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AFL-CIO Executive Council February 20, 1997 Statement 

U.N. CLIMATE CHANGE NEGOTIATIONS 

The U.S. government is involved in United Nations negotiations pursnant to the "Berlin 

Mandate" for an amendment to the Rio Treaty on Climate Change. The Rio Treaty committed 

the United States and other nations to voluntarily stabilize carbon emissions at 1990 levels by the 

year 2000. Current negotiations are aimed at mandatory reductions below 1990 levels after the 

year 2000. 

The Berlin Mandate specifically excludes developing nations from emission reduction 

requirements while legally binding the United States to future emission reductions. By 

exempting developing nations from any future commitments, the Berlin Mandate ensures that 

there will be no meaningful worldwide effort to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of carbon 

dioxide. 

We believe the parties to the Rio Treaty made a fundamental error when they agreed to 

negotiate legally-binding carbon restrictions on the United States and other industrialized 

countries, while simultaneously agreeing to exempt high-growth developing countries like 

China, Mexico, Brazil and Korea from any new carbon reduction commitments. As much as 60 

percent of global carbon emissions are expected to come from such countries in the next few 

decades, with China becoming the single-largest emitter in the near future. The exclusion of new 

commitments by developing nations under the Berlin Mandate will create a powerful incentive 

for transnational corporations to export jobs, capital, and pollution, and will do little or nothing 

to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of carbon. Such an uneven playffig field will cause the 

loss of high-paying U.S. jobs in the mining, manufacturing, transport and other sectors. 

Carbon taxes, or equivalent carbon emission trading programs, will raise significantly 

electricity and other energy prices to consumers. These taxes are highly regressive and will be 

most harmful to citizens who live on fixed incomes or work at poverty-level wages. 

As corporations shut down domestic factories, mines and mills as a result of higher energy 
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costs, they will have additional incentives, beyond the search for cheap labor and anti-labor 

regulatory regimes, to locate new capacity off-shore, in countries with no carbon reduction 

commitments. Carbon emissions, therefore, will be transferred to the developing world along 

with the jobs, thus providing no real benefit to the environment. 

The U.S. government has not completed a thorough economic analysis of the effects of a 

treaty amendment on the U.S. economy, even though U.S. negotiators have been at the 

bargaining table for over 18 months and have agreed to a December 1997 deadline for reaching 

agreement on this far-reaching treaty amendment. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council calls upon the responsible agencies of the U.S. 

government to provide it and its affiliates with any existing studies of the economic impact of 

future treaty obligations and, further, make available the results of the economic modeling effort 

currently being undertaken by the government within 30 days of completion. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council further urges that in the ongoing negotiations to amend the 

Rio Treaty on climate change, the United States insist upon the incorporation of appropriate 

commitments from all nations to reduce carbon emissions; and seek a reduction schedule 

compatible with the urgent need to avoid unfair and unnecessary job loss in developed 

economies. The President should not accept and the Congress should not ratify any amendment 

or protocol that does not meet these standards. 



A SENSIBLE AND FAIR POLICY 

ON GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS 
0441111N • 

As the international community takes steps to reduce the levels of greenhouse gases in the 

environment, the United States should not be asked to shoulder an unfair level of responsibility that 

would jeopardize our economy and the millions of industrial and transportation jobs it supports. In 

1992, the United States signed the Rio Framework Convention on Climate Change which required 

a reduction in greenhouse gases such as carbon dioxidc to 1990 levels by the year 2000. In 1995, 

the United States and other parties to the 1992 climate convention agreed in the "Berlin Man.date" 

for a process of new negotiations to establish emission reduction goals for the next century. The 

Berlin Mandate calls for developed countries, such as the United States, to take the lcad in 

combating climate change, but excludes developing nations frorn any new obligations to further 

reducc greenhouse emissions. . 

This double standard means that while global warming is an international problem and that 

most of the world's future growth of carbon emissions will come from high-growth countries like 

Mexico, China, and Korea, the U.S. is being asked to do more than its fair share. Even rnore 

troubling is the fact that the problem of global warming will not be adequately addressed. 

Cornpanies wishing to avoid emission contxol requirements will simply move their operations to 

countries that were able to evade the provisions embodied in the Berlin Mandate. 

The United Nations is currently conducting negotiations that will determine the magnitudc 

of thc rcductions that the U.S. will have to undertake under the Berlin Mandate and the timetable 

required for meeting these objectives_ In these negotiations the Clinton Administration is supporting 

an emission control program modeled after the 1990 Federal acid rain law. In order to meet the goals 

of this progam, an increased energy tax on carbon fuels several times larger than all current state 

and federal energy taxes combined, or an equivalent permit trading program, would have to be 

imposed on consumers of fossil fuels. The negative impact this would have on our economy cannot 

be overstated. 

It is clear that the use and transportation of coal would be greatly curtailed if not eliminated, 

gasoline prices would skyrocket, and the incrcased cost of basic electricity would be felt in the 

production of almost every consumer good. The Department of Commerce has estimated that a 

carbon tax sufficient to reduce CO2 emissions by 20% would result in 800,000 jobs lost by the year 

2000 and 1.7 million jobs by 2010. An independent research corporation found that-1.4 million 

American jobs could be "severely at risk" under a carbon tax of S24 per ton. This includes over 

132,000 rail workers, 76,300 transit employees, 157,000 involved in water transportation, and 

625,200 aviation workers. The entire economy would be placed at risk with little or no 

environmental benefit. Transportation labor is not opposed to reasonable stcps that will reduce 

greenhouse gascs, but we cannot support policies that unfairly harm American workers while 

allowing less developed nations to avoid any responsibility for solving this global problem. 

• TRANSPORTATION TRADES DEPARTMENT. 4n-CM 
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IllThat transportation labor call on the Clinton Administration to renegotiate the terms of the',4*:!7,e--1,• ,,, 

Berlin Mandate so that all nations bear an equal level of responsibility for addressing the . 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 
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concerns arising out of greenhouse emissions; 
• 

IllThat TTD will urge the Clinton Administration and the Congress not to accept any treaty 

or other agreement that will force the U.S. to adopt policies that will damage our economy 

and result in massive job loss; and 

IllThat rrip will educate and inform transportation workers about the damage the Berlin 

Mandate could have on the financial health of the transportation industry and the security of 

thousands ofjobs. 

Resolution No. 2-97(f) • 

(Adopted February 15, 1997) 
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FOR MORE INFORMATION CALL: 202.628.9262 
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The United States is involved in United Nations Negotiations pursuant to the 
"Berlin Mandate" for an amendment to the Rio Treaty on Climate Change. 

• • : 
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The Berlin Mandate specifically excludes developing nations from emission 

reduction requirements while legally binding the U.S. to future emission reductions. 
' . 
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The exclusion of new comrnitments by developing nations under the Berlin 

Mandate will create an uneven playing field in favor of developing nations such as China, 

India, Mexico and Brazil in the competition for jobs and economic growth. 

Such an uneven playing field will cause the loss of high-paying U.S. jobs in the 

mining, utility and manufacturing sectors. 
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Processes Which generate carbon emissions will be transferred to the developing 

world along with the jobs, thus providing little or no real benefit to the environment. 

The U.S. government has not completed a thorough economic analysis of the 

effects of a treaty amendment on the U.S. economy; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: 

That the Industrial Union Department of the AFL-CIO calls upon the Congress 
and the Presideilt of the United States to refi-ain from entering into or ratifying any treaty 

amendment or protocol that causes the loss of U.S. jobs; and 

That the U.S. renegotiate the Berlin Mandate to ensure that all nations have 
appropriate commitments to reduce carbon emission to prevent the transfer of jobs and 

emissions to the developing world. 
• 

Adopted by IUD November 13, 1996 
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APPENDIX A 

RESOLUTION ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
• 
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WHEREAS, encrgy efficiency in the United States industrial sector has increased significantly in recent 
years, and 

THE STATE F•CTOR: Quesrionable Polk),  Made on Uncertain Sciencz 
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AMERICAN LEGISLATIVE EXcliANoft CcuNar. 

WHEREAS, auto fuel efficiency has increased, and 
WHEREAS, CO, ernissions have decreased significantly in seven major manufacturing industries, and 
WHEREAS, increased energy efficiency results in less emission of greenhouse gases; and 
WHEREAS, a strategy to arbitrarily limit greenhouse gas emission's can be self-defeating since limits on 

emissions necessarily Iead to higher prices for energy; and 
WHEREAS, higher energy prices could lead to lcss energy efficiency arid greater greenhouse gas emis-

sions; and 

WHEREAS, one part of the National Action Plan recognizes the benefits associated with energy efficiency te.chnologies, the development of which is due in part to the availability of low-cost energy; 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that (insert state) urges the U.S. Congress to hold open hearings and take other actions deemed appropriste concerning the Rio Treaty and U.S. participation in the Conference of The Parties to the R.io Treaty, including an evaluation of the science review process upholding the Treaty. BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Coagress evaluate the economic, environmental, and sccietal impact of imposing involuntary limits on greenhouse gas exnissions: and 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Congress eznbrace as a central part of the U.S. climate change action strategy the proposition that the single best policy for the U.S. economy, and its citizens, and for the environ-ment, is one of low cost and abundant energy; and 
I3E IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that if Congress finds compliance with the Rio Treaty entails great cost und discourages low cost and abundant energy from domestic sources that Congress cake such steps as are appropriate to withdraw from the Rio Treaty, pursuant to Article 25 of that Treaty. 

1 • ---



American Corn Growers Association 
P.O. Box 18157 • Washington, DC 20036 • 202-835-0330 • Fax: 202-429-3741 14,_ A 
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS RESOLUTION ON U.N. 
TREATY ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

WHEREAS, America's corn growers are affected 
economically by international environmental 
treaties concerning global climate changes and 
greenhouse gas emissions; and 

WHEREAS, the U.N. Treaty on Global Climate 
Change has trade implications for agriculture 
products, including corn and corn products; 
and 

WHEREAS, the U.N. Treaty on Global Climate 
Change in its present form would increase 
input costs to American agriculture producers 
and cause economic hardships to their 
surrounding rural communities; and 

WHEREAS, major trading competitors for 
American farm products, including corn, would 
be exempt under the present form the the U.N. 
Treaty; therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the American Corn Grbwers 
Association urges the United States to reject 
the U.N. Global Climate Treaty if it results 
in unfair economic burdens to America's 
family farmers; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the United States 
should not enter into any U.N. Treaty which 
exempts trading competitors of American 
agriculture producers unfairly. 

(Approved, September 14, 1997, Board of 
Directors Meeting) 
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Midwestern Legislative Conference 
of 

The Council of State Governments 

Marriott Hotel 
Overland Park Kansas 

July 13 - 16, 1997 

Proposed Resolution 
On 

Global Climate Change 

WHER s, the amount of greenhouse gases In the Earth's ittmosphere ls Incresal g as a 
result of human Hotivities, end this ls cause for thorough scientific res ch and 
analyses; and 

WHER S, many ln the scientific community recognize that ourrent climate modal cannot 
accurately forecast the timing, megnande or likely regional Impacts, If any, of 
human activities on the global climate; and 

WHEA 3, thousands of U.S, companies, In ari effort to comply with the alm of the 1 92 Rio 
Treaty, voluntarily participate in U.S. government programs aimed at limiting 
greenhouse gas emissions; and 

WHER AS, energy use is tha foundation for economic growth and a rising standard f 

WHER S, e growing body of oconomlc studies demonstrates that any U.S, Trott la 
significantly limit naar-term greenhouse gee emissions would slow e nomlo 
growth, cost hundreds of thousands ot Alneiloan Jobs, and reduce invest cots In 
more energy-efrIclent technologies or fooilitio's; and - 

WHER , rnandetory constraints on fossil fuoi uo cauld raise the cost of monthly ei ctrIcity, 
healing, and cooling bills, ilmtt personal mobilZty; and could seriously dl rupt our 
economy and our lives, es did gasoline ;Ines and high energy prices In c 1970s 
and early 1990s; end 

WHE S, constraints on energy use would ba panioulady harmful to those on tlxed I comes; 
those living in rural areas and/or dependent on prlvate vehicles to anspart 
themselves and thelr famllieS to worK, school, and siores; and toe whose 
business could no longer compete as effectliraly against their foreign cou temarts 
es a result of the hlgher cost for fuel; now therefore be )t 

that the Midwestern Legislative Conference supports climate policies th ere 
balanced and cost-effective, and that do not untalriy burden the Citizen ; of a 
partlcular community, state, or country: and be It further  

ResoL ED, that trie Midwestern Legislative Conference 4 opposed to any global Inlets 
proposals that are not Justified by sound salencb and sound eccnornio polio and 

RESOL ED, that thls resolution be dispatched to the Presldent of the United states, th Vice 
president of the United States. and appropriate, members of Congre and 
congressional Committees.  

• 
• 

and 

RESOL ED, 



I. PROPOSED POLICY POSITION 

MONITORING GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE POLICIES 

BACKGROUND 

The amount of greenhouse gases in the Earth's atmosphere is increasing as a result of 

human activities, and this is cause for thorough scientific research and analysis. At present, there 

is robust scientific debate as to the timing, magnitude or likely regional impacts, if any, of human 

activities on the global climate. Furthermore, thousands of U.S. companies, in an effort to 

comply with the airn of the 1992 Rio Treaty, voluntarily participate in U.S. government prograrns 

to limit greenhouse gas emissions. 

Accordingly, the U.S. government is involved in the negotiations of the United Nations 

which are aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the post-2000 period. These 

negotiations are expected to culminate in an agreement by December 1997 to reduce carbon 

emissions. However, these restrictions would only be imposed on industrialized nations; 

whereas, high-growth developing countries like China, Mexico and Brazil would be exempt. 

The negotiations are quietly in process and the endpoint is quickly approaching with very 

little input from the states' policymakers. However, the consequences of a treaty on the U.S. 

economy have not been fully analyzed and understood. This issue has particular relevance now 

as states begin to focus on economic development strategies to enhance their competitiveness 

globally. 

Energ use is the foundation for economic growth and a rising standard of living. A 

growing body of economic studies demonstrates that any U.S. e£fort to significantly limit near-

term greenhouse gas ernissions could slow economic growth, cost hundreds of thousands of 

American jobs, and reduce investments in more energy-efficient technologies or facilities. 111-

advised policies on climate change could raise the cost of monthly electricity, heating, and 

cooling bills; lirnit personal mobility; and seriously disrupt our economy. Further, ill-advised 

policies could be particularly harmful to those on fixed incomes; those living in rural areas and/or 

dependent on private vehicles to transport themselves and their faxnilies to work, school, and 

stores; and those whose businesses could no longer compete a.s effectively against their foreign 

counterparts as a result of the higher cost of fuel. 

Indeed, the outcome of a legally-binding agreement could impose a heavy burden on U.S. 

economic growth. Southern states will be burdened by the loss of manufacturing jobs, a.s the 

incentive to move industry abroad to those exempt high-growth developing countries would be 

heightened. New jobs in Mexico, China and Brazil will likely mean lost jobs in the U.S. 

RECOMMENDATION  

The Southern Legislative Conference of The Council of State Governments is dedicated 

to educating its members, constituents and others as to the risk to economic growth and standards 

of living from ill-advised policies on climate change. Hence, it is critical that statc and local 



. govern.ments be made aware of the Administration's plans to proceed with signing a treaty to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

Furthermore, the Southern Legislative Conference supports climate policies that are 

balanced and rely on voluntary, cost-effective measures that do not unfairly burden the citizens of 

a particular community, state or country.. 

Also, the members of the Southern Legislative Conference believe that the U.S. should 

not agree to any international global climate proposals that are not justified by sound science and 

sound econornic policy. 

Finally, the membcrs of the Southern Legislative Conference request that this policy 

position be dispatched to the President of the U.S., the Vice President of the U.S., and 

appropriate members of Congress and Congressional Committees. 
, 

• 

• 

• 

Adopted by the Energy and Environment Committee of the Southern Legislative Conference, 

July 21, 1997. 



KENTUCKY MINORITY FARMERS 

2925 Highwy 79 
Brandenburg, KY 40108 

August 17, 1997 
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Dear Commissioner Smith: 

As you well know, most of Kentucky's farmers are family sized operations that depend on 
hard work and watching expenses to make ends meet. Even a small increase in input costs, 
for example, can be significant to our bottom line. 

The Clinton Administration is currently negotiating the U.N. Global Climatc Treaty. The 
proposed treaty could increase energy costs for Kentuckys family farmers and have a 
direct economic impact on our rural communities. 

As the treaty goes forward, I urge the Kentucky Agriculture Department to take an active 
role to assure that the United States does not enter into a global climate treaty that hurts 
Kentucky's family farmers. 

Thanks for your attention to this issue. The Kentucky Minority Farmers association, as 
always, wants to work with you to keep our rural communities growing. 

Sincerely, • 

Mattie Mack 
Organizer 
Kentucky Minority Farmers 

11 1 
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MID-CONTINENT HIGHWAY USERS CONFERENCE 
September 3 - 5, 1997 

Eureka Springs, Arkansas 

GLOBAL CLIMATE RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, greenhouse gas emissions of developing countries are rapidly 
increasing and have surpassed emissions of developed countries and as much as 60 
percent of global carbon emissions are expected to come from developing countries in the next few decades, and 

WHEREAS, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change may adopt a protocol or another legal instrument that strengthens comrnitments to lirnit greenhouse gas emissions by developed countries this coming December for the post-2000 period, and 

WHEREAS, highway users in the Mid-Continent region strongly believe that the proposals under negotiation, because of the disparity of treatrnent between developed and developing countries and the potential level of required emission reductions, could result in serious harm to -the United States economy, including significant job loss, trade 
disadvantages, increased energy and consumer costs, and 

WHEREAS, the Unbd States Senate voted 95-0 to pass the Byrd-Hagel Climate Policy Resolution calling on President Clinton not to sign any international agreement 
that would harm the US economy, and 

WHEREAS, it is desirable that the U.S. Senate and the House of 
Representatives monitor the status of negotiations on Global Climate Change. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the delegates attending this Mid-Continent Highway Users Conference believe that the United States should not be a signatory to any protocol to, or other agreement regarding, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change of 1992, at negotiations in Kyoto, Japan, in December 1997 because such action could lead to increased fuel costs for highway users and lead to serious harm to the economy of the United States, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that copies of this resolution be dispatched to the President of the United States and members of Congress from the Mid-Continent region. - 



NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FARMER ELECTED COMMITTEEMEN 

RESOLUTION ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 
WHEREAS, America's farmers and rural communtrim are directly affected by international environmental treaties and agreenlents concerning global climate changes and weenhouse gas emissions; and 

i2:iE S::?! t :„ Ce:C01nPeeeCOn0|iitagaiStbCth deVe10POdaDd¢0veI j ; __'2UJ||'f|aC =R0  ] taga StbCth 

WHEREAS, the irnpact of international treaties and ag;reements on America's food producers is immediate and affects their economic livelihoods in very direct ways; and 
WHEREAS, climate changc energy proposals can potentially increase input costs to America's food producers and causc economic burdens to them and their rurai communities; and 

WHEREAS, the scientific evidence to quantify the hurnan influence cn global climate is uncertain; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the National Association of Farmer Eleced ConsmIrteemet urges that the Administration and Congress evaluate the scientific, economic, environmental anci social impact of imposing global environmental regulations on America's farmers and nffal communities before entering LTC any such treaty or agreement; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that any international treaty or agreernent on global warming and greenhouse gas ernissions should not cause unprecedented and unfair economic hardships for America's food and fiber producers; and 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that anv treaty or agreernmt on global climate changes and veenhouse emissions should not place America's food producers at an un€air disadvantage against its international economic competitors. 

### 



The National Black C.aucus of State Legislaton 

RESOLUTION 97-28 

Global Climate Change 

WHEREAS, the arnount of greenhouse gases in the Earth's atrnosphere is increasing 
as a result of human activities, and this is cause for thorough scientific research and 
analysis; and 

• 

WHEREAS, many in the scientific community recognize that current climate models 
cannot accurately forecast the timing, magnitude or likely regional impacts, if any, of 
human activities on the global climate; and 

WHEREAS, thousands of U.S. companies, in an effort to comply with the aim of the 
1992 Rio Treaty, voluntarily participate in U.S. govemment programs aimed at limiting 
greenhouse gas emissions; and 

WHEREAS, energy use is the foundation for economic growth and a rising standard of 
living; and 

WHEREAS, a growing body of economic studies demonstrate that any U.S. effort to 
significantly limit near-term greenhouse gas emissions would slow economic growth, 
cost hundreds of thousands of American jobs, and reduce investments in more energy-
efficient technologies or facilities; and 

WHEREAS, mandatory constraints on fossil fuel use would raise the cost of monthly 
electricity, heating and cooling bills; limit personal mobility; and could seriously disrupt 
our economy and our lives, as did gasoline Iines and high energy prices in the 1970s 
and early 1980s; and 

WHEREAS, constraints on energy use would be particularly harmful to those on fixed 
incomes; those living in rural areas and/or dependent on private vehicles to transport 
themselves and their families to work, school and stores; and those whose businesses 
could no longer compete as effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of 
the higher cost for fuel; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE 20TH ANNUAL LEGISLATIVE 
CONFERENCE OF THE NATIONAL BLACK CAUCUS OF STATE LEGISLATORS 
(NBCSL), ASSEMBLED (N BJLOXI, MISSISSIPPI, DECEMBER 3-7, 1996, That the 
NBCSL dedicates itself to educating its members, constituents and others that there is 
no compelling scientific reason for near-term limits on greenhouse gas emissions; and 
that the econornic results of such limitations would lead to an increase in living 
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The National Black Ca o(State Letilletore 
•• - 

expenses through job loss and the higher costs of essantial items such as food and 

clothing; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the NBCSL supports dimate policies that are 
balanced and cost-effective, and that do nct unfairly burden the citizens of a particular 
comrnunity, state, or country; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the.NBSCL is opposed to any global climate 

proposals that are not justified by sound science and sound economic policy; and 

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that this resolution be dispatched to the President of the 

United States, the Vice President of the United States, and appropriate members of 

Congress and Congressional Committees. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BT. 
Representative Bettye Davis (AK) 

RESOLUTION APPROVED WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 4, 1996 BY: 
Committee on Transportation and the Environment 

cotuarrEs ACTION C2RTIFIED ETY: 
Representative Bettye Davis (AK). Chair 
Committee on Transportation and the Environrnent 

RESCLUTICN RATIFIED IN PLENARY SESSION, SATURDAY, DECEMBER 7, 19.5.6. 

RATIFICATICN CERTIFIED BY: 
Representative Lois DeBerry (TN). President 

- 

• 
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NATIONAL BLACK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC. 

RESOLUTION 

on 

Global Climate Change 

WHEREAS, in December, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan, the parties to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change plan to adopt a protocol or another legal 
instrument that strengthens comrnitments to limit greenhouse gas emissions by developed 
countries for the post-2000 period; and 

WHEREAS, the amount of greenhouse gases in the Earth's atmosphere may be increasing 
as a result of human activities, and this is cause for thorough scientific research a.nd analysis; 
and 

WHEREAS, many in the scientific community recognize that current climate models cannot 
accurately forecast the timing, magnitude or likely regional impacts, if any, of hurnan 
activities on global climatigenerally, and 

WHEREAS, thousands of U.S. companies, including small and minority-owned businesses, 
in an effort to comply with the aim of thc 1992 Rio Treaty, voluntarily participate in U.S. 
government programs aimed at limiting greenhouse gas emissions; and 

WHEREAS, energy use is the foundation for economic growth and a rising standard of 
living, especially in growth-dependent urban areas; and - 

WHEREAS, a growing body of economic studies demonstrate that any U.S. effort to 
significantly limit energy use through taxes, caps or limits on greenhouse gas emissions, as 
proposed by the Administration, would slow economic growth, cost hundreds of thousAnds 
of American jobs, especially in urban areas seeking to revitalize, and would further reduce 
or delay investments in more energy-efficient technologies or facilitics; and 

WHEREAS, notwithstanding the potential severe economic impacts on Arnericans, which 
disproportionately affect U.S. urban economic growth, the Administration, in its testimony 
before the U.S. House of Representatives (Commerce Subcommittee on Energy and Power, 
by the Chair, Council of Economic Advisors. July 15, 1997) announced its attempts to 
produce an economic analysis of climate policy a "failure" and that "the effort to 
develop... a(n) answer to the economic impacts of a given climate change policy is futile," 
and 

WHER.EAS, urban communities are the venue for 98 percent of all Black-owned 
businesses; and 



WHEREAS, mandatory constraints on fossil fuel use would raise the cost of monthly 
electricity, heating and cooling bills; limit personal mobility. and could seriously disrupt 
urban economies and our lives, as did gasoline lines and high energy prices did in the 1970's 
and early 1980's; and 

WHEREAS, constraints on energy use would be particularly harmful to those Black-owned 
businesses seeking to enter the marketplace; as well as individuals on fixed incomes, those 
living in rural areas and/or who are otherwise dependent on personal transportation for work 
and other worthwhile social activities, and those Black-owned businesses who depend on 
transportation to compete effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of higher 
fuel costs; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AT THE NATIONAL BLACK CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE'S (NBCC) 5TH  ANNUAL BUSINESS CONVENTION, ASSEMBLED 
IN DENVER, COLORADO, JULY 31 THROUGH AUGUST 3, 1997, that the NBCC 
dedicates itself to educating its mernbers, constituents and others that there is no scientific 
reason for limits on greenhouse gas emissions; and that the economic implications for urban 
areas and specifically Black-owned businesses would lead to an increase in costs and lost 
jobs, as well as higher living expenses in terms of such essential items as housing, food and 
clothing; and 

• 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the NBCC supports climate policies that are 
balanced and cost effective, and that do not unfairly burden Black minority-owned 
businesses and the citizens of a particular urban area or community, state or country; and 

• 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the NBCC urges the Administration to renew its 
efforts to provide all Americans with an economic analysis and assessment of global climate 
policies and options, and that the NBCC is opposed to any global climate proposals that are 
not justified by sound science and sound economic policy and fairness to U.S. interests; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the United States should not be a signatory to any 
protocol to. or other agreement regarding the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change of 1992, at negotiations in Kyoto in December, 1997, orThereafter, which 
would mandate new commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for the U.S.. 
unless the protocol or other agreement also mandates new specific scheduled commitments 
to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for developing countries within the same 
compliance period, would result in job loss or serious harm to the economy of the United 
States; and; 

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that this RESOLUTION be dispatched to the President of 
the United States, the Vice President of the United States, and appropriate Members of 
Congess and Congressional Committees. /n 

r. 7 H Y C. ALF D ARTHUR A. FLETCHER 
P SIDENT/CEO NATIONAL DIRECTOR 
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SOUTHERN GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION RESOIXTION 

• 

Regarding the conditions for the United State becoming a signature to any international 

agreement on greenhouse gas emissions unders  the United Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change. 

WHEREAS, in December 1997, in Kyoto, Japan. the parties to the United Nations 

Framework Convention on Clirnate Change plan to adopt a protocol or another legal 

instrument that strengthens commitments to lirnit greenhouse gas emissions by developed 

countries for the post-2000 period; 

WHEREAS, parties have already agreed to specifically exempt all developing countries from 

any new commitnients; 

WHEREAS, in July 1996, the U.S. negotiators called for the first time for 'legally binding" 

emission limitation targets and timetables for developed countries; 

WHEREAS, greenhousc gas emissiors of developing countries are rapidly increasing and have 

surpassed emissions of develcped countries and as xnuch as 60 percent of global carbon 

emIssions are expccted to come frotn developing count-ies in the next few decades; 

wilEREAS, the U.S. Department of State has declared that it is critical to include developing 

countries in thc next steps for global action, but has proposed that consideration of 

additional steps to limit developing countries' greenhouse gas emissions would not begin 

until after a protocol or other legal instniment is adopted in Kyoto, )anan in December 

1997; - 

WHEREAS, the exemption for developing countries will mean no environmental prcgress; 

WHEREAS, thc Southern Covernors' ASSOCiatioll strongly believes that the proposals tinder 

negotiation, because of the disparity of treatment between developed and developing 

countries and the potential level of required emission reductions, could result in serious 

harm to the United States economy, including significant job loss, trade disadvantages, 

increased energy and consumer costs; and 

WHEREAS, it is desirable that the U.S. Senate and House of Representitives monitor the 

status of negotiations on Global Climate Change. 
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any such protocol or other agreement should be accompanied by a detailed explanation 

of any legislation or regulatory actions  that 
may be re4uired to imp analysis of 

lement the 

protocol or other agreement and  should 
also be accompanied by an  

the detailed financial costs and other impacts on the economy of the United 

Statcs which woutd be incurred by the implementation of the protocol or other 

agreement. 
, 



SOUTHERN STATES ENERGY BOARD RESOLUTION 
Jporizoreel by; Senedor Jack Redrew, Virginia 

Urianimourly approved by rhe SonMera Siam Energy Ductal on September C. 155+7 

Regarding the conditions for thc United Scuts becoming a signatory to any international agreement on ercenhouse 
gas emissions under the United Nations Fraznewolk Convention on Clifnaœ Chanv. 

wHERZAS, in Deceniber 1997,in K.yoto. Japan, the parties to the United bastions Framework. Convention on 
Global Climate Change plan Kt adopt a protocol or another )egL ihstrument that strengthens commitments to limit 
grcenboust gns emissions ny developed countries for the post-2000 period; sad 

2. WHER.EAS, parties okeady have agreed to specifically erempt 311 developing countries from any new 
commitments: and 

3. wHEREAS, in July 1996. the U.S. negotiators called for the first One for 'legally binding' emission limitation 
targets and timetables Cot developed countries: and 

4. WHEREAS. greenhouse ps emissions of developing countries arc rapidly inereAsing end have surpassed 
etruLtions of developed countries end as much as 60 percent of global emissions sre capteted to come from 
developing ammo= in the next few decades; and 

5. WHEREAS. Mc U.S. De-penman of Stale has declared that it is critical to include developing =vanes in thc 
next steps for global action, but htts proposed that consideration of additional steps os lirnit developing counui es' 
greenhouse gas ern(ntions would not begin until :Okra pt0l0Col or other legal instrumetu Is adopted in Kyoto. Japan 
in December (997: ond . 

WEIRR EAS. the txemprion fur developing eovniries r,ill mean no environmental progress; and 

7. WHEREAS. the Southern Suites energy Board strongly believes that thc proposal> under negotiation, becou3c of 
the disparity of tre3unent between developed and developing touraricx and Mc potential )evel of noquired emission 
reduetion;. could result ih serioui hatm to the United Sutti eronoiny. including $ignificarn.iob loss. =de 
disadvantages, increased energy and consumer costs: arid 

8. WHEREAS, k &Arable ilt3t the OS. Senote aad Route or Repres4ntarives monitor the status of negotiations 
on Clobal Oitnate Change. 

9. NOW, THEREFOR& BE rr RESOLVED that: 
) Any protocol to. or other averment regarding, the ).JOste1 Nations Framework Convention on 

Climate Change uf 1992. signed by the UniLed SuacS at negorintions in Kyoto ih December 1997. 
or than:ter. should: 
r) ) voluntary as much as passible: 
ii) iac(ude al( nail:ins. developed and develop; .ng, under comp:able criteria and u,ohin 

the same compliance period; 
iii) =du developing nations ia growing economically while increasing energy elliticricy: 
iv) promote technology approarhes that can reduce adverse impacts on consumers nnd the 

economy: and 
b) arty Such ?voter or other agreement should be aecomp3nied by a detailed explanation of any 

legislation or regulatory ill...lions thsz may be required tu implement the protocol or uther 
affeemeor and should also be accompanied by an asialysia of the detailed financial cow .tnd other 
Impact% nti the economy or the United $tatra which wou1d bc incucred by rhe Implementation of 
the proutcel or other agreement. 
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Western Governors' Association 

February 4, 1997 

Resolution 97 - 002 

• 

SPONSOR; bovernOr Schafer 

SUBTECT: National Policies Regarding Global Climate Change 

A BACKGROUND • 

1.Atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases are rising and are projected to continue to incree. 
There is continuing scientific debate as to what the impact of increasing contributions of green house gases 
would be On the climate. - 

2.The failure to take appropriate actions to address global climate change,risks economic, environmental 
and human darnage. " 

3.The costs for stabilizing greenhouse gas emissions could be substantial and may be borne in large part 
by cach state. Voluntary federal programs for electric utilities and other emitters are already in place. 

4.The U.S. Department of State is participating in international negotiations on treaties and protocols for 
the mitigation of greenhouse ga.ses. 

• 

B. GOVERNORS' POWYSTATEKENT 
• 

1.The Western Governors' Association urges that the President, Congress, the U.S. Department of State, 
and other federal agencies include the interests and expertise of the states as pan of any national debate on 
the mitigation of grecribouse gases to ensure fully coordinated policies. 

2. The Western Governors' As.sociation supports a full and vigorous discussion, including all stakeholders, and consideration of all alternatives regarding the mitigation of greenhouse gases, adaptation of policies and other global climate change measures. 

3.The Western Governors' Association supports a coordinated research effort on the effects of human activities on the accumulation of greenhouse gases and their contribution to the impact on global climate change. • 
• 

4.The Western Governors' Association urgcs that the President and the U.S.Department of State internacional negotiating team to proceed cautiously with regard to new aims and post-2000 commitments for greenhouse gas mitigation strategies that would place an undue cost burden on energy consumers of the states while supporting agreements for globally applicable provisions that will significantly reduce the impacts of geenhouse gas emissions. 

5.The Western Governors' Association supports a national policy on global climate change that is 
consistent with efforts to develop cost-effective alternative energy sources and more efficient usc of eneroy. 

i 
i 
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C. G0VVOI0RS' MAYAGEMENT DIRECTIVE 
1. This resolution shall be conveyed to the President of the United States, the secretaries of Statc and Energy, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, the chairman and ranking mernber of the apprDpriate Senate and House committees, and to the western congressional delegation. 

. • 

• 

, 

• • 

- 
• 

- 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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NATIONAL INDIAN BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 

RESOLUTION 

ON 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

WHEREAS, in December, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan, the parties to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change plan to adopt a protocol or another legal instrument that strengthens 
commitments to limit greenhouse gas emissions by developed countries for the post-2000 period: and 

WHEREAS, the amount of greenhouse gases in the Earth's atmosphere may be increasing as a result 
of human activities, and this is cause for thorough scientific research and analysis; and 

WHEREAS, many in the scientific community recognin that current climate models cannot accurately 
forecast the timing, magnitude or likely regional impacts, if any, of human activities on global clixnates 
generally; and 

WHEREAS, thousands of U.S. companies, including small and Native American-owned businesses, in 
an effort to comply with the aim of the 1992 Rio Treaty, voluntarily participate in U.S. government ' 
programs aimed at limiting greenhouse gas emissions; and 

WHEREAS, energy use is the foundation for economic growth and a rising standard of living, 
especially in growth-dependent Native Amrican communities; and 

WHEREAS, a growing body of economic studies demonstrate that any U.S. effort to significantly limit 
energy use through taxes, caps or limits on greenhouse emissions, as proposed by the Administration, 
would slow economic growth; and , 

WHEREAS, notwithstanding the potential severe economic impacts on Americans, which 
disproportionately affect Native American economic growth, the Administration, in its testimony before 
the U.S. House of Representatives (Commerce Subcommittee on Energy and Power, by the Chair, Council 
of Economic Advisors, July 15, 1997) announced its attempts to produce an economic analysis of climate 
policy a "failure" and that "the effort to develop...a(n) answer to the economic impacts of a given climate 
change policy is futile;" and 

WHEREAS, mandatory constraints on fossil fuel use would raise the cost of monthly electricity, 
heating and cooling bills, limit personal mobility, and could seriously disrupt Native American economies 
and our lives. as did gasoline lines and high energy prices did in the 1970's and early 1980's; and 



RESOLUTION CER 1 III LED BY: 

WHEREAS, constraints on energy use would be particularly harmful to those Native American-owned 
businesses seeking to enter the marketplace, as well as individuals on fixed incomes, those living on 
Indian reservations and/or who are otherwise dependent on personal transportation for work and other 
worthwhile social activities, and those Native American-owned businesses who depend on transportation 
to compete effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of higher fuel costs; 

IHEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE NATIONAL INDIAN BUSINESS 
ASSOCIATION (NIBA) declicates itself to educating its members, constituents and others that there 
is no scientific reason for limits on greenhouse gas emission, and that the economic implications for 
Native American-owned businesses would lead to an increase in costs and lost jobs, as well as higher 
living expenses in terms of such essential items as housing, food and clothing; and 

• 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the NIBA supports climate policies that are balanced and 
cost-effective, and that do not tmfairly burden Native American-owned businesses and the citizens of a 
particular Native American community, and 

BE IT FURI HER RESOLVED, that the NIBA urges the Administration to renew its efforts to 
provide all Americans with an economic analysis and assessment of global cliinate policies and options, 
and that the NIBA is opposed to any global climate proposals that are not justified by sound science and 
sound economic policy and fairness to U.S. interests; and 

BE IT FUR FILER RESOLVED, that the National Indian Business Association (NIBA) urges 
that any Agreement or Treaty entered into by the United States be applied fairly and equatibly to 
all parties, including developing countries, and that assurances be given that such Agreement or 
Treaty Will not result in economic harm to the United States and, in particular, Indian Country. 

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that this RESOLUTION be dispatched to the President of the 
United States, the Vice President of the United States, and appropriate Members of Congress and 
Congressional Committees. 

// 2/ 97  
TITLE: 

DATE: 



TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF MINORU BUSINESS ENTERPRISES 

Barbara A. Burton 
President & CEO 

Resolution on Global Climate Change 

WHEREAS, in December, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan, the parties to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change plan to adopt a protocol or another legal instrument that 
strengthens commitments to limit greenhouse gas emissions by developed countries for the 
post-2000 period; and 

WHEREAS, the amount of greenhouse gases in the Barth's atmosphere may be increasing as a 
result of human activities, and this is cause for thorough scientific research and analysis; and 

WHEREAS, many in the scientific community recognize that current climate models cannot 
accurately forecast the timing, magnitude or likely regional impacts, if any, of human activities 
on global climate generally; and 

WHEREAS, thousands of U.S. companies, including small and minority-owned businesses, in 
an effort to comply with the aim of the 1992 Rio Treaty, voluntarily participate in U.S. govern-
ment programs aimed at limiting greenhouse gas emissions; and 

WHEREAS,energy use is the foundation for economic growth and a rising standard of living, 
especially in growth-dependent urban areas; and 

WHEREAS,a growing body of economic studies demonstrate that any U.S. effort to significant-
ly limit energy use through taxes, caps or limits on greenhouse gas emissions, as proposed by 
the Administration, would slow econornic growth, cost hundreds of thousands of American 
jobs, especially in urban areas seeking to revitalize, and would further reduce or delay invest-
znents in more energy-efficient technologies or facilities; and 

WHEREAS,notwithstanding the potential severe economic impacts on Americans, which dis-
proportionately affect U.S. urban economic growth, the Administration, in its testimony before 
the U.S. House of Representatives (Commerce Subcommittee on Energy and Power, by the 
Chair, Council of Econornic Advisors. July 15, 1997) announced its attempts to produce an eco-
nomic analysis of climate policy a "failure" and that "the effort to develop ... a(n) answer to 
the economic impacts of a given climate change policy is futile," and 

WHEREAS, urban communities are the venue for 98 percent of all Black-owned businesses; 
and 

WHEREAS, mandatory constraints on fossil fuel usc would raise the the cost of monthly elec-
tricity, heating and cooling bills; limit personal mobility, and could seriously disrupt urban 
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economies and our livcs, as did gasoline lines and high energy prices did in the 1970's and 
early 1980's; and 

WHEREAS,constraints on energy use would be particularly harmful to those Black-owned 
businesses seeking to enter the marketplace; as well as individuals on fixed incomes, those liv-
ing in rural areas and/or who are otherwise dependent on personal transportation for work 
and other worthwhile social activitics, and those Black-owned businesses who depend on 
transportation to compete effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of higher 
fuel costs; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF MINORITY BUSI-
NESS ENTERPRISES (TAMBE), ASSEMBLED IN AUSTIN, TEXAS, SEPTEMBER I7 
THROUGH SEPTEMBER 20, 1997, that the TAMBE dedicates itself to educating its members, 
constituents and others that there is no scientific reason for limits on greenhouse gas emis-
sions; and th at the economic implications for urban areas and specifically Black-owned busi-
nesses would lead to an increase in costs and lostjobs, as well as higher living expenses in 
terms of such essential items as housing, food and clothing; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the TAMBE supports climate policies that the balanced and 
cost effeetive, and that do not unfairly burden Black minority-owned businesses and the citi-
zens of a particular urban area or community, state or country; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,that the TAMBE urges the Administration to renew its efforts to 
provide all Americans with an economic analysis and assessment of global climate policies and 
options, and that the TAMBE is opposed to any global climate proposals that are not justified 
by sound science and sound econoznic policy and fairness to U.S. interests; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,that the United States should not be a signatory to any protocol 
to, or other agreement regarding the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
of 1992, at negotiations in Kyoto in December, 1997, or thereafter, which would mandate new 
conarnitznents to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for the U.S., unlessthe protocol or 
other agreement also mandates new specific scheduled commitments to limit or reduce green-
house gas emissions for developing countries within the same compliance period, would result 
in job loss or serious harm to the economy of the United States; and; 

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that this RESOLUTION be dispatched to the President of the 
United States, the Vice President of the United States, and appropriate Members of Congress 
and Congressional Committees. 

Barbara A. Burton 
President and CEO 
Texas Association of Minority Business Enterprises 
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TEXAS  CONFERENCE OF BLACK MAYORS 
Chairman 
Mayor Ron Levexett 
Prairie View, Texas 

Resolution on Global Climate Change 

Executive Director 
Barbara A. Burton 
Austin. Texas 

WHEREAS, in December, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan, the parties to the United Nation.s Framework 
Convention on Climate Change plan to adopt a protocol or another legal instrument that 
strengthens comnutments to limit greenhouse gas emissions by developed countries for the 
post-20G0 period; and 

WHEREAS, the amount of greenhouse gases in the Earth's atmosphere may be increasing as a 
result of human activities, and this is cause for thorough scientific research and analysis; and 

WHEREAS, many in the scientific conununity recognize that current climate models cannot 
accurately forecast the timing, magnitude or likely regional impacts, if any, of human activities 
on global climate generally; and 

WHEREAS, thousands of U.S. companies, including small and minority-owned businesses, in 
an effort to comply with the aim of the 1992 Rio Treaty, voluntarily participate in U.S. govern-
ment programs aimed at limiting greenhouse gas emissions; and 

WHEREAS,energy use is the foundation for economic growth and a rising standard of living, 
especially in growth-dependent urban areas; and 

WHEREAS,a growing body of economic studies demonstrate that any U.S. effort to significant-
ly limit energy use through taxes, caps or limits on greenhouse gas emissions, as proposed by 
the Administration, would slow economic growth, cost hundreds of thousands of American 
jobs, especially in urban areas seeking to revitalize, and would further reduce or delay invest-
ments in more energy-efficient technologies or facilities; and 

WHEREAS,notwithstancting thc potential severe economic impacts on Amcricans, which dis-
proportionately affect U.S, urban economic growth, the Administration, in its testirnony before 
the U.S. House of Representatives (Commerce Subcommittee on Energy and Power, by the 
Chair, Council of Economic Advisors. July 15, 1997) announced its attempts to produce an eco-
nomic analysis of climate policy a "failure" and that "the effort to develop ... a(n) answer to 
the economic impacts of a given climate change policy is futile," and 

WHEREAS, urban communities are the venue for 98 percent of ail Black-owned businesses; 
and 

WHEREAS, mandatory constraints on fossil fuel use would raisc the the cost of monthly elec-
tricity, heating and cooling bills; limit personal mobility, and could seriously disrupt urban 
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economies and our lives, as did gasoline lines and high energy prices did in the lr0's and 
early 1980's; and 

WHEREAS,constraints on energv use would be particularly harmful to those Black-owned 
businesses seeking to enter the marketplace; as well as individuals on fixed incomes, those liv-
ing in rural areas and/or who are othcrwise dependent on personal transportation for work 
and other worthwhile social activities, and those Black-owned businesses who depend on 
transportation to compete effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of higher 
fuel costs; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT THB TEXAS CONFERENCE OF BLACK MAYORS 
(TCBM), ASSEMBLED IN AUSTIN, TEXAS, SEPTEMBER 17 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 20, 
1997, that the TCBM dedicates itself to educating its members, constituents and others that 
there is no scientific reason for limits on greenhouse gas emissions; and th at the econorinc 
implications for urban areas and specifically Black-owned businesses would lead to an increase 
in costs and lost jobs, as well as higher living expenses in terms of such essential items as 
housing, food and clothing; and 

BE IT FURTHER RbSOLVED, that the TCBM supports climate policies that the balanced and 
cost effective, and that do not unfairly burden Black minority-owned businesses and the citi-
zens of a particular urban area or community, state or country; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,that the TCBM urges the Administration to renew its efforts to 
provide all Americans with an economic analysis and assessment of global climate policies and 
options, and that the TCBM is opposed to any global climate proposals that arc not justified by 
sound science and sound economic policy and fairness to U.S. interests; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,that the United States should not be a signatory to any protocol 
to, or other agreement regarding the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 
of 1992, at negotiations in Kyoto in December, 1997, or thereafter, which would mandate new 
commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for the U.S., unless the protocol or 
other agreement also mandates new specific scheduled cotnmitments to Ihnifor reduce green-
house gas emissions for developing countries within the same compliance period, would result 
in job loss or serious harm to thc economy of the United States; and; 

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, that this RESOLUTION be dispatched to the President of the 
United States, the Vice President of the Unitcd States, and appropriate Members of Cor.gress 
and Congressional Committees. 

~,-~` 
Ron Leverett 
Mayor, Prairie View, Texas 
Chair, Itxas Conference of Black Mayors 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Washington, DC 

OFFICE OF THE STAFF SECRETARY 

Fax Transmittal Sheet 

To: Jane Perkins 

Fax Number: 202-508-6967 Telephone Number: 202-686-5004 

From: Jonathan Adashek 

Subject: White House Conference on Global Climate Change 

Date:29 September 1997 

Number of Pages (including cover sheet): 3 

Message: Jane, 

Attached are the names of those invited to 

to the conference as well as a copy of the 

letter that was sent to John Sweeny inviting 

him to the October 6th conference. 

(If all pages are not received, please call (202) 456-2702.) 

The document accompanying this facsimile transmittal sheet is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to 
whom it is addressed. This message contains information which may be privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure 
under applicable law. lithe reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for 
delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, dissemination, copying or 
distribution, or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents of this communication, is strictly prohibited. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I N GTO N 

29 September 1997 

MEMORANDUM TO Jane Perkins 

FROM Jonathan Adashe 

SUBJECT White House Conference on 
Global Climate Change 

Jane, attached you will find the letter that was sent to John Sweeny inviting him to the 6 
October White House Conference on Global Climate Change. Please use this as an example for 
all letters that were sent out. 

Listed below are the names of those invited from the labor sector, as well as their 
attendance status. 

1. John Sweeny - No response yet 
2. Richard Trumka - No response yet 
3. Robert Wages - No response yet 
4. Cecil Roberts - No response yet 
5. Steve Yokich - No response yet 
6. George Becker - Yes 
7. John Barry - No response yet 
8. Charles Jones - No response yet 
9. Robert Georgine - No response yet 

If you have any questions, or need anything else please contact me. 
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THE WHTTE HOUSE 
WA SHINGTO N 

September 18, 1997 

Mr. John Sweeney 
President 
AFL-CIO 
815 16th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear John: 

It is my great pleasure to invite you to join me at the 

White House Conference on Climate Change: The challenge of 

Global Warming, to be held October 6 at Georgetown University. 

climate change is one of the most important issues facing 

this and future generations. The science is real -- we know 

enough to recognize the need to begin taking serious actions 
to 

limit our greenhouse gas emissions. Just an important, we must 

react sensibly. Any response we choose must be consistent with 

sustained economic growth and must ensure that all nations of 

the world participate in a meaningful, equitable way. 

Thie conference will bring together a range of national 

leaders to explore the scientific, economic, and international 

aspects of climate change. Throughout the day, you will hear 

from panels of experts in these areas and have the 
opportunity 

to speak with senior members of my Administration. 

The goals of this conference are twofold: first, to help 

improve the understanding of climate change among all aspects 

of American society; and second, to inform U.S. policy 
as we work 

to develop an appropriate response. This effort is particularly 

timely, as we prepare for an international climate change 

conference in December, at which we hope to sign an agreement 

limiting emissions of greenhouse gases. 

I hope you will be able to attend the conference, and I 

am enclosing a fact sheet with more detailed information 
and 

R.S.V.P. instructions. I look forward to meeting with you on 

October 6 and to hearing your views. 

Sincerely, 

rytIAA 
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NEWS MEDIA CONTACTS: FOR IMMMEDIATE RELEASE Hope Williams/Jacqueline Johnson, 202/586-5g06 October 27, 1997 

DOE-FORD-IFC TEAM SUCCESSFULLY RUNS 
AUTOMOBILE-SIZED FUEL CEV, ENGINE 

High-Efficiency, Zero-Emission Fuel Cell , ;..)7stem Unveiled 

A government-industry team announced that for the first time, a proton-exchange-membrane (PEM) fuel cell system fiieled by hydrogen, produced more than 50 kilowatts of electrical powcr without an air compressor. That's enough power to propel a lightWeight mid-size car. Eliminating the need for a compressor greatly simplifies the system and decreasing the auxiliary power requirernents translates to greater energy efficiency. A fuel cell is an electrochemical device that combines hydrogen and oxygen to produce electricity with zero emissions, low noise, and high energy cfficiency. This is a major milestone toward high-mileage, non-polluting electric vehicles. 

A partnership among thc Department of Energy, Ford motor Company and International Fuel Cells (TFC) is responsible for this accomplishment in automotive -piel cell technology. It is the culmination of three years of development effort -- under a $13.8,Luillion cost-shared contract --directed at advancing state-of-the-art, PEM fuel-cell technology.', 

"As the nations of the world focus on slowing global climate change, advanced automotive tectmology becomes an increasingly important part of the solution." said Secretary of Energy Federico Pefia. "Today's announcement shows that extraordinary progress is being made in using technology to reduce greenhouse gases, improve the air we breathe, and use our energy more efficiently." 

This first-of-a-kind system is based on technology developed by IFc over the last 10 years. IFCs advanced PEM technoIogy enables operation at ambient pressurc giving the system cost, weight, and reliability characteristics superior to pressurized systems. The automotive power plant, developed under this proigam by ITC, incorporated ambient pressure technology, was acceptance tested in South Windsor, Conn_, and met all operating goals. The system weighs 300 pounds and takes up approximately nine cubic feet of space. Tt can fit easily under thc hood of a car. The system is currently at the Ford Research Laboratory in Dearborn, Michigan and will undergo dynamic testing to measure performance under a simulated typical driving cycle. The technology is clean and efficient, with absolutely no emissions, except for water. This could lead to vehicles that get up to three times the mileage of a conventional car. 

R-97-118 
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This fuel cell research project was conducted in support of the Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles initia.tive. The Partnership for a New Gencration of \rehicles is a joint research and development prograrn by the federal government and the United States Council for Automotive Research (USCAR, a cooperative venture among Ford, GeneralMotors and Chrysler). The goal of the pail nership is to develop technology that leads to a  passenger automobile with 80 miles per gallon fuel economy. 

With this direct hydrogen fuel cell system, hydrogen is stored onlioard the vehicle. Today, a 
hydrogen fiiel cell vehicle could he a practical approach for vehicl;es in fleet service because they could be refiieled at the same station evcry day. However, an important issue for future widespread use of fuel cell vehicles is the availability of a hydroge refileling infrastructure. For this reason, one area of focused research is the conversion  or provssing of more common transportation thels (such as gasoline and methanol) into hydrogen-rich gas that can be used by the fucl cell. This fuel processing can be done either on-board thv ehicle or at a stationary fuel 
processing site. . 

Last week, the department announced a breakthrough in this on-b
roard fuel processor technology 

that demonstrated that gasoline and clean  alternative fuels can beenverted to power an electric car. Today's announcement focuses on Ford and IFC's success i3huilding the automobile-sized (50-kilowatt) fuel cell, 

The Energy Department recently signed a cooperative agreernentlvith IFC to design an autornotive-scale, fuel-flexible fuel cell system that. incorporates a fuel processor with a 50-kilowatt fuel celI stack to operate in an automobile. This program4s designed to be the next step in demonstrating critical components that wiIl make fuel cell vehicles technically, functionally and economically viable. 

-DOE-

R-97-118 
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T J. Glauthier 
09/30/97 10:34:50 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Todd Stern/WHO/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Meetings with the auto companies 

Todd, as background for the meeting that I believe you and the President will have this week with 
the auto company executives, I am sending you the email below from my staff on the status of the 
PNGV effort. I've gotten this same general status report from OSTP and CEQ, too. They are all 
concerned that the auto companies are backing away from their commitment to the PNGV goals. 

Forwarded by T J. Glauthier/OMB/EOP on 09/30/97 10:30 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: T J. Glauthier/OMB/EOP 

cc: Alecia Ward/OMB/EOP, Kathleen Peroff/OMB/EOP, Gary L. Bennethum/OMB/EOP 
Subject: PNGV OSG meeting on Oct. 1 

Attached below is an article I'm submitting to our weekly report, but you may want to look at it 
before then -- it addresses one of the key issues that will be discussed at the PNGV Operational 
Steering Group meeting on Oct. 1. An agenda still has not been prepared -- the meeting will start at 
8am and probably continue until early afternoon. I'll let you know as soon as I hear what the 
schedule of issues will be. 

After you've read the following, though, you may want to come to as much of the meeting as you 
can. 

Randy. 

Industry Turns Away from Ambitious Goals in PNGV (Randy Steer) 
Industry is preparing to announce their technology "down-select" decisions at the next 
"Operational Steering Group" (OSG) meeting, on Oct. 1. This will be the technology choice 
that will be incorporated into "concept cars" due to be presented in the year 2000. (Production 
prototypes are then due in 2004.) 

The advance briefings that we have received indicate that the auto companies would like to go 
with what might be characterized (pardon the cynicism) as a "timid hybrid" configuration. 
This would derive most of its power from a diesel engine, with a small electric motor/battery 



system that would absorb energy as the car is braking and would use that energy to help 
accelerate the car when it starts moving again. (This is known as "regenerative braking.") 
Given that the goal of PNGV is to stretch automotive technology, this choice is disappointing 
because I drove just such a concept vehicle at GM two years ago. If the auto companies 
declare that this will be their year 2000 concept car, the PNGV program will be loudly 
criticized as having labored expensively and produced a mouse. That is not to say that even a 
"timid hybrid" won't offer some fuel economy and greenhouse-gas benefits -- it will, but not 
all that the Administration had hoped for. 

OMB, OSTP, and CEQ will be pressing the auto industry to raise their sights, and OMB will 
also be recommending increased funding for some of the "breakthrough technologies" that 
could be available in the next decade. The U.S. auto companies may be holding a lot of 
technologies in reserve, because their competition is pressing ahead with more serious hybrid 
concepts. If they are, though, we need to draw a more formal commitment out of them. 
Daimler-Benz has spent more than $230 million to fund development of an automotive 
fuel-cell by a Canadian company, which is now considered to be well ahead of the rest of the 
world. Toyota will begin production next year (in limited quantities of 1,000 per year) of a 
hybrid vehicle that is more ambitious than the proposed PNGV year 2000 concept car. It will 
be sold only in Japan, however. 

Another issue that will be discussed at the PNGV OSG meeting Oct. 1 is guidance to Federal 
agencies on the levels of industry cost-sharing that should be required for various contracts and 
cooperative agreements. A copy of the guidance (prepared by OMB in consultation with DOE 
and DOC) is available on the OMB intranet at: 

http://intranet.omb/esd/energy/pngv/cs-princ.htm 
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Dear Ford Salaried Employees and Retirees: 

Some of you have heard me talk about global climate 

negotiations as the  biggest po
licy issue the auto industrY  - and the

 

nation - face in the next decade. 

Negotiators from more than  160 
nations are meeting in 

R‘yoto, 

J apan in December. There's a  strong 
pos sibility they'll sign a legally 

-binding international treaty  on 
global climate with little understanding

 

e and with a 

of the impacts, timing and causes  of 

climate chang 

timetable that could take  sensible 
approaches off the table.

 

Ford has many experts who have been working on this issue for 

years — both from the standpoint of understanding the facts and of 

being ready with solutions that wi.11 be less disruptive to our economy 

than the proposals now being debated. 

I hope you'll take time to read this booklet, which lays out the 

facts from Ford and external sources. If you agree with me that there 

is reason to be concerned the U.S. is taking the wrong approach, we 

hope you will get the word out to your family and friends and take time 

to drop a note to the policymakers in Washington who will be deciding 

this issue in the next month or so. 

Ford takes its environm
ental stewardship seriously. But 

unrealistic  timetables that are not supp 

the nation's economic or  e nvir 

orted by scientific facts aren't in 
onmental interest. Please take the time to 

part of the public debate. 
understand this issue and 

be a  

Sincerely, 

---?"1()144-4̂ 1.. 

, 

® 
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MEMO 
To: Jim Dorskind 

Todd Stern / 

From: Tracy Sisser, Presidential Letters ,f1 
456-5516 (phone) / 456-5426 (fax) 

Subject: Language for NAAQS and climate change 

Date: July 25, 1997 

I have attached draft language for incoming correspondence from the Big Three automakers 
regarding their concerns about climate change as well as EPA's new air standards for ozone and 
particulate matter. 

This letter has been cleared by: 

Dirk Forrister, White House Climate Change Task Force Director 
Shelley Fidler, Council on Environmental Quality Chief of Staff 
Kathleen Wallman, National Economic Council Chief of Staff 
Sally Katzen, Office of Management and Budget/Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs 
Administrator. 



July 21, 1997 

A F10? A 
A F18? A 
A F20? A 
AF21? A 
AF22? A 
AF23A , A F25A A F27A 

Dear '1/4F9 A : 

Thank you for your recent letter regarding the Environmental 
Protection Agency's new air quality standards and climate change. 
I appreciate your candor, and I hope that we can continue a 
dialogue on these issues, which are of great importance to the 
public health, the environment, and the economy. I completely 
agree that openness and transparency of process, as well as a 
healthy and candid dialogue, are critical to the development 
and implementation of successful policies. 

With respect to the air quality standards, my decision 
in setting the new standards was based on the need to protect 
the public health with an adequate margin of safety, as the Clean 
Air Act and good public policy require. However, my decision 
also included direction to the EPA to develop creative, flexible, 
and common sense implementation plans that will achieve these 
important results in a cost-effective way. I am confident that 
we can both protect the public health and sustain the prosperity 
that you rightly recognize our country has enjoyed in recent 
years. 

Representatives of the EPA will be discussing these imple-
mentation plans with you in detail in the near future. With 
regard to fine particle standards, these plans will ensure that 
no area of the country will be designated out of attainment with 
the new standard for at least five years. During that time, 
EPA will complete another review of any newly available relevant 
scientific information. With respect to ozone, no area will 
have any new requirements imposed as a result of the new standard 
until at least 2004. 
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With respect to climate change, as I said in my speech 
last month at the United Nations, I believe this is a serious 
problem, and we have a responsibility to confront it for 
ourselves and future generations. With the best ideas and 
thoughtful strategies, we can turn this challenge to our 
advantage. In this regard, I share your continued commitment 
to and enthusiasm for the Partnership for a New Generation of 
Vehicles as an important part of our response to climate change. 
I look forward to further discussions with you on the progress 
of that project, as well as additional opportunities for 
partnerships to address these vital environmental and public 
health issues. 

Sincerely, 

BC/JAD/efr-lynn (Corres. #AF58A) 
(7-10airquality) 
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Robert J. Eaton 
Chairman 8c CEO 
Chrysler Corporation 

Alex Trotman 
Chairman, President 8c CEO 

Ford Motor Company 

John F. Smith, Jr. 
Chairman, CEO & President 

General Motors Corporation 

June 30, 1997 

The President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

We want to express to you our deepest concern and disappointment with your Administration's decisions both on air quality 

and also with the direction that negotiations oh global climate change are now headed. 

The sustained U.S. prosperity of the past five years is now seriously threatened by the profound policy changes you are endors-

ing — changes that lack clear scientific rationale. The impact on the auto industry — and indeed on the entire U.S. economy 

— will be disruptive of and, ultimately, damaging to the solid progress we have made on many fronts in the last few years, 

including progress on environmental challenges and continued progress on the heavy investments we have made in urban areas 

during your first term. 

These actions by your Administration are unnecessary to achieve the environmental goals wc all seek. Our industry has made 

significant contributions to cleaner air, and we are continuing to make substantial headway on programs designed both to pro-

duce even cleaner vehicles and also to reduce the energy consumption of both our products and our facilities. 

In supporting the EPA proposals for new standards for ozone and particulate matter, the Administration has shown a disturb-

ing disregard for the need to base regulation on science, an aversion to cost-benefit analysis, and even a denial of cause and 

effect. As a result, for negligible health benefits, billions of dollars of costs will be incurred. 

We are also deeply concerned about the lack of openness and transparency in the climate change negotiations. Experience 

shows that balanced, supportable public policy cannot be developed through such a process. You are about to embark on a 

negotiation in Kyoto that will bind future generations and impose enormous costs. We cannot leave all the questions about 

how this would work until after a treaty is signed. Policies should fit the nature of the issue, which is long-term. There is 

time to do the sound research necessary to verify the dimensions of the problem, and we are willing to work with you on this. 

If we do have a problem, we have the time to marshall the scientific and technological resources to deal with it. We simply do 

not have enough information now to agree to legally binding targets and timetables. 

The Partnership for a New Generation of Vehicles, which we have undertaken, working cooperatively with your 

Administration and academia, provides a far better example of how we should approach the globe's environmental challenges. 

Rather than committing the country to mandatory reductions in energy use, a far more productive focus would bc on creating 

global partnerships for developing breakthrough technologies and helping other countries to develop efficiently, through tech-

nology research and transfer and low cost mitigation. 

Mr. President, your decisions are taking us in a direction that will hurt U.S. economic performance and competitiveness, with 

potentially adverse consequences for our production base here in the United States. Since these decisions impact the very 

vitality of our companies and our employees, it will be important for us to widely communicate our views. We ask that your 

Administration be as thoughtful as it is determined in its quest for environmental progress. 

Sincerely, 

•-•••• 

/~~~~k^"✓ t- -I; :15 - 
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American Automobile Manufacturers Association 

ROBERT E. MOSS 
Vice President, 
Government Affairs Division 

June 30, 1997 

Dear Ms Currie: 

Kindly deliver the enclosed envelope 

to the President. 

Thank you. 

Bob Moss 
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Transportation: Light Duty Vehicles and Carbon Emissions 
• 

• 

Key Findings 
• 

• Based upon data from AE097, the transportation sector will use about 25.4 quads of energy 
in 1997, about 27 percent of the nation's total energy requirements. Because of its almost total 
dependence on petroleum fuels (accounting for '97 percent of total energy use), the 
transportation sector is responsible for 34 percent of the overall U.S. greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

• 
• 

+ Light duty vehicles, including automobiles and light trucks, will account for about 58 percent 
of the nation's total transportation enirgy requirements in 1997. In contrast, freight trucks 
will use only 16 percent of the transportation energy in 1997. The remaining 25 percent of 
the transportation share will be used by air,. rail and marine travel, pipeline fuels and 
lubricants. 

• 
• • • 

❖ The transportation sector has the potential to reduce energy use and carbon emissions by 15-20 
percent over 2010 baseline forecasts through cost-effective investments in energy efficient 
technologies, and in some cases, low-carbon technologies. The savings can be achieved 
without significantly affecting either comfort, safety or travel. . 

• 

+ The antitipated 2010 energy and carbon savings ,could be achieved in the case of automobiles, 
for example, if new car sales in that year achieve one-third of the fuel economy represented 
by the PNGV goal of 80 MPG. 

", 
+ Assuming that PNGV cost goals are not met, and that the price of new vehicles in 2010 reflect 

current estimates of new technology costs, a 45 MPG car will cost between $800 and $1,200 
more than a 28 MPG car (in 1995 dollars). Assuming 13,600 vehicle miles traveled for new 
vehicles and a gasoline price of $1.23 in 2010 (also in 1995 dollars), this implies a roughly , 
3.5 to 5.3 year simple payback for a car that has an expected 14-year lifetime. 

Background 

After a roughly 15-year period (1975-1990) of energy efficiency improvements in the nation's 
vehicle fleet, energy use in the transportation sector now appears to be growing at nearly the same 
rate as the gross domestic product (GDP). In the case of light duty vehicles, the growth in energy 
consumption is driven by increases in the vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and the significant growth 
of light trucks (including vans, sport cars and recreational vehicles) which have a substantially 
smaller fuel economy. The sales of light trucks have grown from a 20 percent market share in 
1975 to a 40-percent market share in 1994. Whereas new cars are rated at 28 MPG, light trucks 
enter the market with a rating of only 20.5 MPG. 

Savings Potential 

Despite the significant growth in energy use by light duty vehicles, the technology exists to increase 
the average fuel economy of the nation's transportation fleet by 40 percent or more in the year 2010 
— without the need for reduced travel or increases in the cost of travel. This is true in both the 
movement of people and freight. This success would be achieved in the case of automobiles, for 

• 



example, if new car sales achieve one-third of the fuel economy represented by the Partnership for 
a New Generation Vehicle (PNGV) goal of 80 MPG. 

Major technologies for near-term light duty vehicle improvements include, for example, material 
substitution, reduced aerodynamic drag, improved automatic transmissions, reduced engine friction, 
variable valve timing, and advanced tirc designs. Many of these technologies have already emerged 
in the market, lacking only appropriate policy signåls to accelerate their diffusion, or to redirect 
their use toward fuel economy instead of improving other vehicle attributes. Honda, as one 
example, employs a system of variable valve timing that is µsed to boost power and improve fuel 
economy. General Motors has one vehicle that has already achieved a low aerodynamic drag. On 
the other hand, lean-burn engines which increaše engine thermal efficiency are a low-risk 
technology that should be readily available by 2010. 

Work developed fOr the "Car Talk" advisory committee' resulted in estimated reductions of both 
, energy use and carbon emissions (measured in million metric tons of carbon, or mmMTCe) through 

a variety of both technology and policy options. Summarized in the table below, and generally 
covering the period 2005 through 2025, the options include improved land-use planning, higher 
fuel prices, fuel ecónomy standards and feebates, the PNGV vehicle, and the use of low life-cycle 
carbon fuels. 

Modeling a different set of technology assumptions showed a significantly different set of results. 
DRI focused on largely behavioral response to reduce transportation energy consumption, While 
Markal-Macro had a larger technology bent. The table on the following page highlights these 
differences. (Note: the reference to CCAP is the so-called Case Two scenario which moved toward 
but did not necessarily hit a rate of decline in E/GDP of 1.25 percent. This compares to an 
assumed 1.00 perdent decline in the base case. The Case two scenario includes both the full set of 
CCAP programs as well as "announcement effect." Case three, the Technology Case formerly 
described as the 1.75 Case, assumes a higher level of investment potential for cost-effective energy 
efficient/low-carbon technologies.) 

In case two (with stabilization), DRI forecasts a 9 percent reduction in VMT with an 8 percent 
increase in MPG for new automobiles. DRI's case three (with stabilization) forecasts a 5 percent 
VMT reduction with a 10 percent increase in new car MPG. MM shows a seven percent drop in 
VMT for the CCAP scenario. This rebounds, however, to nearly base case levels with better 
assumptions about improved levels of technology. Although new cars in MM enter the market in 

. 2010 with a high EPA-rated fuel economy (again, with about one-third of the improvements of the 
PNGV goal), the entire fleet of automobiles show an on-road MPG of only 30 MPG because of the 
time needed for fleet turnover. Hence, it is the on-road change in fleet fuel economy — moving 
from 24.2 to 30 MPG — that drives much of the transportation energy and carbon savings. 

In the Markal-Macro assumptions, a new vehicle at 45 MPG would cost an estimated $1,200 above 
new cars in the base case. The newly releases Energy Innovations study suggests an added cost of 
about $800 dollars (in 1995 dollars). However, owners of the new vehicles would save about $225 
per year in avoided gasoline costs (also in 1995 dollars, assuming an average driving range of 

1. The "Car-Talk" committee is the Policy Dialogue Advisory Committee to Assist the President in the 
Development of Measures to Sigmficantly Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Personal Motor Vehicles 
formed in 1993 to see whether a consensus set of policies could be developed to return personal transport 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2005, 2015 and 2025. The committee failed to agree on such policies, 
but substantial analytic results were developed by a team of government analysts working with several expert 
committee members. 



• 

13,600 miles per vehicle and a cost of gasoline of $1.23 per gallon). Simple payback for this 
technology improvement would range, therefore, from 3.5 to 5.3 years. In coMparison, the 
average life of a new car would be about 14 years. 

\ 
Car-Talk Snmmary Table of Policy Options' . 

(mmMTCe) 

Policy Measure • Policy Type 2025 Annual Emission 
Reduction 

• 

Land Use and Transit Policy Paclcage 
• 

Less VMT 25 

Fuel Price Increases ($0.50/gal.) Less VMT 120 

Parking Tax ($2.00 nationwide) • Less VMT • 25 

- Road Pricing Less VMT " 25 

Fuel Economy Standards, "Feebates" More Fuel Efficiency 90 

PNGV More Fuel Efficiency 60-200 

Bio-Ethanol Subsidy Low Emission Fuels 100 

GHG Savings Needed to Return Personal Transport 
Emissions to 1990 Levels by 2020-2025 

200-260 
• 

• 

Key Automobile Indicators in 2010 

DRI Markal-Macro 

Base CCAP Technology Base CCAP technology 

VMT 1526 1403 1450 1619 1509 -1597 

MPG New Car (EPA) 29.2 

MPG Car Fleet (EPA) 24.7 

MPG Car Fleet (On-R0ad) 23.3 

2. Emission reductions may not be added since the impact of implementing multiple policies may be 
significantly less than is implied by adding up the individual estimates. However, the motor vehicle GHG 
model used to develop most of these estimates can be used to forecast the effect of multiple policies. 

31.4 32 30.7 43.4 44.7 

26.5 30.6 29.3 32.7 35.7 • 

24.5 26.9 24.4 27.3 30 
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Ifteight. Aircraft and Rail 
Rmissioas Projections and Potential for Reduction 

Koy Points 
• Total carbon emissiotts from the transportation sector in 1995 were nearly 470 MMT. 

The freight, aircraft mid rail sectors accounted for ncarly 200 MMT of carbon ctnissions, or 42 percent nf all transport missions. 
, • • All modes of fieight inducling trucks, rail, pipeline, shippin& and air, have improved their c efficiency. However, intetmodal shifts to more enerv-intensivc tiucking and air transport has mcant very little change in tile amount of energy used to haul a ton of freight firm 1972 to 1995_ 

• Energy usc and carbon emissions from nou-pcrsonal vehicles Is likely to surpass energy 
use and emissions from automobiles shortly after thc millenium_ 

• Opportunities to redn4e carbon emissions or energy nse in commercial vehicle transport before 2010 will like come mainly from trildcing mil air transPort Analysis of possibilities in a by 5 DOE laboratories estimate,d that roughly 20-45MMT could be saved by new too logics, inert:Lied usc uf cellulOsie ethanol ihel, and improved 
traffic flows. About IQ MivIT in recbiced emissions come from trucking, 10-15 come from air transport, awl 7-10 from 13eyond 2010, further signideant reductions are 
possible through imprioved aerodynamics (lamitlar flow) and more efficient propulsion in aircraft, and in rail and trucking, major improvements Could be made if hybrid/fuel cell powertain tcohnoloq can begin tu capture more than a trivial share  of the market. 

• To achieve the savings in emissions by 2010 will require a more aggressive program of research and (level in conventional powertrains and ptepulsioo, as wcll as policies to encourage the use o new technologies and/or capital turnover. The =Inc is truc, but at significantly scales, of very low emission or zero emission technologies like fuel ccD/fucl ctll puwatrainsin mil and tract, and advanced laminar flow 
technologies in airc I 
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increascd from 224 miles in 4 to 817 miles in 1994. 
All modes have cons' ntly improved thcir en efficiency Improvements have como from both technology and operational efficiencies. 1984 and 1994, heavy truck energy use per ve.hiclc mile decreased 0.4% peryear, and 1.6% ually pm ton-mile. In rail, energy use per car-mile dropped 0.904 per year, and 2.7% ann per ton-mile. 
Baween Increasing efficiency and the shift tn m energy-intensive tnodes (trucks and air), the net mew effect is al?oui a waslt if energri intensities a 1972 still prevailed, 1994 freight movcments would ha required about as much as was actually used in 1994 to haul morc than three times th =want of frcight. 
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Results and Potential for Redtp
l
ing Emfssinns 

Neither DIU nor SGM - dude technological ccs that affect emiions, or energy consumption, in the &right set-tor. MI, in act, assuurim ustant MPG-for all hcavy trucks through 2010, at just over 5m g, less than the average  f7 heavy trucks now (approximately 6.8 mpg on-road). 
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NASA and industry (pcittetpally GF and Pratt and Whitney) also 
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Action 
Overa111, the IAT mazicrl rum oould be described 

freigbt area. yoreseeable technologies could make more 
particularly vIrith more aggreltve etharts to develop and 
develop transportation technologies such as IINGV and 
and aerodyrics could p ly bting these new techno 
denronstration

.  before 2010, several, particularly in (ci 
be well estab in the market. Energy experts at b0E 
however, current levels of funding for PM-V.  are prol 
program's 'cal goals. 

Techurical success in research and development de 
now technology. Suocessful completion of the technical 
and laminar flow programs nurit also be followed by inv 
and matketil

e
b
n
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s
nduShy in qrder to achieve market pc 

freight secto to be turnicl over quite slowly: with 
last a couple of-decades and locomotives and aircraft ev 
turnover, such as accelerated ccpreciation progi anis or in 
achieve stabilfization. Finally, improving energy and 
of improved ciompetitiveness cr.  efficient engines aud povy 

technologically conservative in the 
' rificant reductions in emicsions, 
ffuse the technologies. Progarus to 

es not assure adoption or diffusion of 
rogram of INGV and NASA's engine 
stmeat in commercial development 
tration. Moreover, capital in the 
aintcnance and overhauls, trucks can 
longer. Incentives to hasten capital 
smient tax credits, would also help to 

m©fficiency can also pay off in terms 
ertrains on international markets. 
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SA programs on energy efficiency 
c;gies to proof of concept or 
u%k componentry and efficiency, could 
's multiprogram laboratories point out, 
~ab1y inadequate to achieve the 
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produced adrnced turbofan and unducted fan engines t achieve significant gains in energy 
efficiency. hi

l
t
gr

I
ta
iave not been commercialized primarily arise falling fossil fuel prices reduced the payoff to ter cfficiency in the late 1980s; these engines, however, are still available and could be ineurpoi aired into aircraft designs with less expcnse and development expense than clean-sheet designs would entail should thcy becoinc mo attractive options in the future. 

Ongoing N AM0D/Mdustry work on energy efficien continues, under tho Integrated High Performance nibine Engine Teehnclou program, ' at achicviiig a 40 percent 
improvernen in encrgy efficiency by 2003. NASA res h on computationifl fluid dynamics and nunicrieal ahnulation is also showing pronnse tor fying the sldns of aircraft to include tiny. micron-thin allots that could decrease turbulence, d thereby, drae, by 5 or 6 percent, 
tncreasing fitel efficiency and airlines' profit margins. It quite likely that some of these improvements could show up on commereial oirora@ Wore 2010, although full marker 
penetration will take dccades duc to lengthy capital life. 

haerrliodal Switchtng., Intennodal shilling, or switching from truck to rail haul or air transport, has bccn undcrway for some time. Intermodal nsportation of freight, or using both trucks and rail or aircraft, cuts emissions by relying on in re energy-efficient modes (rail and air) rather than trucks fnr part of the trYp. Thc Dcpartmon o rausportation estimates in its 1996 annual transplortation statistics report that intermodal frei t hauls meant 1.5 million fewer large trucks un the pighways. A simulation donc in Markal o shows that diverting 10 percent of truck ton-miles of freight to rail could save 4.3 to 4.7 nf rArbon_ Whether such a shift 
would be opeptionally feasible is unknown. Markal o includes no cross-elasticities to optimize interrnodal shifts, and while DRI docs, rio shifts °cermet]. in 1AT runs or DRrs energy 
model_ 



I 
jOL-00-97 17i31ROM: . • ' _ . ID: PAGE 6/6 

Paga 5 
Isk Q (047 

G£££ II 



Electric Power 

Key Findings: 

• Potential reductions from this sector are very large (250MT+) and will make up a substantial portion 
(25-50% or more) of the total needed to stabilize national emissions. 

• If the capital stock of this industry continues to tum over at the rates seen in the last decade, it will take 
1000 years to retire the existing stock of power plants. Changing the rate of retirement of existing 
plant would facilitate the transition to a lower carbon intensive power sector. 

• Coal use will certainly decline and delivered power prices will increase i n use i trained. 
The decline in co • . 

c or and nationa y 1 b m 25-60% under 
stabilizatio According to the IAT, prices will rise by about 25%. 

• Natural gas, demand-side e e main means of reducing emissions. 
These options would compete with each other in a carbon-constrained economy. The outcome of this 
competition is uncertain: gas use could increase in this sector by 15- 50% depending on the relative 
economics of these options. 

• Non-hydro renewables currently account for about 2.7% of the US power supply; even at fairly rapid 
rates of grAth, these technologies will not constitute a large share of generation for some time. To be 
commercially viable, costs of renewable technologies need to decline from current levels of around 
$0.05/kWh to perhaps $0.03-0.035/kWh (in the absence of high fossil fuel prices). 

• Competitive trends and air pollutant regulation will need to be integrated with climate policy. 

Background 

Electric power meets just over 30% of US energy demand. Electric power generation continues to 
grow in tandem with economic growth, unlike most other forms of energy consumption. Electric power 
sales of roughly $200 billion represented 3% of US GDP in 1995. Despite advances in the efficiency of 
fuel use, US electric power supply maintains an historic reliance on coal and (increasingly) natural gas, 
leading to an upward GHG emissions trend that is expected to continue in the absence of climate policies. 

The critical role of capital tumover is demonstrated by the near-absence of power plant 
retirements in the 1990s (See Figure 1 below). Access to new markets, regulatory uncertainty and regional 
conditions have all contributed to the slowdown of plant replacement, with planned 10-year retirement 
rates falling below 1% in 1989 and holding at low levels through the 1990s. This implies a 1,000-year 
period to turn the entire stock over once, an extraordinary (and presumably temporary) situation. Changing 
this trend is a key job for climate policy. 

DRAFT 7/8 1 
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Fig. 1: 10-Year Plant Retirement Forecasts 1989-1994 

Coal will continue supplying more than half of the Nation's electric power through 2010. Coal 
consumption, of which 90% is in the electric sector, will reach 1 trillion tons in 1997, and by 2010 is 
expected to reach 1.1 trillion tons. Natural gas supplies 15% of US power, near its historic peak share, and 
is growing most rapidly today. Nuclear power, currently 20% of the US power supply -- an historic high --
will decline as plants age and face increased competition. 

Most renewable power is currently hydroelectric, supplying 9% of US electricity. The potential 
for hydro expansion is limited. Non-hydro renewables currently account for about 2.7% of the US power 
supply. Even at fairly rapid rates of growth, these technologies will not constitute a large share of 
generation for some time. To be commercially viable, costs of renewable technologies need to decline from 
current levels of around $0.05/kWh to perhaps $0.03-0.035/kWh (in the absence of high fossil fuel prices). 

Model Results and Potential for Reducing Emissions 

This sector will be a key contributor to any GHG emissions reduction strategy. The IAT results 
show this sector reducing emissions by 20-33%. Because there are no direct emissions control 
technologies, achieving reductions relies on reducing demand or changing fuels. The rate of turnover in 
the capital stock becomes an important factor in determining both the means and the cost of GHG 
emissions control in the electric power sector. 

The dominant emission reduction option is to use natural gas in place of coal, either through co-
firing or repowering in existing coal units, or through increased use of new high-efficiency gas plants. 
Baseline (AEO97) coal capacity is forecast to increase from 315 GW in 1995 to about 330 GW in 2015 
(including 40 GW of new plant and 25 GW of retirements) with virtually no coal-gas switching in existing 
plants. GHG policy will lead to less new coal capacity, more retirements, and some fuel switching at 
existing units. By 2015, coal capacity will fall to 275 GW, a drop of 55 GW or 15%. About 10-20 GW of 
coal-gas conversions are forecast, consistent with the Interlab study. Coal use (both in the electric sector 
and nationally) will decline by 25-60% if a stabilization target is met. Fuel use is affected more than 
installed capacity, because of resulting changes in dispatch. 

Stabilization will result in very large additions of gas combined-cycle capacity -- up to 150 GW. 
Natural gas use is affected by several sectors and competing fuels and is very sensitive to assumptions. IAT 

r 

Air 
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Fuel switching cost analysis, costs in cents per kWh 

Assumes baseloaded units at 70% capacity factor, 

capital recovered over 30 years 
(levelized) 

Year=2010 

Non-fuel costs (capital plus O+M) 

DRI NEMS IPM 

OId coal 0.55 0.76 0.55 

New gas 0.5 0.74 0.5 

Fuel costs—without C tax (2010 baseline) 

DRI NEMS IPM 

Coal 0.89 1.14 0.72 

Nat. gas 1.61 1.62 1.39 

Total production costs--without C tax 

DRI NEMS IPM 

Old coal 1.44 1.9 1.27 

New gas 2.11 2.36 1.89 

Split 0.67 0.46 0.62 

$/ton C 54 31 50 

3 

models project increased gas demand in the electric power sector of 15-50%, but this could be offset by 
declines in other sectors (some models indicate net declines in US natural gas demand under a GHG 
stabilization policy). Most models show a small increase (about 5%) for a limited period. If electricity 
demand is reduced through efficiency, however, all of these fuel impacts could be considerably lessened. 

As part of a GHG emissions reduction strategy, generation from non-hydro renewables will 
increase. Some mcidels indicate that wind and biomass may become cost-effective options as more 
emissions reductions are called for. For example, MARKAL-MACRO and DRI both indicate a 35% 
increase in non-hydro renewable use in 2010 under GI-1G stabilization. Models may understate the 
potential of renewables because they do not consider 'green powee demand from constuners, niche markets 
or dispersed power (small scale production scattered throughout the system). •• 

Further electricity supply options include increasing the efficiency of existing fossil plants, and 
improving other parts of the power system (mainly the transmission grid) to minimize losses. Impacts on 
the industty are sensitive to demand responses. When end-use demand is lowered, fewer new high-
efficiency natural gas power plants are built and less gas and renewable power is used. Coal use is 
relatively less affected. Overall costs in the utility sector are lower. Combining end-use efficiencies with 
new supply technologies yields the lowest cost estimates for achieving substantial emissions reductions in 
the power sector. 

Physical responses are generally similar between models, but the estimated costs of reducing 
emissions vary. The cost of replacing power from an existing coal plant with a new natural gas plant may 
appear quite similar between models (see box), given assumptions for fuel and equipment costs in 2010. 
However, the modeled costs of reducing emissions are quite different. These differences mainly result 
from assumptions about capital replacement decisions and cost allocation. Other factors include some 
early coal-gas switching, and the potential natural gas price response. As a result, estimates of delivered 
(weighted average) electricity price impacts vary: +25% in DRI, +40% in NEMS. 

Relationship to other trends 

A carbon constraint will be introduced at the 
same time as a competitive restructuring of the industry 
and the implementation of the NAAQS. The 
combination of open power markets and market-based 
air regulation (i.e. a set of cap-and-trade systems for 
SO2, NOX and CO2) will likely make climate-related 
policy incentives work faster and more effectively. At 
a minimum, there will be interactions between these 
changes which will alter the emissions profile of the 
sector. 

For air regulations, early analysis using IPM 
and NEMS indicates that although new ozone and 
particulate matter rules will have a limited effect on 
CO2 emissions (a reduction of approximately 5% from 
2010 baselines), GHG limits could induce significant 
reductions in the criteria pollutants, on the order of 5-
10% for SO2 and 25-35% for NOX. 

Initial work on competitive power markets 
indicates that the ongoing restructuring of the power 
industry may have important effects. GHG emissions 
may increase in the near term (by perhaps 5-7% in the 
first ten years), due to increased sales by the cheapest 
coal units and higher demand. I3ut competition may 
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prove helpful in the long run if new technologies can readily enter markets, and if market-based incentives 

are a part of climate policy. One great unknown is the potential demand for cleaner power on the part of 
consumers, who will have new information and choices. 

Combining market-based environmental policy, consumer choice, and new technologies may 

offer greater efficiency and enable the power sector to provide electricity that is both cleaner and higher-

value. The technologies and physical changes needed for large-scale GHG emissions reductions appear to 

be reasonably achievable, although the costs of reductions are less certain. Industry restructuring, air 
regulations, and climate policy can work together, if closely integrated to achieve the best fit. 

i 
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The Carbon Reduction Potential in the U.S. Buildings Sector 
July 8, 1997 Draft 

Summary 
Substantial reductions in greenhouse gas emissions are possible in residenrial and commercial buildings 

through greater use of cost-effective energy efficiency technologies that not only cut energy use, but also save 

consumers and businesses money. Esdmared potential carbon emissions savings in thc residential sector are 

13-40 million metric tonnes (MMT) in 2010 and 30-70 in 2020. In the commercial ieaor, potential 

emissions savings are 13:40 million metric tonnes (MMT) in 2010 and 30-70 in 2020. . 

• 

Background 
Energy is usectin buildings to provide a variety of services such as vacs healing and cooling, ligAring and 

refrigeration and to power a broad turay of appliances and equipment. U.S. buildings energy consumption 

accounts for IlCurly uue 'LUd of total primary  energy consumption and related grcenbou.se gas emissions. The 

1996 bill for thcse cnergy services was over $200 billion. 

Energy intensity ita buildings has declined substantially over the past twenty ycars. Energy use per square 

foot of commercial space declined by about 30% between 1979 and 1992, while residential energy use per 

square foot has dropped by 18% since 1978. Despite these past gains, the latcst EIA business-as-usual 

forecasts project that commercial energy use in the future will decline by only 0.2% per ycar, and ridential 

extergy 11.q.e hy 03% per year. However. numerous studies (National Academy of Sciences, 1991 and Office 

of Technology Assessment, 1991. EMF-12, 1994) have indicated that a substantial potential remains for 

cost-effectively reducing U.S. energy concumption and greenhouce gas ernisions - particularly in buildings. 
• 

Despite thc largc opportunity, there is clcar evidence that many of the potential reductions are not being 

realized in the current market system because of a number of institutional, organizational, and other barriers 

that work against the diffusion of energy-efficient technologies. These barriers luck uf appropriatc 

and reliable product information; split incentives between efficiency purchasers and those receiving benefits; 

lack of expertise for design, installation and operations; and low cost sources of capital. 
• 

Potential 
Analysis retallts indicate that large reductions in future greenhouse gas cmiSSions could be realized through 

the use of more energy-cfficient technologies at a net reduction in the total cost of energy services in 

residential and commcrcial buildings. Thc table below shows the baseline EIA projections of priraary energy 

consumption in a future without a global climate treaty, any market signals to reduce carbon emissions or 

substantial technological advances in these areas. 

1995 2010 2020' 

Residential total (quads) 10.5 11.9 13.8 

Commercial total (quads) 7.1 8.1 

Buildings total (quads) 17.6 20.0 22.7 

' Markal/Maeru Ba.se Case 
• 

The potential energy use reducfiocs indicated by the 1AT analysis are shown below. These results assume a 

binding intanaliuual climate l.t=y lcading to increa.sed emphasis on U.S. carbon emissions reduction as well 

as fcderal and State policies to accelerate the use of existing cost-effertive energy efficient buildings 

technolot,ies. 



Residential total (quada) 

Cornmaoial total (quads) 

WEI 
1.4 

1.4-1.5 1.6-2.1 0.5-1.1 

1.0-1.2 1.6-1.7 0.6-1.1 

Thc IAT number translate into carbon savings of 26-33 MMT in 2010 and 35-44 MicIT in 2020. A 

complementary bottom-up analysis is conmined ha the forthcoming study by five national laboratories, LL,S. 

Car
•=1,..ancl LoWS111Slteled1110.10itlea. 

This study, which is a much more detailed  seetoral 
analysis, indicates a lower overall energy savings 

potential, but a significantly higher electricity savings potential. As a result,  estimated  potential carbon
 

emissions savings are 25-50 MMT. The major sources of reductions include residential miscenaneous uses, 

commercial other uses (such as office equipment), lighting and space conditioning_ These investments are 

estimated to have a annnalind cost of $14-S24 billion, but result in annual energy bill savings of $33 billion. 

• 

While the IAT and thc national laboratories study differ on the precise of the potential for these three 

markets, they do agree that they are substantial. This suggests a need for additional technology development 

and deployment in these areas as part of a national climate strategy. 

• • 

Morkal  DRI Labs Study 

2010 2020 2010 
2020 20)0 

4.8 2.4-2.7 
Building% total (quads) 

Implications 
The IAT analysis results are rather difficult to place in context because of the top-down method of analysis. 

The National Laboratories study, however, is quite clear on what is required, as it is based on a techpology-by 

technology and end-use by end-use analysis. In order to achieve the lower end of the range,  about 

35% of 

buildings in 2010 need to be using existing cost-effective buildings technologies. The high end of the range 

requires 65% of buildings in 2010  to use such technologies. Efficiency gains could be higher, but would 

require lower technology capital costs than those assumed in thc analysis. This range does not require 

premature retirement of capital stocks - only nortnal retirements of various equipment arid currently cxpected 

renovation timing. 

The key opportunities for efficiency gains in the residential scctor include miscellaneous electrical appliances 

such as electronic equipment and small appliances, lighting, water heating, space heating, air conditioning 

and refrigeration. End-use energy savings in the top three areas are stiraated to bc 0.7, 0_2 and 0.3 quads. 

respcctively. Overall, thcse results require the average energy efficiency of residential equipment in the 

affected buildings to improve by 12% over the next 13  years_ The specific rates of improvement vary 

substantially among end uses - from 50% in lighting to 30% for miscellaneous electrical appliances to 12% 

for air conditioning to 10% for electric space heating. Building shells are assumed to become 4-14% more 

efficiene All these improvements are based on currently available technologies. 

The opportunities for efficiency improvements in the commercial sector include miscellaneous electrical and 

natural gas uses (such as telecommunications equipment, medical equipment, pumps, light product assembly 

and many other activities not easily categorized), lighting, space heating and air conditioning. End-use energy 

savings in the top three areas are estimated to be 0.4, 0.4 and 0.3 quads, respectively. These results require 

the overall energy efficiency of commercial equipment in the elected buildings to improve by 18% over the 

next 13 years. The specific rates of improvement vary substantially among end uses - from 30% for 

rn'seellaneous electrical appliances to 25% for air conditioning to 20% for lighting to 20% for gas space 

beating. As in residential, all, these improvements are based on currently available technologies. Thus these 

estimates appear plausible relative to thc performance improvements, stock turnover and itafrastnictural 

• 
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although wind turbines could be imported as well. For biomass co-firing, a net of 2.5-3.5% of coal 
electricity production is co-fired with biomass in 2010 and 4-8% is co-fired in 2020. That would require a 
maximum of 2-3 million acres of woody and herbaceous energy crops in 2010 and 5-10 million acres in 
2020 - largely on marginal farmland - although substantial use of agricultural and forestry wastes coUld 
reduce these requirements . . 

• 

In reality, It is more likely that a portfolio of technologies would account for the projected increass in 
renewable energy. Wind andco-firing of biomass with coal are the likely lowest cost options by 2010, but 
geothermal power could alsimake a sizable contribution. By 2020, it is expectedihat a diversified 
portfolio of technologies woUldbe uscd - including wind, biomass, geothermal, photovoltaics and solar 
thermal. These technologies would all be cost competitive in many areas - allowing power generation 
companies to select technologies that make best use of local resources and best match their power 
demands. 

Actions 
While electricity from fossil fuels continue to become cleaner and cheaper, expanded R&D and 
deployment could make a number of renewable technologies beyond wind competitive on purely 
economic grounds in the next 10 to 20 years: photovoltaics, biomass gasification, solar thermal, and 
geothermal. In a greenhouse-gas constrained world, these zero-carbon emitting sources of power would be 
even more competitive. The following actions could accelerate the use of these technologies by 2010 and 
make a large difference beyond 2010. 

• expanded technology research and development to continue to lower costs and increase 
performance; 

• expanded cost-shared technology deployment efforts with industry to increase utility system 
experience and increase U.S. production renewable energy production capacity - lowering costs 
still further; and 

• promotion of U.S. renewable energy technologies abroad to tap the huge market for renewables in 
the developing world - enabling U.S. producers to further lower costs. . 
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The Role of Renewable Energy in a U.S. Climate Change Strategy 
JUly.8, 1997 Drcet - 

: 
Summary e 

Renewable energy has substantial potential to reduce U.S. carbon emissions in the mid and long term. 
These technologies.*e significant options because they emit little or no carbon. While renewable pergy . 
technologies have thrieilly been viewed by some •'as both costly and futuristic, rapid and steady declines in. - '' 
costs and improvements in performance havc resulted in several of these technologies bcing competitive - , 0:4,  • , , ",:, 
in selected markewOday and the expectation that others will be competitive in broader markets in the near ,...,,w'.,' ' ' , ' 
future. Estimateil.iiiitentialliirpon'sawings frOm increased use of renewable electricity generation.= 22- ‘4,!,,/v ,..- 

- Kit,44.• • -, 4 ,... •• . • 
26 million metriclionsIMMT)in 2010 "adr501115 in 2020. • . • . 

• 

Background 
Renewable sources of energy are either continuously resupplied by the sun or they tap inexhaustible 
resources, such as geothermal energy. The use of modern renewable energy technologies to generate 
electricity either does not pollute or emits far less pollution than burning any fossil fuel. Most renewable 
energy technologies produce no greenhouse gas emissions at all during operation, and are responsible for 

• 

only vcry small emissions during manufacture. Biornass fuels emit now carbon on a life cycle basis—the 
amount of carbon released by biomass combustion is equal to the amount absorbed from the atmosphere 

• 

during growth. Today, roue* 12% of the country's electricity generating capacity is based on renewable 
power systems. Over 85% of this generation is from hydropower - which has little potential for expansion. 
However, the remaining renewable technologies - including wind, biomass, photovoltaics, solar thermal 
and geothermal - are becoming increasingly economic and have large potential to expand and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions in the mid to long term. Both wind and photovoltaics are experiencing a 20% 
cost reduction for every doubling of cumulative production. Photovoltaic cells, which convert sunlight 
into electricity, have dropped from 90 cents per kilowatt-hour in 1980 to under 20 cents today, while wind 
power has dropped from 25 cents per kWh to 5 cents. Cost reductions will continue to occur because of 
R&D advances such as thin film photovoltaics as well as manufacturing factors such as economies of scale 
and improvements in manufacturing processes that come with increased production. Several major 
international companies, most notably,Royal/Dutch Shell, expect these technologies to be the dominant 
global source of energy by the middle of the next century and are beginning to make substantial 
investments in their development • 

Two of these technologies - wind and biomass - could also play important roles by 2010. Wind is 
projected to have a levelized cost Of energy of 2.6-3.2 cents per kilowatt-hour by 2005 - quite competitive 
even in a world without a climate treaty. Biomass has a large potential in two key markets: co-firing with 
coal and cogeneration of power and steam in industry. Incremental costs for co-firing for many sites are 
less than $200/kW - making it a low cost low-carbon option. Industrial biomass gasification and high 
efficiency cogeneration have a large potential for emissions reductions - especially in the forest products 
industry, which has abundant biomass feedstocks. Geothermal encrgy also could play a sigAfficant role by 
2010. Geothermal energy has a large potential in two markets - building space conditioning through 
geothermal heat pumps and electricity generation. 

• 

Potential - 
Analysis results indicate that renewable electric technologies have a large potential for reducing carbon 
emissions. The table below shows the baseline EIA projections for renewable electricity generation 
capacity as well as the results of the Markal Macro and DRI models. The EIA baseline assumes a future 
without a global climate treaty, any market signals to reduce carbon emissions or substantial technological 
advances in renewables. The IAT results assume increased focus on U.S. carbon reduction and a • 

continuation of the current trend of improvements in the performance and costs of renewable electric 
technologies. 
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These numbers translate into carbon savings of 15-16 MMT in 2010 and 35-60 MMT in 2020 -  vi ., 
that renewable energy technologies displace efficient gas generation. Howcver, the IAT models have . ' 
limited representation of utility and industrial cogeneration markcts, so biomass capacity is likely 
underestimated. The forthcoming study by five national laboratories, U.S. Carbon Reductions by 2010  
and Beyond: The Potential of Energy Efficient and Low-Carbon Technologies, offers a more detailed 
analysis of biomass. That study suggests a substantially higher potential for biomass co-firing with coal 
and greater potential for biomass gasification and cogeneration in industry. These numbers translate into 
additional carbon savings beyond the IAT Markal results of 7-10 MMT in 2010 and 15-25 MMT in 2020. 

Implications 
The analysis suggests that the contribution of renewable electric technologies in 2010 could be 
substantially higher than projected in the base case. However, the contribution of these technologies in 
2010 (excluding hydroelectricity) is still expected to be less than 5% of U.S. generation capacity. 
However, in considering renewables, it is important to realize that they are in the midst of a major, long 
term transition from "advanced technologies" with only a peripheral market role to mainstream 
technologies that will be technologies of choice in the energy marketplace early in the next century. This 
is critically important, becausc in the long term, zero-carbon energy supply technologies will likely be the 
most important component in a national greenhouse gas emissions reduction strategy. The use of these 
technologies is also rapidly expanding in developing countries - particularly those without national utility 
systems. Developrnent of the U.S. renewable industries is vital to any U.S. desire to be a major exporter of 
environmental technologies in the 21st century. 

The pace,and timing of the transition of renewable energy is difficult to project because of uncertainties in 
the rate of R&D progress, the evolution of restructuring and energy policies and consumer interest in 
"green energy". Four factors wi11 tend to accelerate the use of renewable energy. First, restructuring of the 
electricity industry will make available more choices to consumers allowing consumers to choose 
electricity based not only on cost, but a variety of other factors including environmental impact. Second, 
it has been demonstrated in many areas that consumers are willing to pay a premium for "green powee - 
indicating that environmental choices presented by industry could be quite popular with consumers. 

• 

Third, some energy policies at the State level are evolving in a direction that directly support renewable 
energy. For example, several Statcs have already passes renewable energy portfolio standards and several 
more are considering similar actions. Finally, continued decreases in renewable energy costs - especially 
in the face of potentially rising costs of fossil fuels - will motivate additional investments in these 
technologies. 

• 

The renewable energy projections imply a substantially higher growth rate in investments in renewable - 
electric technologies than projected in the business as usual base case. In the base case, the overall growth 
rate is 3.5% per year through 2010 and over 6% per year between 2010 and 2020. _In the IAT technology 
investment case, renewable electricity capacity grows 10% per year through 2010 and 8-14% per year 
between 2010 and 2020. The Markal model suggests that wind and biomass co-firing with coal will 
account for most of the renewable energy increase. The 2020 wind power projections are consistent with 
use of about 10% of total U.S. wind resource, so the only potential major constraint is one of wind turbine 
manufacturing capacity. The growth rates would require a major expansion of a srnall U.S. industry - 
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investmetilS they imply. 

'The potential for cnergy efficiency gains in residcntial and commercial buildings is not limited by technology 

but rather by rnarket barriers that impede the rapid market penetration of these cost-effective measures. The 

probability a realizing the potential savings estimated thus is largely dependent upon the effectiveness of 

policies in removing thc barriers to these investments. 

Actions 
Realizing rhe potential savings above will require a proactivc sot of federal, state aria local policies that 

accelerate technology deployment, cnerg efficient building design and construction and energy efficient 

building operations. This is critical because most of the carbon savings estimated abovc will result not from 

now technologies. but rather front increased market uptake of existing and near-term technologies. 

Maintaining earl= emissions stabilization or cutting emissions firther will also require continued 

technology improvement. Federal agencies, State governments and many local organizations already conduct 

programs to move thc buildings sector toward a lower carbon future. However, the challenge in implementing 

such policies is considerable sincr: the industry k so fragmented - there are hundreds of thousands of builders, 

designers. suppliers and others. Some of the federal actions that will need to continue or begin include: 

• 

• waking with state and local parmerships to hnprove efficiency of existing buildings through infortnation, 

demousiratiuus, teebnk.al assistance (c.g., Rebuild Amcrica, Energy Star); 

• facilitating the manufacture and purchase of high-efficiency equipment and awliAnces; 

• working with the insurance companies, financial industries, utilities alld uthei market intermediaries to 

remove barriers to investments in energy efficiency; . 

• Accelerated developMent of a portfolio of advanecd buildings technologies - such as fuel cells in 

buildings, reflective sUrfaces andinaterials, and advanced windows. 
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Industrial Emissions and Economic Impacts 

Key Findings 

+ Bascd upon data from AEO97, thc industrial sector now uscs 37 pcrccnt of thc nation's cncrgy. 

It is responsible for 32 percent of the overall U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. 

+ The industrial sector has the potential to reduce energy use and carbon emissions by 10-15 percent 

over 2010 baseline forecasts through cost-effective investments in energy efficient technologies, 

and in some cases, low-carbon technologies. 

+ The annual investment necessary to achieve this level of carbon reduction is on the order of $2.3 

to $3.8 billion per year through 2010. This is about 2-3 percent of the investments made by the 
manufacturing sector in 1995. Such investments should have only a small impact on the rate of 

capital stoek turnover compared to a base case — accelerating the depreciation rate, for example, 

from a 30-year to a 29-year average life of equipment and structures. 

+ Many of the most successful technologies have multiple benefits, including environmental- or 
productivity-enhancing features. Since these new technologies tend to lower the overall cost of 

doing business, investments in energy efficient technologies may actually irnprove the competitive 
position of many industries. 

+ These energy savings and reduction in carbon emissions are unlikely to happen without poliey 

Background 

The industrial sector has made important strides in reducing overall energy intensity over the past 25 

years. However, there are still readily-available but underutilized technologies with two and three-year 

paybacks that can reduce industrial energy use by 10 percent or more. The use of heat recovery and 

combined heat and power (i.e., cogeneration) systems, for example, can save 10 percent of energy use 

with an intemal rate of return of 30-60 percent. Better maintenance of compressed air systems can save 

40 percent of the energy used in such systems. And more energy-efficient motor systems can also 
provide a significant source of electricity savings. 

Broadly speaking the industrial sector includes farming and ranching, agricultural services, fisheries, 

forestry, mining, construction and manufacturing. While many policy analysts think of "industry" as 

a homogenous set of economic activities, it embraces an incredibly diverse set of processes ranging 

from the growing and processing of food products to the production of paper, plastic resins, cars and 
computers. process and energy requirements of each of the individual industries that are within 

the industrial sector are as different as the products that they produce. While many products have 

similar uses, the processes involved in making them may be vastly different. For example, plastic 

drink bottles, glass drink bottles, and aluminum cans all are similar products; however, they share 

almost no processes in common. For this reason, it is important to develop climate policies which 

reflect these important differences among the industrial sectors. 

Bascd upon data from thc Encrgy Information Administration, thc industrial sector now uscs 37 pcrccnt 

of the nation's energy, or 34.4 out of u total 93.6 quads. Carbon emissions are now at about 32 
percent or total emissions in the United States, or 471 of 1467 MMT. With normal rates of capital 

stock turnover, the industrial energ intensity is expected to decline at a rate of 1.2 percent in base case 

forecast for the period 1997-2015 (Annual Energy Outlook 1997). 

measures driving the improvement in the industrial capital stoek. 
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Savings Potential 

The DOE National Lan study (U.S. Carbon Reductions by 2010 and Beyond, 1997) suggests that by 

2010, the technology exists such that overall energy consumption can be reduced by 2.0 to 3.8 quads 

over the baseline forecasts. A combination of energy efficiency investments and low-carbon fuels can 

reduce carbon emissions by 22 to 73 MMT. Industry's share of further carbon reductions available 

in the electricity sector would increase overall carbon savings by perhaps another 40 to 50 MMT. The 

incremental investment costs are estimated to be $11.60 to $13.88 per mmBtu. Based upon the 

AEO97 energy costs for the year 2010, this reflects a payback period of 1-4 years. According to the 

Lab study, the cumulative investment requirements are between $23.2 and $47.2 billions of 1995 

dollars in the period 1998 through 2010. The level of energy savings are roughly the satne for both 

electricity and fossil fuels. A new study published by a consortium of non-governmental organizations 

suggests an overall energy savings potential of 3.75 quads of energy and 41 MMT of carbon in the year 

2010 (Energy Innovations, 1997). 

The table on the following page summarizes key indicators for the industrial sector for the years 2010 

and 2020. The National Lab study suggcsts that by the year 2010 it is possible to reduce energy use 

by 5 to 10 pcrccnt ovcr thc basc casc forccast through cost-cffcctivc investments in cncrgy cfficicnt 

technologies. Thc Markal-Macro simulation for 2010 suggests a savings potcntial of 11 to 15 percent. 

The DRI model suggests a similar level of savings, estimated to be 11-12 percent of the base case 

forecast in 2010. These results are somewhat larger than either the National Lab study or the Energy 

Innovations analysis. Two reasons account for most of this difference. The first is that the Lab study 

results are reported in primary energy units while the Markal-Macro and DRI results are reported at 

the end-use. The second is that the consumption reported in the table for both tnodels do not include 

petroleum or na tu To 1 gas feed stoc ks . 

Many of the most successful technologies have multiple benefits, including environmental- or 

productivity-enhancing features. A technology that reduces product loss or increases process 

throughput, for example, will often reduce labor and other material costs as well as energy costs. 

These additional co-benefits are generally not reflected in the results of either the MM or the DRI 

models. Hence, the benefits to the industrial sector may be somewhat understated. Stated differently, 

the competitive position of many industrial sectors may actually be strengthened — depending upon the 

type and flexibility of the climate policies that are actually implemented. These energy savings and 

reduction in carbon emissions are unlikely to happen at this level without additional policy measures 

to drive the needed improvements in the industrial capital stock. 

Adlons 

Most analysts agree that thcrc are significant opportunities to improve ovcrall energy efficiency within 

the industrial sector. In addition, there are important oppornmities to reduce the carbon intensity of 

industrial opcrations through changcs in thc fucl mix, and by using lower-carbon fucls. Thc latter 

includes biomass gasification, natural gas diesel and fuel cell technologies. The more efficient use of 

chemical feedstocks will also contribute to a reduction in carbon .intensity. 

Broadly speaking, there are four sets of policies to encourage the more rapid diffusion of existing 

technologies as well as the development of a new generation of process efficiencies and industrial 

energy supply technologies. These policies include: (1) incentives tn accelerate the investment in new 

capital stcck and equipment (with such incentives ranging from targeted financial support as investment 

tax credits to increased regulatory flexibility that allows industries to more fully optimize overall plant 

operations); (2) increased RD&D to facilitate the development of improved technologies as well as the 

development of a new generation of industrial technologies; (3) incentives to increase the use of 

recycled feedstocks; and finally, (4) expediting the use of combined heat and power systems through 

improved environmental permitting and by incorporating provisions into the ongoing utility 

restructuring that facilitate the sale of excess power by industrial plants. 

oilh• 
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Key Industrial Indicators for 2010 and 2020 

Markal-Macro DR1 

•. 2020 2010 2020 2010 

1995 Base 
Case  

Case 3  Base 
Case  

Case 2  Case 3 1995 Base 
Case  

Casc 2  Case 3  Base 
Case  

Case 2  Case 3 
Cape 2 bodicator 

Output 1.000 
(1995=1.000) 

1.408 1.400 1.412 1.544 1.531 1.551 1.000 

22.4 
EasrCI (Quads) 

FAsissious (BIMT) 

21.9 26.4 22.3 21.9 23 22.8 20.1 19 24.3 20.2 19.5 22.8 19.6 
422 419 542 445 436 521 472 456 407 592 465 421 563 466 
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1.1% 2.6% 1.7% 0.8% 1.5% 1.4% n/a 1.5% 2.6% 2.7% 0.9% 1.5% 1.4% 
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