t', net b~~ts~· ~-~"a..91"'"\ 
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10. Q: Is the paper prepared by the lAT both an analysis and an assessment? How 
does it relate to the **an^ysis and assess merit** referred  ̂to in Paragraph 4 of the 

Berlin Mandate? Has the Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate provided an 
analysis and assessment as required by the Berlin Mandate?

A: The lAT analyzed a wide range of emissions targets and timetables as well as a range 
of implementation plans (such as international emissions trading and joint 
implementation). The lAT analysis does not have any direct relationship to the cited 
paragraph from the Berlin Mandate.

11. Q: The lAT draft states that the central policy modeled for the analysis “is 
aimed at reducing carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions by stabilizing them at 
1990 levels’* and that policy would be “announced in 2000 and its restrictions are 
phased in over a ten year period^ so that the policy would take full effect In 2010.” 
Reports in the media after the Denver Summit that President Clinton attended also 
referenced this date of 2010. In light of ElA’s projection of emissions 22% above 
1990 levels by 2010, is the Administration considering a target and timetable that 
calls for stabUization at 1990 levels by 2010?

A: The lAT’s analysis focused on a standard emissions target widely used in the 
academic literature. The Administration is in the process of detennining its position on 
targets and timetables. The Administration’s negotiating position is still in development.

12. Q: The Administratidh frequently cites the 2000 economists who say they 
support controlling greenhouse gases. Their statement supports as the mechanism 
either carbon taxes or emissions permits. In the past, the Administration has said it 
opposes the use of taxes. Is that still the Administration’s position?

A: The Administration’s position on implementation options or strategies relating to 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions is still under development. This position will be 
determined in conjunction with a position on targets and timetables, which is also under 
development

13. Q: The lAT draft explains that these emissions reductions to achieve 
stabilization wonld be through “issuing tradable permits at the earliest point of 
energy production or when imported into the U.S.” and that the permits “are 
initially auctioned in a way that is revenue neutral: i.e., all revenues generated 
wonld be recycled through the economy.”. Would these revenues be deposited in 
the treasury as miscellaneous receipts under the Economy Acts? Wonld they then
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10. Q: Is the paper prepared by the IAT bath an an31ysis and an assessment? How 
does it relate to the "analysis and assess merit" referre~to in Paragraph 4 of the 

Berlin Mandate? Has the Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate provided an 
analysis and assessment as required by the Berlin Mandate? 

A: Toe IAT analyzed a wide range of emissions targets and timetables as well as a range 
of implementation plans (such as international emissions trading and joint 
implementation). Toe IA T analysis does not have any direct relationship to the cited 
paragraph from the Berlin Mandate. 

11. Q: The IAT draft states that tbe central policy modeled for tbe analysis "is 
aimed at reducing carbon and other greenhouse gas emissions by stabilizing them at 
1990 levels" and that policy would be "announced In 2000 and its restrictions are 
phased In over a ten year period, so that the policy wouJd take full effect In 2010." 
Reports in the media after the Denver Summit that President Clinton attended also 
referenced this date of 2010. In light of EIA's projection of emissions 22¾ above 

1990 levels by 2010, is the Administration considering a target and timetable that 
calls for stabilization at 1990 levels by 2010? 

A: The IAT's analysis focused on a standard emissions target widely used in the 
academic literature. The Administration is in the process of detennining its position on 
targets and timetables. The Administration's negotiating position is still in development. 

12. Q: The Administration frequently cites the 2000 economists who say they 
support controlling greenhouse gases. Their statement supports as the mechanism 
either carbon taxes or emissions permits. In the past, the Administration has said it 
opposes the use of taxes. h that still the Administration's position? 

A: The Administration's position on implementation options or strategics relating to 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions is still under development. This position will be 
determined in conjunction with a position on targets and timetables, which is also under 
development. 

13. Q: The IAT draft explains that these emissions reductions to achieve 
stabilization would be through "issuing tradable permits at the earliest point of 
energy production or when Imported Into the U.S." and that the permits "are 
initially auctioned in a way that is__l"ll_enue neutral: i.e., 211 revenues eenerated 
would be recycled through the economy.". Would these revenues be deposited in 
the treasury as miscellaneous receipts under the Economy Acts? Would they then 
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have to be recycled throagh changes in the tax laws or by appropriation? How 
would they be recycled?

A: The lAT considered a range of revenue recycling possibilities at a very abstract level 
The lAT did not examine the legal framework under which these abstract options might 
be implemented in the United States.

14. Q: Does the Administration believe that permit auctions are the equivalent of a 
new tax? If not, please explain.

A; In general, they are not equivalent. Auctions focus on fixing quantities and leave 
prices free to fluctuate, while taxes focus on prices and allow quantities to adjust to

IS. Q: The lAT draft states that‘*among fuels, demand for coal bears the brunt of 
greenhouse gas stabilization.’’ What is the impact on the U.S. economy as a whole 
and on the relevant coal regions of this policy towards coal? What will be the job 
impact? Is the Administration adopting an anti-coal policy? How is the policy 
consistent with President Clinton’s 1995 reply to Mr. Dingell that the U.S. will not 
agree to any protocol that harms our economy and jobs or our competitiveness?

A: The lAT analysis found that the implicit price of carbon would range from $9 to $145 
per ton depending on the model and assumptions used and the specific scenario analyzed. 
Economic and job impacts would similarly span arrange depending on the factors such as 
the rate of technological change, targets and timetables, and international emissions 
pemut trading.

It is important to stress that the lAT analysis is just that - analysis - and not policy, as the 
question suggests. The lAT examined a wide variety of different analytic scenarios as 
part of its woric, and explicitly was not charged with making policy recommendations.

16. Q: How long after December 1997 does the Administration think it will take to 
obtain Senate advice and consent of any Kyoto agreement, to ratify that agreement, 
and to enact implementing legislation?

A: There is little information on which to judge the timefiramc for the advice and consent 
process, or for the enactment of implementing legislation in the climate arena. The U.N. 
Framework Convention on Climate Change was ratified by the Senate in October 1992, 
only four months after it was signed by President Bush at the Earth Summit in Rio de - 
Janeiro in June 1992. That Convention required no implementing legislation. However,
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have to be recycled through changes iD the tax laws or by appropriation? Bow 

would they be recycled? r, 

A: The IAT considered a range of revenue recycling possibilities at a very abstract level 
The IA T did not examine the legal framework under which these abstract options might 
be implemented in the United States. 

14. Q: Does the Administration believe that permit auctions are the equivalent of a 
new tax? If not, please explain. 

A: In general, they are not equivalent. Auctions focus on fixing quantities and leave 
prices free to fluctuate, while taxes focus on prices and allow quantities to adjust to 

?~price lewts. 

15. Q: The IAT draft states that "2mong fuels, demand for coal bears the brunt of 

greenhouse gas stabilization." What is the Impact on the U.S. economy as a whole 
and on the relevant coal regions of this policy towards coal? What will be the job 
impact? Is the Administration adopting an anti-coal policy? How is the policy 
consistent with President Clinton's 1995 reply to Mr. Dingell that the U.S. will not 
agree to any protocol that harms our economy and jobs or our competitiveness? 

A: The IAT analysis fowid that the implicit price of carbon would range from $9 to $145 
per ton depending on the model and assumptions used and the specific scenario analyzed. 
Economic and job impacts would similarly span a range depending on the factors such as 
the rate of technological change, targets and timetables~ and international emissions 
permit trading. 

It is important to stress that the IAT analysis is just that - analysis - and not policy, as thr. 
question suggests. The IA T examined a wide variety of different analytic scenarios as 
part ofits work, and explicitly was not charged with making policy recommendations. 

16. Q: Bow long after December 1997 does the Administration think it will take to 
obtain Senate advice and consent of any Kyoto agreement, to ratify that agreement, 
and to enact Implementing legislation? 

A: There is little information on which to judge the timeframe for the advice and consent 
process, or for the enactment of implementing legislation in the climate arena:. The U.N. 
Framework Convention on Climate Change was ratified by the Senate in October 1992, 
only four months after it was signed by President Bush at the Earth Summit in Rio de 
Janeiro in June 1992. That Convention required no implementing legislation. However, 
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other Conventions, such as the Law of the Sea, have yet to be ratified, more than a dozen 

years after signature. '

17. Q: Which agency or department would be responsible for implementing the 
provisions of any agreement reached in Kyoto, including provisions relating to joint 
implementation, emissions trading and advancing Article 4.1?

A: It is anticipated that several Departments and agencies would have a role in the 
implementation of provisions related to joint implementation, emissions trading and 
Article 4.1, including the Department of State, the Department of Energy, The 
Department of Justice, the Treasury Department, the Department of Agriculture, the 
Agency for International Development, the Environmental Protection Agency, and 
possibly the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. The precise role of each could only be 
determined once specific provisions had been decided i^ton.

18. Q: What consideration has been given or plans made regarding passage of 
legislation necessary to implement any agreement reached in Kyoto?

A: While some consideration has been given to the activities required under various 
agreement provisions (partiailarly those introduced by the United States), the lack of 
general acceptance of any of these provisions in the international negotiations makes the 
development of any specific legislative proposals premature. The Administration would 
intend, as part of its package of material to be sent to the Senate, to include it proposals 
for legislation that would be required^^M^^plemcnt any agreement.

19. Q: Article 17.4 of the Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCQ 
specifies that only *^Parties to the Convention may be Parties to a protocol” 
However, there is no assurance that all or even a majority of the 167 Parties to the 
FCCC will deposit instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession to 
any protocol adopted by the Parties by consensus or otherwise in Kyoto. What 
assurances does the U.S. now have that most, if not all, developing country parties 
to the FCCC will become Parties to a Kyoto protocol? Why is it in the U.S. 
interest to agree, without assurances, to a protocol that proposes to set legally 
binding post«2000 targets and timetables for Annex I Parties only and also imposes 
on the U.S. new and legally binding commitments to advance implementation of 
Article 4.1 of the FCCC, such as those prescribed in paragraph 1,2,3, and 4 fo 
ArticleJ^ of the U.S. draft protocol? ----
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other Conventions, such as the Law of the Sea, have yet to be ratified, more than a dozen 

years after signature. : : 
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17. Q: Which agency or department would be responsible for implementing the 

provisions or any agreement reached in Kyoto, including provisions reJatine to joint 

implementation, emissions trading and advancing Article 4.1? 

A: It is anticipated that several Departments and agencies would have a role in the 
implementation of provisions related to joint implementation, emissions trading and 
Article 4.1, including the Dep~ent of State, the Department of Energy, The 
Department of Justice, the Treasury Deparnnent, the Department of Agriculture, the 
Agency for International Development, the Environmental Protection Agency, and 
possibly the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration and the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration. The precise role of each could only be 
determined once specific provisions had been decided upon. 

18. Q: What consideration has been given or plans made regarding passage of 
legislation necessary to Implement any agreement reached in. Kyoto? · 

A: While some consideration has been given to the activities required under various 
agreement provisions (particularly those introduced by the United States), the lack of 
general acceptance of any of these provisions in the international negotiations makes the 
development of any specific legislative proposals premature. The Administration would 
intend, as part ofils package of material to be sent to the Senate. to include it proposals 
for legislation that would be requir~plement any agreement. 

19. Q: Article 17.4 of the Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) 

specifies that only "Parties to the Convention· may be Parties to a protocoL" 

However, there is no assurance that all or even a majority of the 167 Parties to the 

FCCC will deposit instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession to 

any protocol adopted by the Parties by consensus or otherwise in Kyoto. What 

assurances does the U.S. now have that most, If not all, developing country parties 

to the FCCC will become Parties to a Kyoto protocol? Why Is it In the U.S. 

interest to auee, without assurances, to a protocol that proposes to set legally 

biD.dina post-2000 targets and timetables for Anne:s: I Parties only and also imposes 

on the U.S. new and legally binding commitments to advance implementation of 

Article 4.1 of the FCCC, such as those prescribed in paragraph 1, l, 3, and 4 Co 
Article.-5-ofthe U.S. draft protocol? 
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A: [EGC]

20. Q: In a July 18,1994, letter to the then House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce [the State Department] said:

We agree that there are substantial commitments beyond 2000 for all 
parties to the Framework Convention under Article 4. Article 4.1 
(applicable to both developed and developing countries) contains 
commitments that are not limited by any specific timetable.

a) Is there any evidence to date that the U.S. is not abiding by these Article 4.1 
commitments? If there is none, why should the U.S. voluntarily agree to 
reaffirm, as required by Article 5.1 of the June draft, to what the U.S. 
already agreed to when it ratified the FCCC in 1992?

b) Is the U.S. asserting that other Annex I Parties are not abiding by such 
commitments? If so, please identify those Parties.

A: [ECq

21. Q: Paragraph 2 of Article 5 of the U.S. draft Protocol mandates each Party to 
**strengthen its legal and institutional framework to advance implementation’* of 
Article 4.1 commitments. What “framework” does the Administration have in 
mind? Does this suggest a new Federal or international agency or program? 
Would this be done through new legislation? If not, how would it be achieved in 
theU.S.?

A. The Berlin Mandate calls for the negotiating process to “continue to advance the 
implementation” of Article 4.1 conunitments, which also apply to developing countries. 
The primary U.S. objective, in proposing paragr^h 2 of Article 5, was to encourage 
developing countries with inadequate legal and institutional framewoiks to strengthen 
such fiWeworks so as to improve implementation of Article 4.1. However, it was 
considered that there was no reason why such an obligation could not ^ply to all 
Parties, namely that all Parties could reasonably be asked to do something to strengthen 
their frameworks. Even the United States, with its highly developed legal and 
institutional system, could, for example, enhance its existing administrative abilities to 
collect and report on inventories of greenhouse gas emissions. It was not intended that 
any international institutions or processes would be needed to implement such a 
provision. ___
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20. Q: In a July 18, 1994, letter to the then House Committee on Energy and 

Commerce [the State Department] said: 

We agree that there are substantial commitments beyond 2000 for all 

parties to the Framework Convention under Article 4. Article 4.1 
{applicable to both developed and developing countries) contains 

commitments that are not limited by any specific dmetable. 

a) Is there any evidence to date that the U.S. is not abiding by these Article 4.1 

commitments? If there is none, why should the U.S. voluntarily agree to 

reaffirm, as required by Article S.1 or the June draft, to what the U.S. 

already agreed to when it ratified the FCCC In 1992? 

b) Is the U.S. asserting that other Annex I Parties are not abiding by such 
commitments? If so, please identify those Parties. 

A: [EGC] 

21. Q: Paragraph 2 of Article S of the U.S. draft Protocol mandates each Party to 

"strengthen its legal and institutional framework to advance Implementation" of 

Article 4.1 commitments. What "framework" does the AdmiJrlstration have in 

mind? Does this sui=~est a new Federal or international agency or program? 

Would this be done through new le~slatlon? If not, how would it be achieved in 

the U.S.? 

A. The Berlin Mandate calls for the negotiating process to Hcontinue to advance the 

implementation" of Article 4.1 commitments, which also apply to developing countries. 

The primary U.S. objective, in proposing paragraph 2 of Article S, was to encourage 

developing countries with inadequate legal and institutional frameworks to strengthen 

such frameworks so as to improve implementation of Article 4.1. However, it was 

considered that there was no reason why such an obligation could not apply to all 

Parties, namely that all Parties could reasonably be asked to do something to strengthen 

their frameworks. Even the United States, with its highly developed legal and 
institutional system. could, for example, enhance its existing administrative abilities to 

collect and report on inventories of greenhouse gas emissions. It was not intended that 
any international institutions or processes would be needed to implement such a 
provision. 
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22. Q: Article 5 J requires that each Party take “measures to facilitate investment 
in climate-friendly technologies.” What “measures” does the Administration 
contemplate? How would they be implemented in the U.S.? What are their 
regttlatoiy and budgetary implementations?

A: [Seidel]

23. Q: Article 16 of the draft provides that the Parties “shall adopt, by [2005], 
binding provisions so that all Parties have quantitative greenhouse gas emissions 
obligations and so that there is a mechanism for automatic application of 
progressive greenhouse gas emissions obligations to Parties, based upon agreed 

criteria,”

a) Does this mean that there could be a second protocol or another legal 
instrument by [2005] which is only 7 years after the December meeting in 

Kyoto?

b) Do the words “all Parties” in this Article mean that only the “Parties” to 
the U.S. draft protocol would be required to “adopt” by 2005 such an 
instrument? Unless developing country Parties to the FCCC, such as 
China, India, and Brazil, become Parties to the Kyoto instrument (as 
proposed by the U.S.) prior to [2005], how does this Article address the 
issue of greenhouse gas emission growth by all non-Annez 1 Parties?

c) Could such a new instrument adopted by [2005] impose new and additional 
obligations on the U.S. beyond those proposed to be adopted in Kyoto? 
Why is that possibility a good result for the U.S. economy, trade, and 
competitiveness?

d) What “mechanism for automatic application of progressive greenhouse gas 
emissions obligations” does the Administration contemplate by this 
proposal? What are its implications for the U.S., including its sovereignty?

A: [EGC]

24. Q: Article 16.1 of the Convention provides that “annexes shall be restricted to 
lists, forms, and any other material of a descriptive nature that is of a scientific, 
technical, procedural or administrative character.” The U.S. draft protocol states, 
that it may not be “appropriate” to adopt the Article 16.1 Convention example.
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22. Q: Article 5.3 requires that each Party take "measu1es to facilitate investment 

in climate-friendly technologies." What "measures" do~s the Administration 

contemplate? How would they be Implemented in the U.S.? What are their 

regulatory and budgetary implementations? 

A: [Seidel] 

23. Q: Article 16 of the draft provides that the Parties "shall adopt, by (2005], 

binding provisions so that all Parties have quantitative greenhouse gas emissions 

obligations and so that there is a mechanism for automatic application of 

progressive greenhouse gas emissions obligations to Parties, based upon agreed 

criteria." 

a) Does this mean that there could be a second protocol or another legal 

instrument by (2005] which is only 7 years after the December meeting in 

Kyoto? 

b) Do the words "all Parties" in this Article mean that only the "Parties" to 

the U.S. draft protocol would be required to "adopt" by 2005 such an 

instrument? Unless developing country Parties to the FCCC, such as 
China, India, and Brazil, become Parties to the Kyoto Instrument (as 

proposed by the U.S.) prior to (20051, how does this Article address the 

issue of greenhouse gas emission growth by all non-Annex I Parties? 

c) Could such a new Instrument adopted by (2005) impose new and additional 

obli2ations on the U.S. beyond those proposed to be adopted in Kyoto? 
Why is tb~t possibility a good result for the U.S. economy, trade, and 

competitiveness? 

d) \Vhat "mechanism for automatic application of progressive greenhouse gas 

emissions obligations" does the Administration contemplate by this 

proposal? What are its implications for the U.S., Including its sovereignty? 

A: [EGC] 

24. Q: Article 16.1 or the Convention provides that "annexes shall be restricted to 

lists, forms, and any other material of a descriptive nature that is of a scientific, 

technical, procedural or administrative character." The U.S. draft protocol states, 

that it may not be "appropriate" to adopt the Article 16.1 Convention example. 
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Please explain why. Does the U.S. support iuinexes that would be substantive and 

mandatory? j

A: You correctly note that Article 16.1 of the Convention limits the use of annexes to 
certain types of material. This is not because there is any inherent reason why annexes 
should be so restricted. Rather, it is because Article 16 goes on to provide an entry-into- 
force procedure for annexes (and amendments to aimexes) under which an annex (or 
amendment to an annex) enters into force for a Party unless a Party affirmatively does not 
accept it. (Other modifications to the Convention must be affirmatively accepted by 
Parties to be binding on them.)

In the context of the Convention, as well as other treaties, the U.S. insisted that the quid 
pro quo for such a “tacit” amendment procedure with an “opt-out” provision was that 
annexes be limited to material of a technical (scientific, etc.) nature. This view is 
consistent with views expressed by the Senate. The purpose of the U.S. comment with 
respect to the Himata change protocol was to flag that annexes are not automatically 
entitled to “opt-out” procedures; rather, it depends on their context.

25. Q: Article 9 of the U.S. draft provides that Parties “shall cooperate” in 
establishing a “long-term goal” regarding concentrations of gases. Article 10 calls 
for meetings at “regular intervals” to, among other things “periodically review the 
adequacy” of the Protocol and Article 8 calls for periodic review of the Protocol and 
guidelines “in light of evolving scientific knowledge related to climate change.” 
Article 2 already suggests a minimum of two budget periods. Article 16 tells the 
parties to adopt “binding provisions” by [2005] for progressive “obligations.” Does 

-the State Department contemplate, over the next several decades a continuing 
process of meetings of both the protocol and Convention Parties annually and a 
series of IPCC assessments, special reports and technical papers leading to a series 
of protocob or other legal instnunenb that are likely to have significant economic 
impacts on the Parties and their people? Why b there a need for such frequent 
meetings and reviews?

A: The U.S. has proposed a periodic review of the agreement to insure that any changes 
in the science are fully taken into account by the Parties. Such flexibility insures that if 
new information emerges indicating a reduced need to act, the agreement could be 
modified; conversely, if additional actions needed to be taken to address the threat of 
climate change, appropriate action would not be debyed. The U.S. proposal also seeks to 
insure that Parties would be fully informed regarding the compliance of all other Parties - 
thus removing a potential problem of one Party gaining a competitive advantage though 
not fully meeting its obligations, while other complying Parties might be penalized. 
Finally, the U.S. proposal, while setting specific commitments for developed countries, 
recognizes the need for all Parties to participate. It therefore calb for the negotiation ofa- 
new agreement by [2005] that would require all countries - including developing

H:congressionals\wirth Q’s & A’s (summer l997)\Shaefer Q&As.doc

SEP-24-1997 15:40 

Schaefer Q's & A's 

OES FRONT OFFICE 

9 

202 647 0217 F. l :1 '.15 

Please explain why. Does the U.S. support annexes that would be substantive and 

mandatory? i. 

A: You correctly note that Article 16.1 of the Convention limits the use of annexes to 
certain types of material. This is not because there is any inherent reason why annexes 
should be so restricted. Rather, it is because Article 16 goes on to provide an entry-into­
force procedure for annexes (and amendments to annexes) under which an annex (or 
amendment to an annex) enters into force for a Party unless a Party affirmatively does not 
accept it. (Other modifications to the Convention must be aftinnatively accepted by 

Parties to be binding on them.) 

In the context of the Convention, as well as other treaties, the U.S. insisted that the quid 
pro quo for such a "tacit" amendment procedure with an "opt-out" provision was that 
annexes be limited to material of a technical (scientific, etc.) nature. This view is 
consistent with views expressed by the Senate. The pmpose of the U.S. comment with 
respect to the climate change protocol was to flag that annexes are not automatically 
entitled to '"opt-out" procedures; rather, it depends on their context. 

25. Q: Article 9 of the U.S. draft provides that Parties "shall cooperate'' in 

establishing a "long-term goal" regarding concentrations of gases. Article 10 calls 
for meetings at "regular intervals" to, among other things "periodically review the 
adequacy" of the Protocol and Article 8 calls for periodic review of the Protocol and 
guidelines "in light of evolving scientific knowledge related to climate change." 
Article :2 already suggests a minimum of two budget periods. Article 16 tells the 
parties to adopt "binding provisions" by [20051 for progressive "obligations." Does 

~e State Department contemplate, over the next several decades a continuing 
process of meetings of both the protocol and Convention Parties annually and a 
series of IPCC assessments, special reports and technical papers leading to a series 
of protocols or other legal instruments that are likely to have significant economic 
impacts on the Parties and their people? Why is there a need for such frequent 
meetings and reviews? 

A: The U.S. has proposed a periodic review of the agreement to insure that any changes 
in the science are fully taken into account by the Parties. Such .flexibility insures that if 
new information emerges indicating a reduced need to act, the agreement could be 
modified; conversely, if additional actions needed to be taken to address the threat of 
climate change, appropriate action would not be delayed. The U.S. proposal also seeks tc, 
insure that Parties would be fully informed regarding the compliance of all other Parties -
thus removing a potential problem of one Party gaining a competitive advantage though 
not fully meeting its obligations, while other complying Parties might be penalized. 
Finally, the U.S. proposal, while setting specific commitments for developed countries, 
recognizes the need for all Parties to participate. It therefore calls for the negotiation of .a-­
new agreem·ent by [2005] that would require all countries - including developing 
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countries - to adopt legally binding limits on their emissions. We assume that at each 
stage of the process, a full assessment of the costs and benejBts of action would be taken 
prior to committing the United States to any new legal obligation.

The U.S. proposal for an agreement does not specify the frequency of IPCC Assessments. 
These reports (the third of which is anticipated to be released in late 2000 or early 2001), 
have so far been scheduled on a five year cycle - long enough to allow new scientific 
information to develop, but frequently enough to provide the policy community with
regular updates on the state of knowledge regarding the climate change issue.

26. Q; The Global Climate Coalition sent a letter to the Department of State on 
February 14» 1997, raising a number of questions about the January 17,1997, 
version of the U.S. draft protocol, particularly In regards to trading. The 
Administration has not yet responded to those questions. Please respond to them as 
part of your reply to this inquiry.

A: [EGCl

27. Q: The EU proposal made recently in Denver was developed last March as an 
EU ^^negotiating position for the ongoing negotiations on the Berlin Mandate” and it 
includes burden-sharing of a 10% reduction among EU members of the ‘^overall 
emission reduction objective by the Community as a whole.” This appears to be a 
form of differentiation, a concept the U«S. is not supporting. The existing FCCC 
bubble applicable to the EU presumably only covers policies and measures and, 
when adopted, it only covered the 12 Parties that were members of the EU in 1992. 
Does the UJS. understand that the EU is seeking, by its submissions and discussion 
with the U.S. delegation, to e.\tend a form of the FCCC bubble to a protocol and 
another legal instrument that may be adopted in Kyoto, to expand the babble to 
cover any target and timetable or financial obligations and not just policies and 
measures, and to expand the babble to include all present and future members of 
the EU, such as countries from Central and Eastern Europe? Why is such an 
expanded babble in the economic and competitive interests of the U.S.?

A: The EU has made clear that it believes the bubble covers not only policies and 
measures, but also any target and timetable. IT has argued that it may use the bubble not 
only in meeting the non-binding aim of the Convention, but also in meeting any new 
obligations established under the protocol or other legal instrument To date, the EU has 
not discussed with us whether it also covers financial issues. They have also indicated 
they have not yet determined how or under what circumstances the bubble would apply ti» 

- new memb^^ates.
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cowitries - to adopt legally binding limits on their emissions. We assume that at each 

stage of the process, a full assessment of the costs and benepts of action would be taken 
prior to committing the United States to any new legal obligation. 

The U.S. proposal for an agreement does not specify the frequency of IPCC Assessments. 

These reports (the third of which is anticipated to be released in late 2000 or early 2001), 

have so far been scheduled on a five year cycle - long enough to allow new scientific 

information to develop, but frequently enough to provide the policy community with 

regular updates on the state of knowledge regarding the climate change issue. 

26. Q: The Global Climate Coalition sent a letter to the Department of State on 
February 14, 1997, raising a number of questions about the January 17, 1997, 
version of the U.S. draft protocol, particularly In regards to trading. The 

Administration bas not yet responded to those questions. Please respond to them as 

part of your reply to this inquiry. 

A: [EGC} 

27. Q: The EU proposal made recently in Denver was developed last March as an 
EU "negotiating posldon for the ongoing negotiations on the Berlin Mandate" and it 
includes burden-sharing ofa 10% reduction among EU memben of the "overall 
emission reduction objective by the Community as a whole." This appean to be a 
form of differentiation, a concept the U.S. is not supporting. The existing FCCC 
bubble applicable to the EU presumably only covers policies and measures and, 
when adopted, it only covered the 12 Parties that were members of the EU in 1991. 
Does the U.S. undentand that the EU is seeking, by its submhsions and discussion 
with the U.S. delegation, to extend a form o!the FCCC bubble to a protocol and 
another legal Instrument that may be adopted in Kyoto, to expand the bubble to 
cover any target and timetable or financial oblicatlons and not just policies and 
measures, and to expand the bubble to Include all present and future members of 
the EU, such as countries from Central and Eastern Europe? Why Is such an 
expanded bubble in the economic and competitive interests of the U.S.? 

A: The EU bas made clear that it believes the bubble covers not only policies and 

measures, but also any target and timetable. IT has argued that it may use the bubble not 
only in meeting the non-binding aim of the Convention, but also in meeting any new 
obligations established under the protocol or other legal instrument. To date, the EU has 
not discussed with us whether it also covers financial issues. They have also indicated 

they have not yet determined how or under what circumstances the bubble would apply tt1 
- new member-states. 
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The United States believes it is the interest of a stable Europe that the European countries 
continue to develop economically, and has so far been disinclined to intervene in the 
domestic affairs of any European nation. However, in the context of any new agreement 
under the Climate Convention, we have not yet accepted that the European member states 
should be allowed to “bubble” their obligations, nor would we support their doing so 
unless we were satisfied that such an agreement would not disadvantage the United 

States.

- V\

28. Q: What Is the potential impact of such an expanded EU bubble 00 the U.S. 
proposal for international emissions trading? Would it ensure that the EU would 
get the benefit of any emissions deficit derived from sneh Central and Eastern 
European Members and deprive the U.S., Japan, Australia, and Canada of that 
deficit? Would the U.S, then have to rely primarily on Russia’s emissions deficit in 
order to derive any of the benefits of trading?

A: The impact of an expanded EU on any emissions trading provisions is dependent on 
the level of the target, and the restrictions placed on a trading regime. If country targets 
or trading restrictions were set so that they required “real” reductions, no specific benefit 
would necessarily accrue to the European Union, and any reductions would entail real 
costs. Neither is it clear that the European Union would necessarily claim all the benefits 
of an expanded membership - emissions trading should in theory equalize the price of 
reducing a unit of emissions regardless of whether it is in Europe or Russia or the United 
States. Most analysis does suggests that if the U.S. is to use emissions trading to 
substantially offset its domestic emissions, even the entirety of the Eastern European 
country emissions would not suffice; Russia is the only country large enough to 
accommodate our current levels,- —

29. Q: Article 223 of the FCCC requires that regional economic integration 
organizations must declare the **extent of their competence” with regard to 
obligations under the FCCC. Does the U.S, believe that the EU has the competence 
to carry out legally binding targets and timetables and to enforce any difierentiated 
targets for its members if they fail to achieve them?

A: It is not yet clear how the EU competence will be implied in its implementation if any 
new obligations under a new legal instrument We, along with others (e.g., Australia and 
Japan) have insisted that the issue of EU competence be made My transparent and 
provisions for compliance be made acceptable to all Parties before wc would agree to 
allow the EU to undertake its commitments as a single entity rather than individually 
through each member state.

V/

9
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The United States believes it is the interest of a stable Europe that the European countries 

continue to develop economically, and bas so far been disin_,clined to intervene in the 

domestic affairs of any European nation. However, in the c;ontext of any new agreement 

under the Climate Convention, we have not yet accepted that the European member states 

should be allowed to "bubble" their obligations, nor would we support their doing so 

unless we were satisfied that such an agreement would not disadvantage the United 

States. 

28. Q: What is the potential impact of such an e:xpanded EU bubble on the U.S. 

proposal for international emissions trading? Would it ensure tut the EU would 

get the benefit of any emissions deficit derived from such Central and Eastern 

European Members and deprive the U.S., Japan, Australi:a, and Canada of that 

deficit? Would the U.S. then have to rely primarily on Russia's emissions deficit in 

order to derive any of the benefits of trading? 

A: The impact ofan expanded EU on any emissions trading provisions is dependent on r (l;vr ~ 
the level of the target, and the restrictions placed on a trading regime. If country targets A Ji ¼L,f S · 

or trading restrictions were set so that they required --real" reductions, no specific benefit ~ i.,i 1 'f, 1? . 
would necessarily accrue to the European Union, and any reductions would entail real · Y/ t.., (;,_. 11 

"1-, 

costs. Neither is it clear that the European Union would necessarily claim all the benefits 7 --- /yJ J 
of an expanded membership - emissions trading should in theory equalize the price of (;;1 er'. 
reducing a unit of emissions regardless of whether it is in Europe or Russia or the United ~ >ry 0 c_f.,,( 

States. Most analysis does suggests that if the U.S. is to use emissions trading to Y . ~ 
substantially offset its domestic emissions, even the entirety of the Eastern European 6 
country emissions would not suffice; Russia is the only country large enough to J- lA ~~ 

~0\\ ½, accommodate our current levels.-

/}. \~c\ ~~u\r 
29. Q: Article 22.3 or the FCCC requires that regional economic integration 
organizations must dec:lare the "extent of their competence" with regard to 

obligadons under the FCCC. Does the U.S. believe that the EU has the competence 

to carry out Je2ally binding targets and dmetables and to enforce any differentiated 

targets for its members if they fail to achieve them? 

A:. It is not yet clear how the EU competence will be applied in its implementation if any 

new obligations under a new legal instrument We, along with others (e.g., Australia and 

Japan) have insisted that the issue of EU competence be made fully transparent and 

provisions for compliance be made acceptable to all Parties before we would agree to 

allow the EU to undertake its commitments as a single entity rather than individually 

through each member state. 
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30. Q: The State Department’s September 9,1996, reply to the Committee stated 
that the U.S. did not agree to an “EU Bubble in Beriin” and that the U.S. delegation 
“successfully opposed including language in the Berlin Mandate which might have 
suggested that any country or group of countries could “bubble” in the post-2000 

period.” The reply then said:

aearly, the question of “bubbling” with respect to post-2000 commitments is 
complex, and one that will be closely scrutinized and carefully considered as 
negotiations progress. The Administration has consistently and continuously 
consulted with Congress, as weU as with U.S. industry and U.S. NGOs, on all 
aspects of the negotiations concerning post-2000 commitments and will 
continue to do so.

The Administration has not yet held meaningful discussions with this Committee on 
the issue of the EU bubbling to “meet target and timetables,” its impUcations for the 
U.S., its merits, or its complexities. Given the fact that the negotiations are just 
approaching a conclusion in Bonn and Kyoto, when do you plan to consult us on 

this aspect of the negotiations?

A: [EGC]

31. Q: Since 1992, the composition ofthe only “regional economic integration 
organization,” namely the EU, has grown from 12 to 15 members and several 
countries want to expand it further. Under what circumstances would the U.S. 
a^ee to an EU bubble that is or could be expanded?

A: The U.S. has made it clear throughout these negotiations that there is no EU 
entitlement to a so-called “bubble” in the Kyoto agreement Indeed, how a bubble would 
operate upon EU expansion is one ofthe many concerns that we and others (for example, 
the Japanese) have raised in connection with the EU proposal.

32. Q: The EU has proposed an amendment to the Convention to provide for a vote 
to adopt all futnre protocols by three-fourths if all efforts at consensus arc . 
exhausted. The proposed amendment would appear to have a retroactive effect for 

Kyoto.

a) Under thw proposal, is it possible that three-fourths of the FCCC Parties 
could vote to “adopt” any Protocol that imposed new obligations for Aimex I 
and/or non-Annex I Parties and then decide not to deposit an instrument of ^ 
ratification, etc.?

H;congressionals\wirth Q’s & A’s.(summer 1997)\Shacfcr Q&As.doc _

SEP-24-1997 15:41 OES FRONT OFFICE 

Schaefer Q's & A's 12 

30. Q: The State Department's September 9, 1996, repl)' to the Committee stated 

that the U.S. did not agree to an "EU Bubble in Berlin" and that the U.S. delegation 

"successfully opposed including language in the Berlin Mandate which might have 

suggested that any country or group of countries could "bubble" in the post-2000 

period." The reply then said: 

Clearly, the question of "bubbling" with respect to post-2000 commitments is 

complex, and one that will be closely scrutinized and carefully considered as 

negotlatlons progress. The Administration bas consistently and continuously 

consulted with Congress, as well as with U.S. industry and U.S. NGOs, on all 

aspects of the negotiations concerning post-2000 commitments and will 

continue to do so. 

The Administration has not yet held meaningful discussions with this Committee on 

the Issue of the EU bubbling to "meet target and timetables," its implications for the 

U.S., Its merits, or its complexities. Given the fact that the negotiations are just 

approaching a conclusion in Bonn and Kyoto, when do you plan to consult us on 

this aspect of the negotiations? 

A: [EGC] 

31. Q: Since 1992, the composition of the only "regional economic integration 

organizatio~" namely the EU, has grown from 12 to 15 memben and several 

countries want to expand it further. Under what circumstances would the U.S. 

agree to an EU bubble that ls or coald be expanded? 

A: The U.S. has made it clear throughout these negotiations that there is no EU 

entitlement to a so-called "bubble" in the Kyoto agreement Indeed, how a bubble would 

operate upon EU expansion is one of the many concerns that we and others (for example:, 

the Japanese} have raised in connection with the EU proposal. 

32. Q: The EU has proposed an amendment to th~ Convention to provide for a vote 

to adopt all future protocols by three-fourths if all efforts at consensus are . 

exhausted. The proposed amendment would appear to have a retroactive eff'ect for 

Kyoto. 

a) Under this proposal, is it possible that three-fourths of the FCCC Parties 

could vote to "adopt" any Protocol that imposed new obli~ations for Annex I 

and/or non-Annex I Parties and then decide not to deposit an instrument of ~ 

ratification, etc.? 
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b) Does the U.S. support such an amendment to theyConvention?

c) Has the U.S. changed from its Jane 19,1996, response to this Committee in 
regards to any of these matters? Would the Administration agree to a 
resolution of one of these matters, namely voting on a protocol, without a 
resolution of the financial and budget matters for both the Convention and 
all future protocols?

A: (a) Yes. Under the current Climate Convention, as well as this proposal, Parties could 
adopt an agreement (pursuant to whatever rule of procedure governs adoption) and then 
not ratify.

(b) We have substantial concerns about the provisional application aspect of the proposal. 
In effect, it amends the treaty without waiting for the Parties to ratify the amendment.

(c) [Unsure of response to Committee in July 1996 - must cross-reference.]

33. Q: Does the Administration intend that any international emission trading 
program would apply in the same way and to the same extent to public and private 
entities internationally and in the U.S.? For example, would it apply to local 
governments and to defense or other agencies of each Party and to the emissions of 
such entities? What will be the impact on the U.S. Defense Department of an 
international, or, for that matter, a domestic, emissions trading program?

A: [Seidel]

34. Q: Greenhouse gases not covered by the Montreal Protocol are not pollutants 
within die meaning of the Clean Air Act and are not subjected to the command and 
control provisions of the Act or other environmental laws. It is our understanding 
that although the U.S. has cited (in a September 9* reply to this Committee) 
authority to implement the Climate Change Action Plan with voluntary measures, 
the U.S. draft protocol, becanse it may call for mandatory measures, could not be 
given full effect in the U.S. without the enactment of new legisladon by Congress. 
Do yon share that understanding? Is the Administration considering a domestic 
emission trading legislative program patterned on the 1990 Clean Air Act?

A: [Seidel]
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b) Does the U.S. support such an amendment to th~Convention? 

c) Has the U.S. changed from its June 19, 1996, response to this Committee in 
regards to any of these matters? Would the Administration agree to a 

resolution of one of these matters, namely voting on a protocol, without a 
resolution of the financial and budget matters for both the Convention and 
all future protocols? 

A: (a) Yes. Under the current Climate Convention, as well as this proposal, Parties could 
adopt an agreement (pursuant to whatever rule of procedure governs adoption) and then 
not ratify. 

(b) We have substantial concerns about the provisional application aspect ofthe proposal. 
In effect, it amends the treaty without waiting for the Parties to ratify the amendment. 

(c) [Un.sure of response to Committee in July 1996 - must cross•reference.] 

33. Q: Does the Administration intend that any international emission trading 
program would apply in the same way and to the same extent to public and private 
entitles internationally and In the U.S.? For example, would it apply to local 
2ovcrnments and to defense or other agencies of each Party and to the emissions of 
such entities? What will be the impact on the U.S. Defense Department of an 
international, or, for that matter, a domestic, emissions trading proaram? 

k (Seidel] 

34. Q: Greenhouse gases not covered by the Montreal Protocol are not pollutants 

within the meaning of the Clean Air Act and are not subjected to the command and 
control provisions of the Act or other environmental laws. It is our andentandlng 
that although the U.S. bas cited (In a September 911 reply to this Committee) 
authority to implement the Climate Chanae Action Plan with voluntary measures, 
the U.S. draft protocol, because it may call for mandatory measures, could not be 
given full effect In the U.S. without the enactment of new legisladon by Congress. 
Do you share that understanding? Is the Admlnlstntlon coa.siderine a domestic 
emission trading legislative program patterned on the 1990 Clean Air Act? 

A: [Seidel] 
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35, Q: I understand that the Administration has recently established the White 
House Climate Change Task Force, a Deputies Group apd an Assistant Secretaries 
group. Please explain the role and purpose of each in r^ards to the development of 
the Administration’s position and policies for the international negotiations for a 
protocol or another legal instrument in 1997 and for the development of 
Implementing legislation in the U.S. Please identify the members of each group. 
Please provide any documents regarding the formation of these groups, their 
membership, mission, tasks, and/or assignments.

A: [Seidel]

36. Q; Please provide a table of all contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and 
interagency agreements and any extensions thereof (hereinafter referred to as 
“agreements*0 entered Into with any individual, agency, or public or private entity 
(foreign or domestic) by or dirough any federal Department or Agency, including 
the Departments of State, Commerce, and Energy, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, for the period beginning July 1,1994 to the present that relates to, or 
includes (directly or indirectiy) climate change matters or issues of any kind. These 
should include matters relating to (a) domestic or international emission trading, 
including economic and other analysis of such trading, the administration and 
verification of such trading in the U.S. and elsewhere, (b) public outreach, general 
and specific public education, grass roots, community outreach, workshops,
(c) transportation efficiency, alternative fuels, transportation generally, utilities. 
Impact on pollutants like ozone and particolate matter, and (d) any legal analysis of 
these matters and of the Convention or of any statutes coneeming climate change or 
trading. Each table should identify the date of the agreement, the agreement 
recipient, the amount of Federal ftinds, the term, including extensions, a brief 
description, the product, and whether It is publicly avaikd)le, and the status. Please 
include with each table the appUcable “Statement of Work,” including any revision 

thereof, for each agreement

A; [Interagency]
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35. Q: I understand that the Administration bu recently established the White. 

House Climate Change Task Force, a Deputies Group &Jld an Assistant Secretaries 

group. Please explain the role and purpose oC each in regards to the development of 

the Administration's position and policies for the international negotiations for a 

protocol or another legal instrument in 1997 and for the development of 

Implementing legislation in the U.S. Please identify the members of each group. 

Please provide any documents regarding the formation or these groups, their 

membership, mission, tasks, and/or assignments. 

A: [Seidel] 

36. Q: Please provide a table or all contracts, cooperative agreements, grants, and 

intera2ency agreements and any extensions thereof (hereinafter referred to as 

"aereements") entered Into with any individual. agency, or public or private entity 

{foreian or domestic) by or through any federal Department or Agency, Including 

the Departments of State, Commerce, and EneraY, the Environmental Protection 

Agency, for the period beginning July 1, 1994 to the present that relates to, or 

includes (directly or indirectly) climate change matters or Issues of any kind. These 

should include matters relating to {a) domestic or international emission tradine, 

inclnding economic and other analysis of such trading, the administration and 

-verification of such trading in the U.S. and elsewhere, (b) public outreach, 2eneral 

and specific public education, era.ss roots, community outreach, workshops, 

{c) transportation efficiency, alternative fuels, .transportation generally, utilities, 

impact on pollutants like ozone and particulate matter, and {d) any IC2al analysis of. 

these matters and of the Convention or or any statutes concerning climate change or 

trading. Eacb table should Identify the date of tbe agreement, the aareement 

recipient, the amount or Federal funds, the term, including extensions, a brief 

description, the product, and whether It is publicly av~le, and the status. Please 

include with each table the applicable "Statement of Work," including any revision 

thereof, for each agreement. 

A: [Interagency] 
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Comments on Q&As

I. Insert period after "meetings".

3. Change "accumulate" to "account for".

7. Rewrite second sentence to read: "However, the lAT process was unsuccessful 
in providing a definitive answer on the economic effects to support the 
Administration's overall decision-making process." The range of results, as 
specified in the draft, are less of a concern (especially since the range is in part a 
function of the different trading, AEEI, and revenue recycling assumptions). Of 
more importance are the flaws raised by the peer reviewers. Note: Janet's 
testimony reads "the effort to develop a model or set of models that can give us a 
definitive answer as to the economic impacts of a given climate change policy is 
futile."

8. Rewrite second sentence to read: "As the work done by the lAT proceeded, the 
concerns raised by the peer reviewers called into question the benefits of continued 
lAT work on these economic models, given the many other competing claims on 
agency resources." Since the Committee already has the peer reviewers 
comments, there should not be any problem with referring to the peer reviewers.

9. Insert a comma after "situations" and delete "and models" at end of first 
sentence.

9. The range of the lAT results are incorrect. If the context is all permit prices for 
all runs reported, the highest permit price is $207 in the year 2020 with Markal 
Macro under the 1990 -10% case. If the context is the highest 1990 permit price, 
then the highest permit price is $200 with DRI under the 1990 -10% case. The 
$145 value only applies to the 1990 in 2010 case.

9. The third sentence should be rewritten to read: "The lAT found that the 
estimates of the costs to the U.S. economy of a carbon emissions reduction policy 
depended on several factors, including targets and timetables, the use of market 
based incentives, technology assumptions, implementation of international 
emissions permit trading, and revenue recycling." There are probably other factors 
to list here as well, so let's talk about these.

10. Delete "wide" in first sentence.

II. Rewrite first sentence to read: "The lAT's analysis focused on a standard 
emissions target widely used in the academic literature for comparing model 
results."
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12. Replace "or" with "and" in first sentence.

1 5. Rewrite answer based on revised answer 9 (permit price range, inserting 
factors affecting costs).

17. Do we want to list agencies, or just note that agency involvement will be a 
function of the characteristics of implementation?
18. Make "it" possessive in last sentence.

25. In the third sentence, is the statement following the dash necessary?

25. Do we want to state that a "full assessment of the costs and benefits of action 
would be taken prior to committing the United States to any new legal obligation" 
at the end of the first paragraph?

28. Should our discussion of international emissions trading be couched in more 
uncertainty, given that under some targets and timetables, we are actually a net 
seller of permits? Further, any Jl might affect the conclusion drawn at the end of 
this answer.

Questions Unanswered:

19, 20, 23, 26, 30, 33, 34, 35, 36
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Using A Border Adjustment To Take The Lead On Climate Chang<?^J[thout

Encouraging Rimaway Shops
:h

By Frank Muller and Andrew Hoerner

..•t".
Negotiations are currently underway through the Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(FCCC) for a new binding agreement by industrialized countries to reduce their emissions of
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greenhouse gases over the next few decades. The agreement is due to be signed in Kyoto, Japan, 
V ■ X (^ • ^ December. It ipipleihents a key principle of the convention ttot was signed by Presideiit Biish 

• in 1992 and ratifi^ by the U.S. Senate: that developed countries should take the lead in •
combating cliitiate ch^e. Nevertheless, on July 25, in v^bai has become known as the Byrd 

Resolution (after its chief sponsor), the Senate resolved that the United States should not sign the 
agreement unless it includes “hew spedfic scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions for Developing Country Patties within the same compliance period.” Underlying 
this resolution are concerns that the Kyoto agreement win cause a loss of American jobs to China 
and other developing countries. Are these concerns justified? If so, does the Byrd resolutioii 
solve the problem? Is there a better solution?

Wfll the Kyoto agreement cause widespread loss of Amoican jobs to developing countries?

• No. An effective agreement will lead over time to lower employment in some industries, such as 
coal mining and higher employment in others, sudi as natural gas, energy effidency and renewable 
energy technologies. But it Wl not cause widespread loss of American jobs to devdoping 

countries. Two-thirds of US carbon dioxide emisnons come firom energy used in transportation 
and buildings — activities that by their nature caimot be exported. The remaining one third comes 
from manufrcturing. In most of manufrcturii^ except for a few energy-intensive industries, 
energy is too small a cost fector for emissions limits to provide any real incentive for relocating 
overseas. Furthermore, American coal miners will not lose their jobs to China because emissions 
limits will apply equally to all coal consumed in the United States r^ardless of its origin.

. is there a risk, of runaway shops in energy-intensive manufacturing?

Yes. It is widdy recognized that to achieve long-tdm reductions in US carbon dioxide emissions 
at les^ cost will require an economy-wide incentive as wdl as incentives and other measures 
taigded to individual sectors. The two main options are a carbon tax or a system of tradable 
carbon emission permits. Either would raise the cost of energy fromfbssil fUds. Energy is a 
significant cost factor in a small number of industries including aluminum, pulp and paper, iron 
and sted, and basic chemicals (see attached table). Energy costs have always influenced where 
investmems are made in these industries. FoUowir^ the fiid price increases of the 1970s, for 
exanqrle, aluminum production was relocated from Japan and (to some extent) Europe to 
countries with cheaper dectricity, such as Australia. Similarly, future investments might be 
redireaed from countries where energy costs are expeaed to rise due to carbon dioxide emissions 
limits to coimtries with lower emissions constraints or no limits at all. In total, the industries 
faring this risk account at most for about 1 percent of US employment. In other words, critics 
have vastly exaggerated the magnitude of the runaway shop problem. Neverthdess, these
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industries provide good jobs that form an important part of the economic base of some regions of 
the country.

Does relocation overseas of energy>intensive production help protect the climate?

No. Carbon dioxide has the same impaa on the global climate system wherever emitted. In some 
cases, a marginal reduction in global emissions may be achieved, if efficient new greenfield plants 
overseas displace aging US production capacity. But, in other cases, di^lacement may involve 
greater utilization of existiiig inefficient power plants or. manufacturing capacity in a developing or 
tranation country, resulting m a net increase in ^obal emisrions. More impoiiWly, though the 

relocation option greatly weakens the economic incentive fcv developing more efficient 
production technologies and substitute low-etriission products. The climate change convention's 
goal of stabilizing atmosphmc greenhouse gas concentrations can only be acbiev^ through a 
transition to sustainable production and consumption patterns. Simply shifting emissions around 
the world puts off the ta^ of undertaking this tranation. And fiom a political perspective, the 
threat of job di^lacenient is used by spedal interests to undcnxune climate protection efforts, not 
only in the Urdtcd States but also in every other developed country.

Does the Byrd resolution solve the runaway shop problem?

No. Even if developing countries agree at Kyoto to accept specific sdieduled commitments on 
the same timetable as developed countries, this would not greatly diminish the risk of runaway 
shops. Senator Byrd himself has accepted that commitments will need to vary among countries 
according to level of devdopment. \\^eas industrial countries will be required to reduce 

emissions below current levels, developing countries at most will fece limits to future growth. An 
Ami^can steel corporation, for exan^le, could still move production and emissions to Mexico or 
Indonesia and export steel back to the United States without either country breaching its treaty 
committoMts. Countries like China, India, and Indonesia with relatively low per-capha emissions 
(one-tenth of US -levels or lower) would likely have considerable room within their emissions 
“budgets’* to accommodate expansion in eneigy-intensive manufecturing for export to industrial 
TOuntrie&. The Byrd resolution f^ to address this problem, yet threatens to undennine the 
n^tiations by reneging on earliw agreements by the United States.

Do joint implementation and international emissions trading solve the runaway shop 
problem?

No. US negotiators have proposed that the Kyoto agreement allow joint implementation (JI) 
betweeh industrial arxl devdoping countries aixl emissions trading among industrial countries. 
Some proponents of JI and international trading have argued that these schdines address jobs 
concerns by promoting emissions reductions in developing countries and enabling affected US 
firms to reduce their compliance costs. Under JI, a firm could invest in a low-cost emission 
reduction project in a developing country and gain a credit for a share of the reductions against its 
own domestic emissions. Under international trading, a firm would purchase emission rights 
(directly or indirectly) from airother industrial country with lower emission reduction costs that is 
able to do better than its treaty commitments. Whatever the merits of JI and international trading
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in enhancing flexibility and lowering costs, though, they do not necessarily solve the runaway 
shop problem.

At best, J1 and international trading would reduce, but not eliminate,, the cost disadvantage 
imposed on US-bas^ energy-intensive manufacturers by an efiective emission-reduction 
agreement. Under such an agreement and a JI regime that provides real and yerifiable emission 
reductions in developing countries, not just paper reductions, emission credits would be unlikely 
to cost less than around $20 per ton of carbon. The purchase of such credits would still imposfe a 
significant cost disadvantage on energy-intensive plants selling into highly competitive global 

■'markets."

At worst, the expansive 31 and trading schemes advanced by some proponents within the 
Administration and environmental community could actually promote footloose corporate 
behavior. For example, in the JI case, a US steel firm could invest in improving the elEciency of a 
steel plant in Brazil (or alternatively Mexico or Indonesia) as part of a joint venture deal that also 
included construction of a new sted plant. The firm could use the emission reductidn at the 
upgraded plant to gain a credit under JI .gainst its US emissions while also in^oiting steel fi;om 
the new plant to displace its highert-cost US capacity. Similarly, in the case of tradable permits, 
an aluminum major &cing high electridty costs for its eastern US plants (or the coal-based utility 
which supplies it) might invest in Russia’s inefScient and undemtihzed power supply and 
aluminum industries and dose its oldest US-plants. As Russia is ^ected to easily meet its treaty 
commitments, the deal could be partly finan^ tbrou^ the sale of intonationally tradable 

emission rights to the US utility. In these cases, JI and international trading form an integral 
dement of the financing of deals that shift American jobs overseas.

Why not simply exempt energy-intensive industries from emission limits?

The mai^acturing sector or particular energy-intensive industries could be exempted firom a 
carbon tax or permit scheme. However, this would increase the cost to the economy as a whole 
by requiring a greater emission reduction- effort in other sectors. It also would greatly dimmish 
the incentive to inq>rove production.technologies in the exempted industries, develop substitute 
low-emission prpdud$ and generally shift to more sustainable consumption patterns. Moreover, 
as the -BTU tax debate-demonstrated, exemptir^ heavy industry would tmdomine broader supp'ort 
for the tax or permit scheme. •

What is a border tax adjustment?

Under the “destinatibn system” of border tax ac^ustments (BTAs), traded goods are subject to the 
taxes of the importing (“destination”) country and exen^ted fi^om the taxes of flie exporting (“origin”) 
coiinny. For instance, gasoline trucked from Toronto to Buf&lo is exanpted from paying gasoline tax 
m Caniuia and subject to, gasdme tax in New York, at the combined New Yorkfederal tax rate. BTAs 

are a necessary part of a tax on national or in-state consumption, and are a nearly universal feature of 
sales, excise, value added and other taxes. Because BTAs are required for consistent trealm^ of a 
consumption tax base they are regarded as a normal part of the tax and not as a form of local 
ftivoritism.
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How can a borda* tax adjustment solve the runaway shop problem?

BTAs are the most straightforward way to prevent £rais in low-tax jurisdictions from preying on 
energy-intensive industries in ha^ tax jurisdictions. A BTA ^stem would rdaate the tax on fuels used 
to produce energy-ihtensive exports (such as metal ingot and certain bulk chemicals), thus maintaining 
the competitiveness of exports. A conparable tax would be inposed on imports of energy-intensive 
basic materials to put foreign firms on a levd playing field in the home maitet. This BTA system is a 
.natural part of a tax on fiiels u^ to produce goods consumed domesticafly.

BTAs should be distingui^ed fiom taiifis and other fr>nns of industry protection. Energy-intensive 
manufrictuzeis (e.g. basic chemicals, alurxmium) already undertake large investments in devdoping 
countries that sometimes displace American production and jobs. Various fectors make such 
investments attractive including lower resource costs and the prospect of winning large new markets.
A BTA ensures that job displaceoaent is not accelerated by the FCCC, but does not fevor domestic 
river foreign production or otherwise alter undeifyingma^ conditions. Aluminum or ethjdene. 
producdon tl^ already would have been sbifred overseas, for example, will still be shifted. But it 
won’t be shifted because of climate prote^on polides.

Why are border tax adjustments controversial?

. Some advocates of unbridled free trade argue that BTAs for taxes on carbon embodied in energy- 
intenrive traded goods are or should be barred by foe General Agreement on TartSs and Trade 
(GATT). ^TAs on the fiiek themselves are universally accepted.) There are three major arguments 
for this poadon:
The bask policy argument. Many GATT experts take ^ously the conclusion of the never-adopted 
Tuna-Dolphin dedsion that trade measures can be based only on taxes on products, and not on taxes 

on processes:
The practicality argument Some admiiristrators have argued that such BTAs would be hard to 
enforce ot easy to abuse.
The tedmical argument Some legal scholars ar^e that the reb^ of taxes on embodied fuels 
is baried Ity'foie GATT ^\ia^&<csCe>deHhan6nit36^issi%prior stage cumulative indirect taxes.

Dott the GATT forbid border tax adjustments on process*’ taxes?

No. The GATT allows BTAs on taxes that M “directly or indirectly” on like products. It was the 
intent of the original GATT negotiators that process as well as product charges be border 
adjustable. This language was first introduced in 1946 by U.S. negotiator Oscar B. Ryder'at the 
London Preparatory Committee as part of the process of drafting the Havarta Charter, the 
prwursor to GATT. The Brazilian delate, Mr. Rodrigues, demanded to know what was meant 
by the addition of the term “or indirectly.” Mr. Ryder replied that the language was to allow 
border adjustments on “a tax, not a tax on a product as such, but on the processing of a product, 
which are covered by the word ‘indirectly’ hereThe ixt)cess/product distinction propel by the 

Tuna-Dolphin Pand, like the Tuna-Dolphin decision itself has nwer been adopted by the GATT 
contractir^ parties or by the Worid Trade Organization (WTO).

Bow can a border m adjustment solve the runaway shop problem? . 

BT~ are the most straightforward way to prevent .firms in low-tax jurisdictions from preying on 
ene.1"gy-intensive industries in high tax jurisdictions. A BT A system would rebate the tax on fuels used 

·· to produce energy-intensive exports (such as metal ingot and certain bulk chemicals), thus maintaining 
the competitiveness of exports. A comparable tax would be imposed on imports of energy-intensive 
basic materials to put foreign firms on a level playing field in the home market. This BT A system is a 
.natural part of a tax on ~els used to J?OO<iuce goods co~ed domestically. 

BT As should be distinguished from tariffs and other fonns of mdustty protection. Energy-intensive 
manufactuxm ( e.g. basic chemicals, aluminum) already undertake large investments in developing 
countries that sometimes displace American production and jobs. Various factors make such 
investments _attractive including lower reso~ costs and -the pr~spect of' winning large new markets . 
. A BTA ensures that job displacement is not accelerated by the FCCC, but does not favor domestic 
over foreign production or otherwise aher underlying market conditions. Aluminum or ethylene_ 
production~ already would have been shifted overseas, for example, will still b~ shifted. But it 
won't be shifted~ of climate prote:ction policies. 

Why are border tll adjustments controversial? 

. Some advocates of unbridled free trade argue that BT & for taxes on cazbon embodied in energy­
intensive traded goods are or should be barred by the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT). (BT As on the fuels themselves are universally accepted.) There are three major arguments 
for this position: . 
The basic policy argum~. Many GATI experts take seriously the conclusior;i of the never-adopted 
Tuna-Dolphin decision that trade measures_can be based only on taxes on products, and not on taxes 
on processes. . 
The practicality argumeot. Some administrators have argued tQat such BT As would be hard to 
enforce or easy t.o abuse. · 
The technical iegal arguJDeD:f. Soine legal scholars argue that the rebate of taxes on'embodied fuels 
~-b~ by'the GATT Subsidies Code .. s ban on reoating.prior stage cwnulative indirect tares. 

. : .. . .. 

-~ the GAIT forbid border:, tu. _adjustm~ts OD "process" taxes? 

No. The GATI allows BT As on taxes ~ fall "directly or indirectly'' on like products. It was the 
intent of the original GATT negotiators that process as well as product charges be border. 
adjustable. This language was first introduced in 1946 by U.S. negotiator Oscar B. Ryder'at the 
London Preparatory Committee as part of the pro·cess of drafting the Havarta Chan~, the 
precursQr to GATT. The Brazilian delegate, Mr. Rodrigues, demanded to know what was meant 
by the addition of the tenn "or indirectly." Mr. Ryder replied that the language was to allow 
border adjustments on ''a tax, not a ~ on a product as such, but on the processing of a product, 
which are covered by 'the word 'indirectly' here . " The processlproduct distinction -proposed· by the 
Tuna-Dolphin Panel. like the Tuna-Dolphin detjsion itself has never been adopted by the GATT 
contracting parries or by the World Trade Organiz.alion (WfO). 
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Can border tax adjustments be administered effectively?

Yes. A BTA system for carbon taxes would be no more complicated than the BTA systems already in 
place for many other taxes. For instance, the U.S. administers border tax adjustments on hundreds of 
chemicals uixler the Superfimd toxic chemical excise tax. BTAs appfy to all taxed chanicals, and to all 
products manufectured primarily froin a taxed chemical. If the pro^cer documents the amount of 

taxed c^remical used in the manu&cture, the tax is based on the documented amount. Otherwise, it is 
taxed at a rate set by Treasury r^uladon, based on die anxxim of the taxed chemical that is used to 
manufacture the.same produa in the U.S. under the predominant method of production. This tax was 
held by the GATT to be c6nsi«ent with intemadonai tirade rules. The Ozone-Depleting Chemicals 
(ODC) Tax has similar BTA proviaons, except that it is a “process” tax, in th^ h apjrfies to products 
manufactured with taxed substances but not physically incorporating them, suc^ as dectronic pans 

cleaned with ODCs.

BTAs on the embodied carbon in enc^-inten^ goods would be administrativdy identic^ to the 
BTAs on diese existing taxes. For plaukble carbon tax rates, only a handful of energy-intenave basic 
materials — fewer than are covered under the existing SuperWl chemical excise — would have price 

irjcreases great cnou^ to justify border adjustment.

Are border tax adjustments on taxes on unbodied carbon barred as “prior stage cumulative 
indirect” (PSCI) taxes.

No. Border ac^ustment of carbon taxes is clearly not barred by the ban on PSCI taxes, for two reasons. 
First, the Umguay Round Amendments to the GATT ^sedfii^ excluded taxes on fossil fiiels from, 
the scope of the PSCI tax ban. Second, energy taxes are not PSQ taxes because they are not 
“cumuldive.” Althou^ energy is used in every phase of the manufacturing process, each unit of fuel is 
taxed only once. This contrasts with the stand^d example ofa PSCI tax, the cascade tax. A cascade 

tax is a tax on the value of all products sold, including goods used as materials in the manufacture of 
other goods. Cascade taxes curmilate, because the tax on, for exanqile, sheet steel used to make an ' 
automobile, becomes part of the cost of manufacturing the automobile and the tax is itse^ taxed again 
when.the automobile is sold. Cascade taxes were once common in Europe, but are now extinct in ail 
but a few dev^opbg nations, having been refriaced by VATs (v^hich, like dtergy taxes, are not 
cumulative). ,

If the United States chooses a domestic emission trading scheme rather than a carbon/energy 
taxf could such a scheme include a border adjustment?

The Clinton Adininistration has not proposed specific domestic pplides to impl^ent the proposed 
Kyoto agreement. Current thinking within the Administratis however, favors a domestic tradable 
peimit scheme over a carbon/energy tax. Sudi pennits either would be auctioned by the government 
(most likely to coal, oil and gas companies at the point where carbon fuels enter the economy) or given 
away under “grandfatherir^’rules (most likely to utilities and other msgor industrial emitters). In 
principle, a border adjustment (at the current market price of permits) could be levied on imports and

_,,,,, .. ....... ...J • .,._,._._ .................. --

Can border tax adjustments be administertd effectively? 

" Yes. A BTA system for carbon taxes would be no more complicated than the BTA systems already in 
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(OQC) Tax bas similar BTA provisions, except that it is a "process" tax, in tha:t it applies to products 
manufactured with taxed substances but not physically incorporating them, such as electronic pans 
cleaned with ODCs. . 

BTAs on the embodied carbon in energy-intensive goods would be administratively identical to the 
BTAs ~n these existing taxes. For plausible carbon tax rates, only a handful of energy-intensive basic. 
mat~ - fewer than are covered tmde:r the existing Superfund chemical excise - would have price 
increases great ~gh to justify border adjustment. · 

Are border tax adjustments o~ taxes on embodied carbon barred as "prior stage-cumulative 
. indirect" (PSCI) taxes. . 

. No. Border adjustment of carbon taxes is cl~not barred by the ban on PSCI t~ for two reasons. 
Fir~ the Uruguay Round Amendments to the GATI specifically excluded taxes on fossil fuels from_ 
the scope of the PSCI tax ban. Seoo~ energy taxes are not PSCI taxes because they are not 
"comulative." Although energy is used in every phase of the IJlaillmlduring .process, each unit of fuel is 
taxed only once. This contrasts with the standard example of a PSCI tax, the cascade tax. A cascade · 
tax is a tax on the value of all products ~Id, including goods used as materials in the manuf.dcture of 
other goods. Cascade taXes cumulate, because the tax on, for ex.ample, sheet steel used to make an · 
~tomobile, becomes p~ of the~~ of manufacturing the automobile and the tax is it.self taxed again 

, · . · · 'when.the' automobile is sold Cascade~ ~e-once common in Europe, but are now extinct in a.11 
· but a few developing nations, haVingbeenreplaced byVATs (~ Jike·energytaxes, are not .· 

cumulative). . 

If the United States chooses a domestic emission trading scheme rather than a carbon/energy 
. tu, could such a scheme in~ude a border adjusto;ient? 

. . 
Toe Clinton Administration has not proposed specific domestic pplici~ to impl~ent the proposed 
K y9to agreement. Current thinking within the Ad:ministrati~ however, favors, a domestjc tradable 
permit scheme over a carbon/energy tax. Such pennits either would be auctioned by the government 
(most likely to coaL oil and gas compani~ ar the point where carbon fuels enter the economy) or given 
away under "grandfathering'' rules ( most likely· to utilities and other major industrial emitters). In 
principle, a border adjustment (at the current market price ofpennits) could be levied on impons and 
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rebated on exports of energy-intensive products as part of such a scheme. Doing so, however, would 
raise different and more difficult international legal and policy issues than in the case of a tax.

Whereas border adjustments on consun^rtion taxes have long been used and accepted imrfpr 
international trade lules, this is not true for environmental requirements like emissions permits. In 
implementing a border-adjusted permit scheme, the United States could not rdy on the above 
mentioned BTA provisions of Article HI of the GATT, except by analogy, and therefore probably 
would have to claim an environmental exemption under Article XX from GATT trade lula otherwise 
prohibiting import diarges and export subadies. Sudi a scheme, therefpre, would be more vulnerable 
lhan a BTA to a challeiige through the WTO by a.coun&y seddng to exploit the cliinate change 
convention for competitive advantage. GATT and WTO dispute pands have not looked favorably on 
daims fr>r environmental exenqnions. Indeed, to date, no country has succes^EuIty defesded the use of 
Artide XX to justify an environmental policy measure that runs foul of GATT provisions. Given this 
history, the availability of border adjustments for tradable permits cannot be guaranteed without a 
multilateral agreeinent specifically allowing them as pan of the Kyoto accord.

AWxough dements of the trade community irrig^it object to induding such provisions in the Kyoto 
accord, there are precedents for induding even stronger trade provisions in multilateral environmental 
agreements (e.g., Mmitreal Protocol, Coirvdition on International Trade in Endangered Spedes).' 
Article 5.3 of the FCCC states “Measures taken to combat climate change, including unik^eral ones, 
should not constitute a means of arbttraiy or urjustifiable disciimmation or a disguised restriction on 
intemational teade.” The earlier discussion makes dear that BTAs do not constitute “arbitrary or 
unjustifiable discrinunation” widiin the meaning of this article. Although l^alfy different, the trade 
policy arguments for allowing border adjustments for auctioned emission permits are virtually identical. 
However, in the case of grandfethered permits, the trade community nri^ legitimately argue that 
border adjustments at the market price of the permit unjustifiably discriminate in fevor of domestic 
producers by overcompensatii^ them for tire actual costs irapo^ by the emisaon permit scheme. In 

summary, the runaway shop problon can be avoided with a terder-adjusted carbon tax but achieving 
the same goal with tradable permits may require a qjedfic provisioh in the Kyoto agreement ovenid^ 
GATT trade nrles.

Frank Muller is Director and Andrew Hoemer is Research Director of the Environmental Tax 
Rroff-am. Foramcredetailed^scussionof border tox adjustments, see J. Andrew Hoemer and 
Frank Muller, “Carbon Taxes for Climate Protection in a Competitive World," Center for Global 
Change, Urrtversity of Maryland, June 1996 (available from the authors, andalso published in an 
abbreviatedform by the Swiss Federal Office for Foreign Economic Affairs in K Staehelin-Witt and 
H. Bldchliger, “Okologisch orientierte Steuerreformen, ’’ Verlag Paul Haupt, Bern, Switzerland, 
1997.)

For further information, contact Frank Muller (E-mail: fgmuller(^gc.org: Fax: 202-775-0819: 
Ph: 202-331-5521).
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Change, University of Maryland, June 1996 (availalile from the aurhors. and also published in an 
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Direct Cost Impact of a $50 per ton .Carbon/Energy Tax for the 24 Most-Affected Manufacturing Industries
Industry Groups and Industries

Lime
Primary•Aluniinum f I
Cement Hydraulic
Alkalies and Chlorine
Industrial Gases
Nftroj^enous Fertilizers
Paper Mills' ^ i

Electrometalurgical Products

Energy Tax 
(% of Shipments)

23.9%

13.7%
9.9%
8.4%
8.0%

U-
7.2%

Employment
(1,000s;

1 f i * 20

PaperboaniMiUs F
Blast Pumices irfaste^Mili^^s
Industrial Inorganic Chemicals nec
Beet Sugar
Synthetic Rubber
Cellulosic Manmade Fibers
Pulp Mills
Wet Com Milling
Flat Glass
brdustrial Organic Chemicals nec
Glass Containers
Primary Nonferrous Metals nec
Mineral Wool
Gray and Ductile Iron Foundries
Petroleum Refining
Pressed and Blown Glass nec.

3.9%
3.7%
3.7%
3.7%
3.5%
2.8%
2.7%
2.4%
2.3%
2.3%
2.2%
2.1%
2.0%
2.0%

101

■ Cumulative 
Employment 

(% of manufacturing).
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%

■ I n - 1%
1%

3%
3%

3%
3%
3%
3%
4%
4%
4%
4%
5%
5%
5%

Cumulative 
Value of Shipments 

(% of manufacturing

I i 1
0%
0%
1%

I . ]

4%
4%
4%

4%
4%
4%
6%
6%

7%

12%
12%

Source: Analysis by J. Mdrew Hoemer using energy consumption estimates from the U.S. Department of Ener^’s'Manufacturing Energy Consumption 
Survey. Employment and value of shipment data is from the National Bureau of Economic Research’s Produ^ivity Database. Mamifaciuring industries arc 
defined atlhe four digit SIC Icv'c). All data is for 1991.
Notes: The tax would apply to all fossil fuels at a rate of $50 per Ion of carbon and lo Iarge>scale hydro and nuclear electricity at the national average rate 
for utility fossil-fired generation. Such a tax is at the high end of proposals by advocates of stronger climate chattge policy, and Ideally would be phased in 
over S-10 years. It translates into 13 cents per gallon on gasoline, and measured in terms of its impact on electricity is about three times President 
Clinton’s 1993 Btu tax proposal. Due to high transportation costs arid other factors, some ofthe above industries (c.g., cement) face limited international 
competition, and therefore little risk of job exports. All manufacturing accounted for 15.3 percent of U.S. hoa-farm employment in 1996.____________
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.. Direct Cost lmoact of a $50 per ton .Carbon/Enern Tax for the 24 Most-Affected Manufacturln2 Industries 
lndustry Groups and Industrie~ Energy Tax Employment · Cumulative CumulativE 

. (%_of Shipments) (l,000s) Employment Value of Shipments 
{% ofrrianufacturin2l (% of manufacturiniz'. 

Lime .. 23.9% 4 0% O¾ 
Primarv !AJurttinum ,., ! . ·1 ! · l 1 I· ·p-·1 •J ~- • ;:· .-·•' ~ ,. ; .,1-;.• i ·t :0% ,;.11 •.• ,,-w•:J- r 'f ·. :·. i-20 /· 'I T· T•·~r,,l :fli'JrO¾ 'j: ' 

., I I l · d¾ '· . .. .. ,',•'l ' 

Cement Hvdraulic 13.7% 16 0% O¾ 
Alkalies and Chlorine 9.9% 8 0% O¾ 
Industrial Gases . 8.4% 9 0% I¾ 
Nitro$tenous Fertilizers 8.0% 1 0% .I¾ 
Paoer Mills· 1 I. ·. ;} 'j1 _: ,·. I·•:: '>i':t: 1-:·ry: -1~!~ :::_t .. . ~ .. •· ·:·1:::1-.:4% "?,''.?'!'·;-~. ,. ~.- ·l(·':!) .. ! 130 '.I ·:• L: I . 1 'I · :· ,I 14¼ :1 .. T ., T! ¾ ..... • , .....• 0 '·.·· . 0 i 

Electrometalurnical Products 7.2% s 1% I¾ 
Panei:board MI Us > · : h-';1..,. :i · +·•U? ;] r • .. , :.S, . . • ,! .•• · 

~i!f.j'Ii"J:,)b •~;.:• ~1-~"· . ·•w· ' 'R, &," ~2fcf•· ,r:c ·:f"''·11~:-J.· -~!i.: ;;~~-~ \~~:_··,.-t' ~•;¾ ~i~,}1/ ..Ut)f I /•; ;:'.~ &"'· I f·' 51 ~- .. ·I,•!'~ !"f· -~_:: ~~- . -=t ~f?'t~. ·r-:~ .!~ .•,'1-;t ~ :~i(,l o f ~~r ! , , =-----1 I .¾ 
BlastFum:i~ trid Suet MiU,·1f!t'· i~1~JJfl~t ~ ~frP-: r:1~ tlt!J~~li.;1~~•4, ~,. ···':. ~!-- .:~: ,: ~~,I~:"· ,'!~ ~ijl~Jt~ ~f:!'i;i ~r·Vr}l~~l'1M77 '~W!':.:;':ff~- It(;,,~ ,¥;ltj~ :-·-~·--~I: ... . ' . 

;J·~~f~:~,:! ~+ .. : l- . .r~;a~ f .r-:· -~ '¾ 

Industrial Inon~anic Chemic::als nee 3.9%. 79 . 3% 4¾ 
Beet Su2ar : 3.7% 8 3% 4¾ 
Svnthetic Rubber 3.7% 12 3% 4o/c 
Cellulosic Manmade Fibers 3.7% l I .. 3% 4¾ 
Pulp Mills 3.5% 17 3% 4o/c 
Wet. Com Millin~ ~ 2.8% 10 3%. 4o/c 
Plat Glass 2.7% 13 3% 4¾ 
Industrial Orj;?anic Chemicals nee 2.4% 101 4% 6o/c 
Glass Containers 2.)%· 35 4% 6o/c 
Primarv Nonferrous Metals nee 2.3% l 1 4% 7¾ 
Mineral Wool 2.2% 18 4% 7o/c 
Grav and Ductile Iron Fom1dries 2.1% 76 5% 7o/c 
Petroleum Refmin~ 2.0% 74 5% 12¾ 
Pressed and Blown Glass nee. 1tt•: 2.0% 33 5% 12¾ 

Source: Analysis by J. Andrew Hoerner using energy oonsumption estimates from the U.S. Department of Energy's'Manufacturlng Energy Consumption 
Survey. Employment and value of Jhipment data is from ·the Natio.nal Bureau of Economic Research's ~ctivlty Database. Manufa~turing industries arc 
defined at lhe four digil SIC JcveJ. AJl data is for 1991. 
Notes: The tax would apply to all fossil fuels at a rate of$50 per Ion of carbon and lo large-scale hydro and nuclear electricity at the notional average rate 
for utiUty fossil-fired generatio·n. Such a tax is at lhe high end of proposals by advocates of stronger cUmate change policy, and ideally would be phased in 
over S-10 years. Il trans]atcs·i~to 13 _cents per gallon on gasoline, and measured in terms of its impact on electricity is about three times President 
Clinton's 1993 Btu ·tax proposal .. ·oue 10 high 1ran11portalion costs arid other factors, some of the above induslries (e.g., cement) face limited international 
comnt!tition and therefore little rHkof iob exoorts. All manufacturim:? accounted for 15.3 percent of U.S. non-fann emofovmcnt in-1996. 

7 




