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0 Matthew Dzik
) 909 S. McLean Blvd., #48

Elgin. I1l. 60123

Dear Mr. Stern,

Enough! It’s about time the Republicans and their hatchetmen are condemned for what they are.
For five years they have engaged in a malicious. relentless muckraking campaign to assassinate. one way
or another. the character of Bill Clinton for their own political ends. The Republican propaganda
machine has never presented a scrap of proof. vet continues to manufacture endless accusations and
innuendocs in a despicable effort to manipulate the press and pollute public opinion. While President
Clinton has demonstrated great character and done great service to this country while being viciously
attacked. the Republicans have consistently shown that their politics are even more disgraceful than their
policies.

Now is the time for every Democrat to rally to this good and great president who has fought so
valiantly for America. defending him unwaveringly and disdaining the political cowardice that allowed
Ronald Reagan and the Republicans to rape the truth during the Eighties and still. The media must also be
responsible. reporting objectively rather than echoing the sensationalist Republican chorus of scandal
where there are only self-serving accusations. And all Americans must see things in context. remembering
how diligently President Clinton has tried to bring all people together and lift up the nation while the
Republicans continue to wallow in the mud. wasting the countries time ,money and spirit on their political
vendetta . obstructing effective government at every turn. The American people must see that the shame of
America arises from the stench of Republican politics.

History will show that the scandal of the Nineties did not belong to Bill Clinton, but the
dishonorable, vindictive schemers who have chosen the lowest of political roads, and to all those that

B

allow them to go on.
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Seattle City Light

Gary Zarker, Superintendent
Norman B. Rice, Mayor

November 26, 1997

'q7 DEC 5enli2b

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President;

As you consider the U.S. position on global climate change, I urge your support of the
proposed federal Strategic Initiative for Wind Energy as outlined in the recently provided
White Paper developed by the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA), of which Seattle
City Light is a member.

The proposed initiative consists of ten policy steps, including a 10-year extension of the
existing wind energy production tax credit; a national renewables portfolio standard; an
enhanced federal wind research and development program; and policies intended to facilitate
rapid growth in the global wind market.

We are writing separately in order to express our own view on the proposed renewable
portfolio standard (RPS). We support an RPS that includes environmentally-responsible
hydroelectricity as an eligible renewable resource. Such an approach recognizes the
environmental benefits of hydroelectricity, including avoided air and water emissions from
fossil-fuel generation, while providing an additional incentive for owners to mitigate the
environmental impacts of their projects. If an RPS does not include hydroelectricity as an
eligible resource, then we think that the approach taken in Representative Schaefer’s (H.R.
655) and Senator Jeffords’ (S.687) electricity restructuring bills is appropriate, whereby
hydroelectricity generation is not included in the baseline against which the portfolio standard
is applied.

Wind energy has enormous potential, if deployed in the U.S. and other countries around the
world, to displace electric generation from polluting energy sources. AWEA estimates that
the Strategic Initiative can result in the installation of 30,000 megawatts (MW) of wind
generating capacity in the U.S. by the year 2010, producing 105 billion kilowatt-hours (kWh)
of electricity annually, or enough electricity to meet the needs of 10 million American homes,
emissions free.

An Equal Employment Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
City of Seattle — City Light Department, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3100, Seattle, Washington 98104-5031
Telephone: (206) 625-3000 TDD: (206) 684-3225  FAX: (206) 625-3709
Accommodations for people with disabilities provided on request
Printed on recycled paper



. The President
November 26, 1997

Page 2

In the process of generating this amount of electricity annually, wind can provide the

following added economic and environmental benefits:

For all of these reasons, the proposed initiative should be a component of a comprehensive

Reduce U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) by 100 million metric tons (MMT)
annually. This is more than 18% of the 548 MMT by which the electric sector is projected
by the energy Information Administration (EIA) to exceed 1990 carbon dioxide emission
in 2010.

Create 150,000 new manufacturing jobs. The World Energy Council estimates that new
wind capacity worldwide will total 180,000 MW to 474,000 MW by the year 2020, which
equates to $150 billion to $400 billion worth of business. It is vital that the U.S. make a
strenuous effort to compete in this rapidly-growing field.

Provide long-term energy price stability, and minimize reliance on imported fossil fuels.

climate change policy.

rely,

Zarker

Superintendent

CcC:

Dan Reicher, Department of Energy

The Honorable T.J. Glauthier, Office of Management and Budget
Katy McGinty, Council on Environmental Quality

Todd Stern, Assistant to the President and Staff Secretary
Randall Swisher, American Wind Energy Association -

An Equal Employment Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
City of Seattle — City Light Department, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3100, Seattle, Washington 98104-5031
Telephone: (206) 625-3000 TDD: (206) 684-3225  FAX: (206) 625-3709
Accommodations for people with disabilities provided on request
Printed on recycled paper
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P.O. Box 76 * MONTGOMERY, AL 36101-0076 * TELEPHONE (334) 834-6000 « Fax (334) 262-7371

November 24, 1997

The Honorable Bill Clinton

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I am writing on behalf of the 5,800 members of the Business Council of Alabama. We want you
to know how deeply concerned we are about the outcome of the conference scheduled for next
week in Kyoto, Japan.

The BCA simply asks that those representing our interests use some common sense during
the negotiations. Why sign on to a plan of questionable environmental value that will give
businesses in other countries a competitive advantage in the marketplace?

We need your help to make sure we leave the table in Kyoto with a level playing field. Please do
not sign any treaty that does not include all nations at similar levels of commitments and
everyone should face the same time frame required for implementation. To do otherwise will
result in economic hardship in America without any real benefit to the environment.

Very truly yours,

LR &b’@y

William F. O’Connor, Jr.

President -
cc: Alabama Congressional Delegation 1Y /j

Governor Fob James 7~

Jim Gray (BCA Vice President) /-

OMMR /M”/“
rpg‘/ W/ﬁ :
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LORI FURBYUIH

845 Blue Jay Lane
Coppell, Texas 75019

November 25, 1997

The Honorable William Clinton
President of the United States
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

This letter is to let you know that, as an Executive Assistant for The North American
Coal Corporation, | strongly oppose the United States agreeing to sign the proposed
Kyoto Treaty on the subject of Global Climate Change. A global warming treaty is
wrong for me and all Americans for the following reasons:

e It will be very costly to American families such as mine. Fuel and electricity
costs will go up, and jobs at energy-intensive industries are likely to be lost.

e It will export American jobs to other nations who will be free to continue emitting
and growing their economies while we are threatened with losing our jobs.

« It will not improve the environment because, by the year 2015, greenhouse gas
emissions from developing countries will exceed those of the United States and
other countries impacted by the treaty. Overall, global emissions will continue to
grow. If global warming is real, the Kyoto Treaty is not a solution.

o And the science of global warming is still uncertain. | have been told that the
majority of climate scientists cannot say for sure what the impact is or will be on the
climate from increases in carbon dioxide. On something this important, why not wait
until there is more scientific certainty as to the causes, effects, and costs of climate
change before we proceed?

Mr. President, | urge you not to sign any treaty at this time that can in any way be
detrimental to the United States.

Respectfully yours,

Tl

Lori A. Furbush
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Seattle City Light

Gary Zarker, Superintendent
Norman B. Rice, Mayor

November 26, 1997

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

As you consider the U.S. position on global climate change, I urge your support of the
proposed federal Strategic Initiative for Wind Energy as outlined in the recently provided
White Paper developed by the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA), of which Seattle
City Light is a member.

The proposed initiative consists of ten policy steps, including a 10-year extension of the
existing wind energy production tax credit; a national renewables portfolio standard; an
enhanced federal wind research and development program; and policies intended to facilitate
rapid growth in the global wind market.

We are writing separately in order to express our own view on the proposed renewable
portfolio standard (RPS). We support an RPS that includes environmentally-responsible
hydroelectricity as an eligible renewable resource. Such an approach recognizes the
environmental benefits of hydroelectricity, including avoided air and water emissions from
fossil-fuel generation, while providing an additional incentive for owners to mitigate the
environmental impacts of their projects. If an RPS does not include hydroelectricity as an
eligible resource, then we think that the approach taken in Representative Schaefer’s (H.R.
655) and Senator Jeffords’ (S.687) electricity restructuring bills is appropriate, whereby
hydroelectricity generation is not included in the baseline against which the portfolio standard
is applied.

Wind energy has enormous potential, if deployed in the U.S. and other countries around the
world, to displace electric generation from polluting energy sources. AWEA estimates that
the Strategic Initiative can result in the installation of 30,000 megawatts (MW) of wind
generating capacity in the U.S. by the year 2010, producing 105 billion kilowatt-hours (kWh)
of electricity annually, or enough electricity to meet the needs of 10 million American homes,
emissions free.

An Equal Employment Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
City of Seattle — City Light Department, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3100, Scattle, Washington 98104-5031
Telephone: (206) 625-3000 TDD: (206) 684-3225 FAX: (206) 625-3709
Accommodations for people with disabilities provided on request
- Printed on recycled paper
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The President
November 26, 1997
Page 2

In the process of generating this amount of electricity annually, wind can provide the
following added economic and environmental benefits:

® Reduce U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide (CO,) by 100 million metric tons (MMT)
annually. This is more than 18% of the 548 MMT by which the electric sector is projected

by the energy Information Administration (EIA) to exceed 1990 carbon dioxide emission
in 2010. :

o Create 150,000 new manufacturing jobs. The World Energy Council estimates that new
wind capacity worldwide will total 180,000 MW to 474,000 MW by the year 2020, which
equates to $150 billion to $400 billion worth of business. It is vital that the U.S. make a
strenuous effort to compete in this rapidly-growing field.

* Provide long-term energy price stability, and minimize reliance on imported fossil fuels.

For all of these reasons, the proposed initiative should be a component of a comprehensive
climate change policy.

rely,

Zarker
- Superintendent

cc:  Dan Reicher, Department of Energy ,
The Honorable T.J. Glauthier, Office of Management and Budget
Katy McGinty, Council on Environmental Quality
Todd Stern, Assistant to the President and Staff Secretary
Randall Swisher, American Wind Energy Association

. An Equal Employment Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
City of Scattle — City Light Department, 700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3100, Seattle, Washington 98104-5031
Telephone: (206) 625-3000 TDD: (206) 684-3225 FAX: (206) 625-3709
Accommodations for people with disabilities provided on request
Printed on recycled paper
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122 C Street, NW, Fourth Floor, Washington, DC 20001 USA
(202) 383-2500 Fax (202) 383-2505

e-mail: windmail@mcimail.com Internet Address: hetp://www.igc.apc.org/awea/

November 26, 1997

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

As you consider the U.S. position on global climate change, we the undersigned
business, environmental, consumer and energy policy organizations, urge your support
for a proposed federal Strategic Initiative for Wind Energy as outlined in the attached
White Paper developed by the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA).

The proposed Initiative consists of 10 policy steps, including a 10-year extension
of the existing wind energy production tax credit (PTC); a national renewables portfolio
standard of 10% by the year 2010; an enhanced federal wind research and development
(R&D) program; and policies intended to facilitate rapid growth in the global wind
market.

Wind energy has enormous potential, if deployed in the U.S. and other countries
around the world, to displace electric generation from polluting energy sources. AWEA
estimates that the Strategic Initiative can result in the installation of 30,000 megawatts
(MW) of wind generating capacity in the U.S. by the year 2010, producing 105 billion
kilowatt-hours (kWh) of electricity annually, or enough electricity to meet the needs of
10 million American homes -- emissions free.

In the process of generating this amount of electricity annually, wind can provide
the following added economic and environmental benefits:
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# Reduce U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) by 100 million metric tons

(MMT) annually. This is more than 18% of the 548 MMT by which the electric

sector is projected by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) to exceed
1990 carbon dioxide emissions levels in 2010.

# Create 150,000 new manufacturing jobs. The World Energy Council estimates
that new wind capacity worldwide will total 180,000 MW to 474,000 MW by the
year 2020, which equates to $150 billion to $400 billion worth of business. It is

vital that the U.S. make a strenuous effort to compete in this rapidly-growing
field.

iy Provide long term energy price stability, and minimize reliance on imported fossil

fuels

For all of these reasons, the proposed Initiative should be a component of a
comprehensive climate change policy.

Respectfully Yours,

AWS Scientific
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WIND ENERGY
AND
CLIMATE CHANGE

The Energy to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Power 10 Million Homes...
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Executive Summary

The United States faces a formidable challenge in seeking to reduce its green-
house gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2010. Current projections indicate that
it will fall far short, with emissions of carbon dioxide (CO,) from the electric utility sector
alone exceeding 1990 levels by more than half a billion metric tons.

Wind energy is a clean, abundant U.S. resource that produces electricity with
virtually no CO, emissions. Given strong policy support, the wind industry can ramp up
production rapidly and can, through displacing emissions from coal, make a significant
contribution toward helping the utility sector meet its share of the 2010 objective. The
American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) estimates that U.S. installed wind capacity
can reach 30,000 megawatts (MW) in 2010 (compared to just 1,700 MW today), gener-
ating 105 billion kWh annually. This is enough electricity to meet the needs of more
than 10 million homes, and to displace 100 million metric tons of CO,, or 18% of the
utility sector’s excess emissions.

This paper outlines a series of 10 policy steps needed to achieve the 30,000-MW
goal, including in particular a 10-year extension of the existing wind energy production
tax credit (PTC); a national renewables portfolio standard (RPS) of 10% by the year
2010; an enhanced federal wind research and development (R&D) program; and poli-
cies intended to facilitate rapid growth in the global wind market.

Taken together, these 10 measures constitute a proposed Strategic Wind Energy
Initiative. In addition to helping the U.S. meet its greenhouse gas reduction goals, the
Initiative will result in healthier air and water for millions of Americans and in the cre-
ation of tens of thousands of new jobs, as it propels the nation’s wind industry to a
strongly competitive position in the surging world market for wind equipment. The clean
energy equipment manufacturing industry is likely to be one of the next century’s largest
sources of new manufacturing jobs—the World Energy Council has estimated that new
wind capacity worldwide will total 180,000 MW to 474,000 MW by the year 2020, which
equates to $150 billion to $400 billion worth of business. It is vital that the U.S. make a
strenuous effort to compete in this rapidly growing field.

For all of these reasons, the proposed Initiative should be a component of a
comprehensive climate change policy.



Introduction

Currently, the United States obtains approximately 85% of its energy from fossil fuels, which
emit large quantities of the atmospheric heat-trapping greenhouse gas carbon dioxide (COz) when
burned. The U.S. also derives 55% of its electricity from coal, the fossil fuel with the highest CO:
content per unit of electricity produced. From a global perspective, the U.S., with 5% of the world’s
population, is responsible for 23% of world CO: emissions. If the U.S. is to provide leadership in deal-
ing with the serious threat of global climate change, it must begin now to make a meaningful transition
away from over-reliance on fossil fuels toward broader use of environmentally-benign energy re-
sources.

Wind energy, which produces virtually no CO:z emissions,' has been long recognized as an
abundant potential source of electric power. A detailed analysis by the Department of Energy’s Pacific
Northwest Laboratory in 1991 estimated the energy potential of the U.S. wind resource at 10.8 trillion
kilowatt-hours (kWh) annually, or more than three times total current U.S. electricity consumption.?
Given this vast, virtually untapped clean energy resource, and the fact that wind power is one of the
lowest-cost power generation technologies, large scale wind power development should be among the
highest U.S. priorities for consideration in meeting national CO: reduction goals.

However, notwithstanding wind'’s very large potential, inherent constraints limit the amount of
generation from any energy source that can be brought on stream within the near to medium term.
Accelerating wind energy’s contribution to our electric generation portfolio will require proactive steps.

The purpose of this paper is to examine wind energy’s capability to reduce U.S. electric sector
emissions of carbon dioxide by the year 2010, to set forth a Strategic Wind Energy Initiative consisting
of the policies needed to realize that capability, and to summarize the value to the U.S. of moving
decisively to implement those policies.

L HOW MUCH CAN WIND ENERGY CONTRIBUTE TO REDUCING GLOBAL
CLIMATE CHANGE EMISSIONS?

The United States is currently expected to fall far short of reducing CO: emissions to 1990
levels by the year 2010, according to projections from the Energy Information Agency (EIA). In fact,
emissions in that year from the electric utility sector alone (which produces about a third of the nation’s
overall CO:z emissions) are predicted to exceed those in 1990 by some 548 million metric tons (MMT).?

Every 10,000 MW of wind installed can reduce CO: emissions by approximately 33 MMT annu-
ally if it replaces coal-fired generating capacity, or 21 MMT if it replaces generation from the U.S.
average fuel mix.* The American Wind Energy Association (AWEA) estimates that wind energy,
if encouraged vigorously, could reach 30,000 megawatts (MW) of installed generating capacity
in the U.S. by 2010 (compared to current capacity of 1,700 MW). If this target is achieved, wind
would reduce national CO:emissions by 100 MMT annually, or more than 18% of the 548-MMT
excess [based on displacement of coal-fired generation].5




A Cost-Effective Option

Wind technology provides an outstanding opportunity to cut carbon dioxide output at an
extremely reasonable cost. Wind costs are expected to be among the lowest of generating
technologies by early in the next century,® when most of the new wind capacity would be in-
stalled. Wind energy is already within a cost-competitive range if its cost is examined on a true life-
cycle basis over the lifetime of a typical wind plant. The levelized cost of power from a wind project is
now about 4.5 cents/kWh, compared with levelized coal plant costs of about 3.9 cents/kWh.”

The cost of avoiding carbon dioxide emissions with wind technology is currently about $6 per
ton avoided,® and will decline even further over the next decade, perhaps even to zero if wind achieves
cost parity with fossil fuels, as the industry is now seeking to do. The goal for wind technology is to
have wind’s total costs equal to the variable cost (i.e., the fuel and O&M costs) of its fossil fuel competi-
tors. That goal can be reached within 5-10 years if a high growth path for wind is chosen. Over recent
years, wind technology has consistently beaten predictions about future cost improvements.

30,000 MW—An Achievable Goal?

To reach 30,000 MW by the year 2010, installed wind capacity would have to expand at a
compound growth rate of 25% annually. This rate is achievable, but must be stimulated by
policies that are steady and consistent® so that investment in new production capacity can be
made as needed. We know that it is achievable because:

. The global wind industry has been expanding at a similar rate or higher for the past five years.
While the U.S. wind market has stagnated since 1991, the world market has accelerated swiftly enough
to make wind the world's fastest-growing energy technology. Capacity additions outside the U.S.
jumped by 40% in 1994, 65% in 1995, and 35% in 1996, and the pace of growth is expected to gather



momentum again in the 1999-2000 time frame.

. AWEA'’s detailed global market projections, which are conservative, indicate that new worldwide
installations will total 30,000 MW in the next 10 years, which again suggests that the Strategic Wind
Energy Initiative's goal of boosting U.S. installations by 28,300 MW over the next 13 years is ambitious,
but achievable.™

. In 1991, the European Wind Energy Association set a goal for European installations of 4,000
MW by the year 2000. That target has already been achieved; recently the Association established
new goals, of 8,000 MW by the year 2000 and 40,000 MW by 2010."

European domestic policies have fueled strong market growth in Europe and elsewhere'?—the U.S.
can do the same for its domestic market while also encouraging continued rapid growth in the global
market.

New wind projects can start going up within one to three years after new policies or incentives
encouraging wind are put in place. Wind turbines themselves are modular and are composed of
factory-built components which are already mass-produced or can be mass-produced when a market
develops. Industry experts compare the manufacture of wind turbines to that of trucks, and expect
manufacturing capacity to ramp up rapidly to respond to market demand.

The Price of Inaction

Should the necessary policy support for wind not be forthcoming, development would lag,
resulting in AWEA's “base case” projection, which forecasts cumulative installations of 7,875 MW for
the U.S. by 2010. This still assumes very moderate but clear policy changes to encourage develop-
ment of wind projects in the U.S. However, 7,875 MW of wind capacity makes only a small contribution
to achieving CO emissions reductions in 2010, a date by which substantial progress needs to be made
if the U.S. ever Kopes to stabilize emissions at 1990 levels. It is therefore essential to take more
significant policy steps so that AWEA's “high growth” scenario, under which wind reaches 30,000 MW
installed by 2010, takes place.

II. WHAT POLICIES OR PROGRAMS DO WE NEED IN PLACE TO
ACHIEVE THE 30,000-MW TARGET?

Cutting greenhouse gas emissions can go hand in hand with economic growth in clean energy
industries—if we provide the right incentives.

For example, small investments in the form of tax incentives for wind can provide big dividends
in cleaner air and economic development. A federal commitment to purchase a small, but ever-in-
creasing, amount of renewable energy would set the example for states and businesses to do the
same, and encourage the adoption of a minimum content standard for electricity generation from
renewables. Assisting developing nations in their desire to purchase U.S.-made renewable energy




technologies will slow the rate of emissions increases worldwide while creating jobs here at home.

However, renewable energy comes in a variety of forms; there is no “one-size-fits-all” provision
that can meet the needs of all renewable, or even all wind, technologies. Offered below is a series of
policy options aimed at reducing domestic and international greenhouse gases through reliance on
wind energy technologies. Taken together, these policies comprise a proposed Strategic Wind Energy
Initiative.

Building the Domestic Market

The PTC provides an inflation-adjusted 1.5 cents/kWh credit for electricity produced from a new wind
facility for the first 10 years of its existence. The purpose of the credit is to provide equitable tax treat-
ment for wind in comparison with tax breaks provided for its fossil fuel competitors. The PTC is sched-
uled to expire in less than two years (i.e., plants built after June 30, 1999, will no longer qualify for the
credit), but financing and permitting requirements for a typical wind plant take two to three years lead
time. Therefore, investor uncertainty regarding the PTC’s continued existence is already drying up
financing and halting project planning, just as wind stands to assume a new and more competitive role
in the domestic energy industry. The Congressional Joint Committee on Taxation has estimated that a
five-year extension' of the credit would cost $156 million over the next 10 years.
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The RPS is essentially a “minimum content requirement” for electricity from renewable sources as a
percentage of all electricity generated in the U.S. Generators of electric power would either have to
use renewables to supply part of their generation, or buy tradable credits from the owners of renewable
energy projects located anywhere in the U.S. The Tellus Institute estimates that a 10% RPS in 2010
would add approximately $1.30 to a typical monthly household electricity bill."* The RPS is already
included in some form in four major utility restructuring proposals in Congress, and should be coupled
with a System Benefits Charge (SBC) to provide funding for emerging renewable generation technolo-
gies (such as photovoltaics and small wind turbines) and with legislation requiring disclosure of electric-
ity generation fuel sources.

An Executive Order should place a minimum renewables content requirement similar to the Renew-
ables Portfolio Standard on electricity used by federal agencies. This is an immediate action the Ad-
ministration could take to demonstrate a serious commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. By
2005, agencies should be required to obtain 10% of their electricity supply from nonhydro renewable



4. A Small Turbine Investment Tax Credit (STIC).

This provision would create a new 30% tax credit for business users of small wind energy equipment
(no greater than 50 kW capacity). An STIC would stimulate the U.S. domestic market for small tur-
bines, increasing equipment production volumes and reducing production costs. Currently, about 70%
of U.S.-made small turbines are exported to more than 75 countries. Due to low energy prices, full
expensing of business energy costs, and no applicable federal incentives, the domestic market for
small wind turbines is limited to a few remote, high-value, off-grid applications. But small wind turbines
have great potential to displace highly-polluting diesel systems and in even moderate wind regimes will
be the least-cost option. The cost of this credit is estimated at $4.3 million over five years.

Working with the Department of Energy, the U.S. wind industry has achieved cost reductions of more
than 80% over the last 16 years. During that time, industry has developed an effective working rela-
tionship with the Department that is yielding increasing dividends, but that is jeopardized annually by
threats to reduce or eliminate DOE wind program funding or to gut the program through changes in
authorization language.™ Increasing the wind budget from the fiscal 1998 level of $33 million to $60
million and seeking a multi-year authorization would strengthen the program, allowing further efforts
aimed at core research activities, better technology validation, more focused turbine research, and the
development of a more comprehensive testing and certification program. Experts believe the cost of
wind equipment can be reduced by another 40% from current levels, which would greatly expand its
potential market.

..wind could reduce national CO2 emissions by 100 MMT
annually, or more than 18% of the electric sector’s 548 MMT
excess. This is approximately the same weight as
220 million Volkswagon Beetles.
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In 16 states, consumers can install small, grid-connected renewable energy systems to reduce their
electricity bills using a technique called net energy metering. Under net metering, consumers feed
excess electricity generated by their renewable energy systems back to the grid, in essence running
their electric meter backwards. At the end of the billing period, the consumer pays for the net amount
of electricity supplied by the grid at the regular retail electricity rate. The purpose of this provision is to
incentivize small renewable energy installations.

A series of “power pools,” which aggregate the electricity from individual power plants as needed and
parcel it out to demand centers over the utility transmission network, oversee electricity distribution in
this country. The rules for these pools are being rewritten as the utility industry is restructured and
may, intentionally or unintentionally, discriminate against intermittent power sources like solar and wind.
For example, one pool has already proposed that power transactions be scheduled 24 hours in ad-
vance, something that cannot be done with wind plants, whose output varies from hour to hour. This
provision would ensure intermittent resources access to the market by requiring that electricity from
renewables is “taken”—or purchased—first, with the seller paid only the prevailing market price for that
particular hour. The “must take” provision would be subject to some necessary limits based on the
amount of power the pool is handling during any given hour and its ability to absorb the amount of
intermittent power that is offered.

Selling U.S. Technologies Abroad to Achieve International
EmissionsRductions

U.S. companies labor under a disadvantage in international markets, due to the strong and effective
support many other countries provide their domestic wind turbine manufacturers. In addition to policies
supporting domestic wind development, which are common throughout Western Europe, many coun-
tries provide foreign aid programs (grants or loans) that are specifically linked to the purchase of equip-
ment from their domestic manufacturers. This so-called “tied aid” has become a key driver in the
rapidly growing wind energy export markets. The U.S. has two options: (1) work to ban tied aid, which
is likely to be unsuccessful; or (2) provide development assistance that is equally attractive and there-
fore provides a level playing field for U.S. manufacturers. AWEA believes the Export/Import Bank
should be given authorization and appropriations sufficient to ensure that U.S. manufacturers are not
disadvantaged and can compete effectively against growing reliance upon tied aid by some nations.




Many developing countries have little incentive to use foreign energy technologies, whether wind, solar,
or advanced gas, to reduce their emissions despite the fact that the most rapid growth in CO (and
other) emissions is in the developing world. Two related activities could give both U.S. firms’and
developing countries incentives to develop wind projects. The first is joint implementation, a program
under which firms from the developed countries can earn carbon offsets by building clean energy
projects in the developing world. The U.S. should endorse and push for joint implementation to move
from its current pilot project status to full-scale implementation. There is little or no cost to the U.S.
Treasury for such a program, and substantial benefits would be provided to the U.S. economy
through the thousands of jobs that would be created. The second activity is the World Bank’s Global
Environmental Facility (GEF), which can cover the incremental cost of developing environmentally
benign or beneficial projects in the developing world, such as building a wind project instead of an
apparently cheaper coal project. This incentive is particularly important for countries such as China and
India, which have tremendous power needs and must build energy capacity quickly at the lowest
possible cost."

The state of knowledge of wind resources today is comparable to the early days of the petroleum
industry. Many people in those early days, including most of the later icons of the oil industry, believed
oil would never replace coal and kerosene as the fuel of choice for the industrializing world. It was only
after substantial exploration that the magnitude of the oil resource became understood. Similarly, little
is known today about the wind resource in most countries, which means that it is virtually always under-
estimated and thus believed to be marginal in size. The U.S. should urge the United Nations, the
World Bank, and other multilateral organizations to invest in wind resource assessment as they have in
petroleum and geothermal exploration. In addition, the U.S. should agree to co-fund wind mapping
activities with countries or international organizations that are willing to cost-share.

III. WHAT IS THE VALUE OF SUCH AN INITIATIVE?

A Strategic Wind Energy Initiative, while contributing to the campaign to lower U.S. greenhouse
gas emissions, would provide a series of additional environmental and economic benefits. A summary
of these benefits includes:

Healthier Air and Water

Though the combustion of natural gas produces no sulfur oxide (SOx) emissions, gas does
produce significant amounts of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulates, as well as about 40% of the
carbon emissions produced by coal.
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According to the Environmental Protection Agency, some 90 million U.S. citizens still breathe air
that is too dirty to meet existing air quality standards, even though those standards do not yet address
fine particulates (perhaps the most dangerous emission to human health) or mercury emissions. Do-
mestic air pollution kills over 50,000 persons annually—a death toll higher than that of traffic accidents,
breast cancer, or AIDS." |n addition to reducing carbon emissions, pursuing the “high growth” case
goal of 30,000 MW by 2010 could reduce electric sector emissions of sulfur and nitrogen oxides in that
year by some 4-6%.

The Strategic Wind Energy Initiative would also fit well within a comprehensive electric-sector
strategy for reducing carbon emissions that includes wind, other renewable technologies, energy
efficiency measures, and cleaner fossil fuel technologies. Such a comprehensive strategy was pro-
posed recently by several environmental groups and the Tellus Institute, which concluded that the
strategy could reduce U.S. CO emissions to 27% below the 1990 level in 2010, and reduce sulfur,
nitrogen, and particulate emissfons by 78%, 48%, and 36%, respectively, while also reducing total
electric sector costs.?

Growing Economic Activity Based on Clean Energy

Increasing our domestic use of wind energy and supplying a growing share of multi-billion-
dollar international wind technology markets also offers important economic benefits for the country.
And since these benefits are based on clean energy, rather than fossil fuels, they do not carry con-
cealed long-term economic costs such as environmental cleanup expenses, health care bills from air
pollution and mercury deposition, and the like, which exert a hidden drag on economic growth.

This point bears repeating: a strategy that promotes renewables and wind is synergistic, encour-
aging economic growth while reducing damage to the environment, unlike most economic stimulation
strategies that policymakers consider.

PR S,

Positive economic impacts of the Strategic Wind Energy Initiative include:

Jobs associated with exports—Projected growth in the international wind energy market
offers significant export opportunities for U.S. wind turbine and component manufacturers. If U.S.
manufacturers captured just one-fourth of the global wind equipment market under the “high growth”
scenario through 2010, some 157,000 jobs would be supported.?' The clean energy equipment manu-
facturing industry is likely to be one of the next century’s largest sources of new manufacturing jobs.
The World Energy Council, for example, has estimated that new wind capacity worldwide will
total 180,000 MW to 474,000 MW by the year 2020, which equates to $150 billion to $400 billion
worth of business. It is vital that the U.S. make a strenuous effort to compete in this rapidly
growing field.



. Jobs associated with use of domestic energy resources—Net imports of natural gas have
nearly tripled in the last decade, from 5% in 1987 to 13% today.?? Gas imports are expected to ac-
count for over 20% of increased U.S. gas consumption through 2010, absent climate change policies
that would further boost gas use.? The substitution of domestic renewable energy resources and
technologies for imported fuels creates significant net increases in jobs for Americans, both direct and
indirect.® For example, a study by the State of Wisconsin found that the net impact of increased use
of renewables would be three times more jobs than that from conventional generation.?

Wind energy is likely to be a major contributor to the clean
energy equipment manufacturing industry in the next century...
creating 150,000 new jobs, it could employ roughly half the
residents of Alaska.

- ) : ed ene : ations—Fuel price increases caused by
fossil fuel supply!demand |mbalances and mternatlonal polltlcs take a large toll on household budgets
and the national economy. The wind “fuel” is not subject to such disruptions, so it has a stabilizing
effect on energy prices. In addition, price stability results from (1) greater overall resource diversity and
(2) a larger number of smaller generating facilities, which reduces the probability of significant outages.

Meeting Climate Change Goals Efficiently

Reducing carbon emissions from electric generation to the level required to stabilize atmo-
spheric carbon concentrations is most cost-effectively achieved through a combination of energy
efficiency, natural gas and renewable energy—using the most cost-effective resources available from
each, rather than over-relying on any one source.

To achieve carbon reductions without a significant contribution from renewables:

. the country would need to rely excessively on natural gas, which would bring with it increased
imports, increased prices and vulnerability to supply disruptions; and/or

. the lives of existing nuclear plants would need to be extended, entailing operational safety risks,
high operating costs and the generation of additional radioactive wastes for which no long-term
storage is available.
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IV. CONCLUSION

A Strategic Wind Energy Initiative that includes the implementation of policies aimed at encour-

aging the installation of 30,000 MW of wind electric generation capacity in the U.S. by the year 2010
will:

. Materially assist the U.S. in meeting its pledge to reduce carbon dioxide emissions to 1990
levels;
. Foster economic growth through increased exports of wind equipment and increased use of

domestic energy resources,
. Create over 150,000 new jobs; and

. Positively impact a series of other environmental and economic problems that flow from over-
reliance on fossil fuels.

For all of these reasons, the proposed Initiative should be a component of a comprehensive
climate change policy.
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! A small amount of carbon dioxide is emitted during wind's “total fuel cycle,” which includes fabrication of wind equipment and construction
of wind plants. However, this amount is estimated at less than 1/100 of CO: emissions from coal's fuel cycle. Dr. Robert L. San Martin,
Environmental Emissions from Energy Technology Systems: The Total Fuel Cycle (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Energy, Spring
1989), p. 5.

2D. L. Elliott, L. L. Wendell, and G. L. Gower, An Assessment of Windy Land Area and Wind Energy Potential in the Contiguous United
States (Richland, Wash.: Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratory, 1991). Total U.S. consumption for 1996 is estimated at 3.2 trillion kWh.

Annual Energy Review 1996 (Washington, D.C.: Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, July 1997), p. 227.

3 Personal communication, Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, September 30, 1997. U.S. electric sector carbon
emissions in 2010 are projected at 626.4 MMT, compared to 476.9 MMT in 1990. The excess is therefore 149.5 MMT of carbon. Carbon
dioxide has two oxygen atoms (atomic weight 16) in addition to a single carbon atom (atomic weight 12), and so the carbon number must be
multiplied by 3.667 (44/12) to arrive at the carbon dioxide equivalent. 149.5 x 3.667 = 548.2 MMT of CO..

* Displacement of Coal-Fired Generation: Wind generation results in the emission of 7,400 metric tons of CO: per billion kWh generated
(due to emissions during turbine fabrication and installation). Coal-fired generation results in the emission of 964,000 metric tons of CO: per
billion kWh. Source of emissions data: Dr. Robert L. San Martin, Environmental Emissions from Energy Technology Systems: The
Total Fuel Cycle (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Energy, Spring 1989), p. 5. The benefit when wind displaces coal is therefore
964,000-7,400, or 956,600 metric tons (0.9566 MMT) per billion kWh. For 10,000 MW of wind capacity, generating at an average of .40
capacity factor, the calculation to derive displacement is: 10,000 MW (10 million kW) x .40 x 8760 (hours) = 35.04 billion kWh. 35.04 x
.8566 = 33.52 MMT of CO: emissions displaced. (Capacity factor of .40 is an estimate for 2010 technology. See Scenarios of U.S. Carbon
Reductions (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Energy, September 25, 1997), p. 7.20). The Scenarios study uses slightly different, even
higher numbers for replacement of coal generation with wind. We have used the San Martin study where possible, however, because it is
the one available source with total fuel cycle emissions numbers for wind.)

Displacement of Average Utility Mix Generation: If wind is assumed to displace the average fuel mix instead of coal, 160 kg of carbon is
displaced per 1,000 kWh (1 MWh). Scenarios of U.S. Carbon Reductions, p. 7.19. Multiplying by 3.67 to convert this rate to CO: from
carbon yields a displacement of 587 kg of CO: per MWh, which is equal to 0.587 metric tons/MWh or 0.587 MMT per billion kWh. Displace-
ment for 10,000 MW of wind is thus 10,000 MW (10 million kW) x .40 x 8760 x .587 = 20.6 MMT of CO.. We have assumed displacement of
coal for the purposes of this paper based in part on the Scenarios report, which finds that wind displaces primarily coal in the High Efficiency/
Low Carbon (HE/LC) scenario. Scenarios, p. 7.19. The HE/LC scenario envisions a $50/ton charge for carbon emissions. Whether this

policy approach or some other is taken, we assume that policies to limit coal-fired generation will be implemented.
5 See note 4, supra, for displacement of carbon dioxide from coal-fired generation with wind. For 30,000 MW of wind, the calculation is
30,000 MW (30 million kW) x .40 x 8760 x .9566 = 100.5 MMT of CO: displaced annually.

& "Wind is poised to become one of the lowest-cost sources of electrical energy,” quote from Edgar DeMeo, Electric Power Research
Institute, The Los Angeles Times, February 5, 1995, p. A1. The Scenarios study also projects wind's costs falling to a range of 2.5-3 cents/
kWh by 2010. Pp. 7.17-7.18.

7 Wind cost figure is AWEA's. Coal cost source: Energy Choices in a Competitive Era (Alexandria, Va.: Resource Data International, Inc.,
for the Center for Energy and Economic Development, April 1995). These are conservative numbers—other analyses have shown no gap in
the direct cost of power from wind and coal technologies. For example, an analysis by the California Energy Commission of levelized power
plant costs shows the cost of wind at 4.6 cents/kWh as compared to 4.6 to 6.0 cents/kWh for coal technologies (all figures in 1993 constant
dollars and assuming utility ownership). 7996 Energy Technology Status Report: Report Summary (Sacramento, Calif.: California Energy
Commission, CEC report P500-96-006, April 1997 [Draft Committee Report]), pp. 73-74. On the other hand, to directly compare the value of
wind, an intermittent resource, to the value of baseload coal would require the addition of some dispatchable generation capacity to wind
plant costs. We believe the very conservative direct cost comparison used in the text (given the fact that some recent wind contracts have
been signed in the U.S. at a levelized cost of less than 4 cents/kWh) will be sufficient to cover the cost of dispatchable capacity.

® This figure is calculated on the basis of an 0.6 cents/kWh premium for the cost of new wind generation over the cost of new coal-fired
generation, and assumes that one gigawatt-hour (1 million kWh) of wind generation displaces 956.6 metric tons of CO: from coal-fired
generation. Source of emissions data: Dr. Robert L. San Martin, Environmental Emissions from Energy Technology Systems: The Total Fuel
Cycle (see note 1, supra). 0.6 cents/lkWh x 1 million / 956.6 = $6.27 per displaced metric ton of carbon dioxide. $6.27*3.67 = $23 per
displaced metric ton of carbon. The wind cost premium assumes continuation of the federal wind production tax credit, which has a 30-year
levelized value of 0.7 cents/kWh, according to the Union of Concerned Scientists. Michael C. Brower, Michael W. Tennis, Eric W. Denzler,
and Mark M. Kaplan, Powering the Midwest: Renewable Electricity for the Economy and the Environment (Boston, Mass.: Union of Con-

cerned Scientists, 1993), pp. 93-94.

° This point is discussed at length by R. Wiser and S. Pickle in Financing Investments in Renewable Energy: The Role of Policy Design and
Restructuring (Berkeley, Calif.: Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, March 1997). A typical quote from the Executive Summary of this
document: “Renewable energy policies should be designed with consideration given to the realities of power plant financing. Policies that do
not provide long-term stability or that have other negative secondary impacts on investment decisions will increase financing costs and may
reduce policy effectiveness. Stable and predictable policy commitments can, on the other hand, lead to a decrease in financing costs, which

should result in reductions in renewable energy costs and in more effective policies.”

10 “AWEA Projects 30,000 MW of Wind Capacity Installed Worldwide Over Next Decade,” Wind Energy Weekly, Vol. 16, No. 745 (Washing-
ton, D. C.: American Wind Energy Association, April 28, 1997), p. 1. AWEA's market projections, based on information gathered from
industry and government sources around the world, also indicate that “a significant event such as a fossil fuel price spike or a strong move to
slow global climate change” could result in 60,000 MW of new wind generating capacity, or double the base case projection, being installed
by 2006.



"'Scenarios of U.S. Carbon Reductions: Potential Impacts of Energy Technologies by 2010 and Beyond (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of Energy, September 25, 1997), p. 7.19.

'2 Denmark, Germany, India, Italy, The Netherlands, Spain, and the United Kingdom have all experienced substantial growth in wind energy

capacity during the past decade as a result of aggressive public policies favoring clean energy development. The case of Denmark is
instructive: a country with a population about the same as that of the state of Indiana and a land area less than half Indiana’s size went from
343 MW of installed wind capacity in 1990 to 972 MW today while the U.S. market, once the largest in the world, stagnated. Recently,
Denmark unveiled plans to boost its onshore wind capacity to 1,500 MW by the year 2005 as part of a national program to reduce CO:
emissions in that year to 20% below 1988 levels. To indicate the lengths the Danes have gone to to encourage clean energy development
and energy efficiency, electricity in Denmark currently costs US 18 cents/kWh (7 cents for production and 11 cents added by a series of
taxes to discourage consumption, pay for CO: reductions, etc.). Meanwhile, Danish wind developers receive a payment of 11 cents/kWh for

the electricity they generate.

'* In the “out years” beyond 2010, the difference between the base case and high growth case continues to widen. By 2020, nearly 66,000
MW of wind capacity would be in place in the U.S. in the high growth case, generating 231 billion kWh annually and displacing 221 MMT of
carbon dioxide emissions based on coal, compared to base case totals of 28,000 MW, 98 billion kWh, and 94 MMT.)

" The term “five-year extension” means changing the deadline date to qualify for the credit (i.e., the date by which a wind plant must be
placed in service to qualify) from June 30,1999, to June 30, 2004. Once a wind plant has qualified, the credit applies for the first 10 years of
its operation.

15 Steve Bernow, Bill Dougherty, and Max Duckworth, “Quantifying the Impacts of a National, Tradable Renewables Portfolio Standard,” The
Electricity Journal (Seattle, Wash.: May 1997). Stephen Bernow, “Analysis of Renewable Portfolio Standards” (Boston, Mass: Tellus
Institute, June 1997).

'8 While U.S. government wind energy R&D funding has declined over the past 15 years (even taking account of recent increases), wind
R&D funding in Europe has continued to grow. U.S. R&D funding: 1983: $43 million; FY 1998: $30 million. European R&D funding: 1983:
$41 million; 1995: $109 million. All figures in 1992 dollars. Source of funding data “International Wind Energy Research, Development and

Demonstration: Government Funding,” compilation maintained by U.S. Department of Energy. Source of inflation data: Annual Energy
Review 1996 (Washington, D.C.: Energy Information Administration, U.S. Department of Energy, July 1997), p. 367. Deflator for 1997 has

been conservatively estimated at 111.0.

7 Without a financial incentive to do otherwise, China may well choose the more expedient route of relying heavily on coal power plants with
potentially disastrous consequences for itself and other parts of the world. The U.S. must support expansion and replenishment of the GEF
and, where appropriate, be willing to provide direct support to China and other countries to avoid a high carbon path.

"®Michael C. Brower, Michael W. Tennis, Eric W. Denzler, and Mark M. Kaplan, Powering the Midwest (Boston, Mass.: Union of Concerned
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Project, Issue Brief No. 6, February 1997), p. 1.
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of Concerned Scientists, Energy Innovations: A Prosperous Path to a Clean Environment (Washington, D.C.. Alliance to Save Energy, June
1996), p. 50.

21 Calculation: 20,000 MW annual sales x 1/4 (U.S. share) x $0.75 million/MW x 42 jobs/ $1 million = 157,000 jobs. An employment

multiplier of 49 is used for the wind industry in Anne Polansky, Skip Laitner, and Marshall Goldberg, “Assessing the U.S. Employment
Hurdles from Increased Production of U.S. Renewable Energy Technologies: Part 2: Multipliers for Export Products” (Washington, D.C.:
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November 24, 1997

Honorable William J. Clinton
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500-0001

Dear Mr. President:

As you prepare to attend the global climate conference in Kyoto, I and the
members of the National Black Chamber of Commerce, want to go on record
opposing any drastic, legally-binding emissions reduction plan that does not
require participation by developing nations. The NBCC, an organization
representing over 60,000 black-owned businesses, believes that any approach
that will require significant sacrifices of our businesses and nega tively impact
the communities in which we operate, and does not require the same of
developing nations is, neither appropriate nor fair.

The global climate issue, like many issues today that pit environmental concerns
against economic ones, has been portrayed as a “government vs. industry”
battle. However, as you know, the impacts of the Administration’s proposed
mandatory reductions will be felt by all Americans. The economic ramifications
on NBCC businesses and communities could be devastating. The cost of doing
business will rise as we are hit with new overhead costs and rising costs for
goods and services. And, the precarious urban communities in which many of
our businesses are located, also will be hit hard by inflating energy costs and
unemployment.

I do not want to see the economic and social progress made during your
Administration eroded by a premature and, possibly, unnecessary position. If
something must be done about global climate now, that action must be shared
by the global community, and should be approached incrementally—allowing
time to develop technologies that will help mitigate the impacts. And, special
attention needs to be given to nurturing and protecting minority businesses
striving to prosper and, as employers of urban residents, provide an economic
safety net for at-risk communities.

2000 L STREET NW, SUITE 200 WASHINGTON, DC 20036 TEL. 202-416-1622 FAX 202-9416-1722



Endorsing a proposal that requires developed countries to reduce emissions,
only to have the reduction offset by emerging countries’ industrial growth, and
that threatens our economic future is not the solution to the global climate
dilemma. I urge you to reconsider the proposal. There must be a better way.

Respectfully,

arry C. I
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UNION CARBIDE CORPORATION
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W, H. JOYCE
CHAIRMAN AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

November 24, 1997

The President

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

As the date approaches for global climate negotiations in Kyoto, I am
increasingly concerned that the United States is on the verge of making a commitment to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions without adequate understanding of the economic impact,
driven by higher energy costs, which would necessarily follow.

The debate swirling about this issue continues to reflect considerable
scientific uncertainty over the causes and implications of climate change. Additional
research and understanding is clearly necessary before adopting policy solutions which
may accomplish essentially nothing other than economic disruption and job loss in this .

country.

I urge you to focus your Administration’s efforts at this stage on furthering
scientific knowledge on this subject. Considering the potential for truly harmful economic
consequences, it is critical that scientific consensus precede policy solutions and that any
such solutions not stifle economic growth in this country.

Sincerely,

(D w* -

CC: see enclosed list



1:/25/87 TUE 10:34 FAX 2037945865 UCC LAW @003

The President
November 24, 1997
Page 2

Attachment to W.H. Joyce letter to President Clinton, November 24, 1997

Copy recipients:

Chief of Staff to the President Erskine B. Bowles
Secretary of State Madeline K. Albright
Undersecretary of State Timothy E. Wirth
Undersecretary of State Stuart E. Eizenstat
Assistant Secretary of State Eileen B. Claussen
Secretary of Encrgy Federico F. Pena '
Assistant Secretary of Energy Marc W. Chupka
Secretary of Commerce William M. Daley
Secretary of the Treasury Robert E. Rubin

Secretary of Labor Alexis M. Herman

Council of Economic Advisers Chair Janet L. Yellen
United States Trade Representative Charlene Barshefsky
Office of Management and Budget Director Franklin D. Raines
Senator Christopher J. Dodd

Senator Joseph 1. Lieberman

Congressman James H. Maloney

Congresswoman Nancy L. Johnson

Sepator John B. Brecaux

Senator Mary Landrieu

Congressman W.J. “Billy” Tauzin

Senator Frank R. Lautenberg

Senator Robert G. Torricelli

Congressman Frank Pallone, Jr.

Congressman Bob Franks

Senator Phil Gramm

Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison

Congressman Nicholas V. Lampson

Congressman Ron E. Paul

Congressman Tom DeLay

Senator Robert C. Byrd

Senator John D. Rockefeller, IV

Congressman Robert E. Wise, Jr.



ONEIDA COAL COMPANY, INC.
953 National Road, Suite 207 '
Wheeling, West Virginia 26003

o
November 24, 1997

The Honorable Bill Clinton

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W.
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

On behalf of Oneida Coal Company, Inc. ("Oneida") and the families of the 1,100 employees
of Oneida and its affiliated companies, we write to urge you to direct the Clinton Administration's
delegation to the United Nations meeting in Kyoto, Japan, to reject any Global Climate Treaty. It
would be irresponsible for the Clinton Administration to negotiate a Treaty that would continue to
exempt from coverage major carbon-dioxide emitting countries such as China, Mexico, Brazil, and
India.

It is estimated by independent studies that adherence by the United States to the provisions of
a proposed Treaty announced by your Administration on October 21 would result in a reduction of
$227 billion in the Gross Domestic Product in the year 2010 alone. This represents more resources
than this Country expends on education at all levels -- federal, state and local -- in a year's time.

Additionally, adoption of a Global Climate Treaty would cost the United States the loss of 1.7
million jobs by 2010. Mr. President, if an ill-advised Treaty is executed, we can and will deliver to
you, at the White House doors, the names of our employees who represent 1,100 of those jobs, if not
the employees themselves in person.

The present Treaty proposal of the Clinton Administration, which reflects the radical
environmental agenda of Vice President Albert Gore and EPA Administrator Carol Browner, will
serve only to export American jobs without yielding any overall reductions in global greenhouse gas
emissions. This course is suicidal for the American economy and indefensible in view of the scientific
uncertainty on the issue of the reality of global warming.

Once again, we emphatically urge you to reject any global warming initiative, particularly one
that is not truly global in scope. Our 1,100 employees and their families are watching you.

Sincerely,

ONEIDA COAL COMPANY, INC.

QMAM ‘7{ “/()Lm,j%
oseph R. Bourgo

Vice President




ENVIRONMENTAL LAW SOCIETY

201 AUSTIN HALL
HARVARD LAW SCHOOL
CAMBRIDGE, MASS. 02138

(617) 495-3125

November 23. 1997

President Bill Clinton

White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500-0001

Dear President Clinton,

We are writing to communicate our grave disappointment with your recently announced position
on global climate change. Heading into Kyoto, your stated position is unacceptably weak, committing the
United States to stabilization at 1990 levels only a full decade from now and to reductions below 1990
levels only after 2012. We are troubled by the fact that the emissions timetable you propose is significantly
slower than that announced by vour administration back in 1994 in the Climate Change Action Plan
(CCAP). Under CCAP, vou promised to cut greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. In
allowing this target to slide by 12 years, the new policy is a major step backwards and inexplicably fails to
include any binding measures which would guarantee the same results which were promised but not
delivered under CCAP.

[n light of the magnitude of the potential threat posed by global warming, the current U.S. position
is grossly inadequate. In your speech before the National Geographic Society on October 22, 1997, you
acknowledged three key facts: 1) the existing scientific consensus that human activities are altering world
climate patterns, 2) the great remaining uncertainties regarding the potential effects of climate change, and
3) the persistence of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere for 100 years or more. In light of your familiarity
with this information, we fail to understand how you can deem your current proposal to be adequate.

Given the remendous uncertainties regarding the consequences of climate change as well as the
threat of potential irreversibility, we cannot afford your plan to delay meaningful action for more than a
decade.

The much-needed global commitment to reductions will only be possible if the United States
alters its position and takes a real stand. This is true for several reasons. First, U.S. involvement in the
solution 1s essential because of the significant role we play in causing the problem. As you have
noted, we represent less than 5% of the world's population yet are responsible for more than 25% of the
world's gheenhousc gas emissions. Second, previous global environmental treaty-making experience
indicates the importance of real U.S. commitment. For example, U.S. leadership was essential to the
success of the ozone negotiations that produced the Montreal Protocol. Third, the future participation of
deveioping countries will only be possible if developed countries make demonstrable reductions in their

own emissions.

The United States can afford to strengthen its position. History has repeatedly proven that
environmental compliance initially believed to be prohibitively expensive can be achieved economically
through innovation. [n vour speech, you noted that "over the past generation, we've produced tremendous



environmental progress, including in the area of energy efficiency, at far less expense than anvone could
have imagined." You cited numerous examples in which compliance was achieved with much less cost
than expected, repeatedly disproving industry expert predictions of devastating compliance costs. In the
case of fossil fuels specifically, a study recently noted in the Washington Post observed that between 1973
and 1986, the national economy grew 35% with no increase in energy consumption. Because of our
currently egregious levels of inefficiency,.the United States is particularly well-situated to achieve
significant cuts through relatively painless efficiency increases. We currently use twice as much energy as
Europe and three times as much as Japan to produce the same unit of economic wealth.

In particular, we urge you to raise fuel economy standards for passenger automobiles and light
trucks with a goal of reaching 40 miles per gallon for the fleets within the next ten years. This step is
clearly within existing authority granted by legislation, can be taken administratively, is technologically
feasible, and has proven remarkably successful in the past. Though your administration has been reluctant
to take this step despite near-universal urging from environmental groups, any serious global warming plan
must include requirements for higher fuel economy standards.

Additionally, we call on you to fight for legislation to be enacted by the end of your second term
which would establish a national cap-and-trade program for greenhouse gas emissions. Your pledge to
enact such a plan in 2008 gives us no comfort since it lacks binding authority on your successors who
would need to actually enact and implement the Jaw.

As a second-term President, surely you can find the will to take concrete steps on this issue.
Furthermore, the current administration position on global warming undermines the credibility of Al Gore
as a leader on environmental issues. Despite the tough rhetoric in his well-received book on the subject,
his failure to act on these convictions as Vice President jeopardizes his appeal to environmental voters.

We believe a stronger response is not only merited, but essential. We entreat you to take
responsible action based on what you yourself have acknowledged to be the dangers of global warming.
The treaty to come out of Kvoto should commit the United States to immediate and real reductions in
greenhouse gas emissions. The United States is both obliged to and able to adopt such a position.

Sincerely,

Jason Waanders
President
Harvard Environmental Law Society
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The
Plastics
Industry
Trade

Association

Larry L. Thomas
PRESIDENT

The Society

of the Plastics
Industry, Inc.
Suite 600K

1801 K Street, NW
Washington, DC
20006-1301
202.974.5222

fax 202.293.0309

tthomas@socptas.org

NOV 2 9 1997

November 21, 1997

The Honorable William J. Clinton
President of the United States
The White House

Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

[ write to express the views and concerns of The Society of the Plastics
Industry (SPI) over the forthcoming negotiations in Kyoto, Japan on a
global climate change treaty.

The U.S. plastics industry, employing over 1.3 million people and
generating annual shipments of more than $250 billion, strongly embraces
the concepts of environmental stewardshi p and energy conservation.
However, we are very concerned about the premises of some of the
proposals that are to be discussed in Kyoto. As stated in SPI’s recently
adopted policy on global climate change, we believe that:

* Greater understanding of the science and economic impact of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reductions are needed before
committing to legally binding international agreements;

* Actions that require GHG emissions reductions to 1990 or pre-
1990 levels would be destructive to the plastics industry and its
customers, as well as the U.S. economy and its competitiveness;

* For any international agreement to be effective, it must apply to
developing and developed countries al ike; and

* Any international agreement must include actions which support
healthy economies and not damage international competitiveness.

The U.S. plastics industry produces numerous products that enhance
energy efficiency while being environmentally prudent, from insulation
materials for our homes to those that help make automobiles lighter and
more fuel efficient. However, an international treaty that discourages the
production of plastics in the U.S., as many of these treaty proposals would
do, is not in the nation’s best interests from either an environmental or
energy conservation perspective.

Since

arry L. Thomas
President
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American Electric Power
PO Box 700 Phone: 614 687-3087
iner Lancaster, OH 43130 FAX: 614- 687-3043
email:

Tuesday, November 18, 1997

The Honorable Bill Clinton
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave NW
Washington DC 20500

Dear Mr. President,

I am writing you on behalf of American Electric Power to voice our opposition to a
climate change treaty which could have devastating effects on the United States and its
economy.

The limits on greenhouse gas emissions that are being proposed in Kyoto will limit
the use of fossil fuels, especially coal, and will drive up the cost of energy, harming the
competitiveness of our mining industry. In short, the treaty will affect every mine, every
mining company and community in Ohio, every supplier to the mining industry, and
employees and their families.

American Electric Power believes that scientists cannot tell us how much and where
temperatures will increase or whether they will increase at all. Fuel and electricity costs will
80 up as well as the cost of other goods and services. This treaty is unfair as more than 130
nations will not be included in the limitations.

While U.S. and Ohio economic growth and job creation will be severely impacted,
other nations will be free to continue emitting greenhouse gases, growing their economies
and competing for U.S. jobs. Especially hard hit will be the high value jobs in energy
intensive industries in Ohio like coal mining and manufacturing.

If global warming is real, the Kvoto Treaty is Not A Solution. By 2010, greenhouse
gas emissions from developing countries are projected to exceed those of the U.S. and other

countries impacted by the treaty. Overall, global emissions will continue to grow.

American Electric Power opposes the treaty in total and strongly recommends that
the U.S. walk away from this poor agreement.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincegely,

Hugh H. Lucas
Vice President, Mining Operations



Toton of Winnsboro

Dffice of The Mayor

Quay W. McMaster

Mayor

November 20, 1997

The Fresident

The White House

1600 FPennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC Z0OS00

Dear Mr. Fresident:

Please do not commit the United States to a legally binding
agreement to reduce greenhouse gas emissions at kEyotao, Japan
next month. I am very concerned that a treaty that only
binds developed countries like the U. 5. to emission
reductions will lead to expensive energy cutbacks and fuel
shifts. These changes to the cost and availability of eneray
will create job loss and economic disruption. Excluding
developing countries will jeopardize the United States!’
global competitiveness and will not reduce the levels of
carbon dioxide in the earth’s atmosphere.

Why rush to Kyoto when you have only just begun to engage the
public in the very important dialogue that should accompany
any policy that is as far-reaching as the United Nations
climate change treaty?® Any agreement made by the
Administration must be done with full understanding of the
economic, social and internaticnally-competitive
implications, and with full consent of Congress.

Your Leadership on this issue is crucial to protect the
continued environmental and economic health of the United
States.

Sincerely yours,

W. McMaster

Mayor

CWMzM/bsd

H. ®. Box 449
Winnsboro, $.0. 29180
(803) 635-46956
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Mark W. Lappen, J.0. INTERNATIONAL SIGH ASSOCIATION

President, CEO
1997
e-mail: mark @signs.org November 21, 99

The President

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

Please do not commit the United States to a legally binding agreement to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions at Kyoto, Japan, next month. I am very concerned that a treaty that
only binds developed countries like the U.S. to emission reductions will lead to expensive energy
cutbacks and fuel shifts. These changes to the cost and availability of energy will create job loss
and economic disruption. Excluding developing countries will jeopardize the United States’
global competitiveness and will not reduce the levels of carbon dioxide in the earth’s atmosphere.

Why rush to Kyoto when you have only just begun to engage the public in the very
important dialogue that should accompany any policy that is as far-reaching as the United Nations
climate change treaty? Any agreements made by the Administration must be done with full
understanding of the economic, social, and internationally-competitive implications, and with the
full consent of Congress.

Your leadership on this issue is crucial to protect the continued environmental and
economic health of the United States.
S&:erely urs,

Mark W-Lappen, J.D.
President, CEO

ISA Office
707 N. St. Asaph Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-1911
(703) 836-4012 » FAX (703) 836-8353

WwWw.signs.org
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Global Climate Coalition
1275 K St. N.W.

Suite 890

Washington, D.C. 20005
Tel: 202.682.9161

Fax: 202.638.1043

November 25, 1997

K

The Honorable Madeleine K. Albright
U.S. Secretary of State

U.S. Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary:

On the eve of the Third Conference of Parties (COP-3) to the Framework
Convention on Climate Change (FCCC), the Global Climate Coalition (GCC)
wishes to express specific concerns and offer concrete recommendations that we
hope will help the U.S. delegation avoid in Kyoto the mistakes that produced a
flawed Berlin Mandate. Representatives of American labor and agricultural
organizations share our concern.

~ As the Berlin Mandate was being drafted, President Clinton and Vice President
Gore informed Congressman John D. Dingell in a March 31, 1995 letter that the
Administration would not commit “to accept any outcome or agree to any process
that adversely affects the United States and its industrial competitiveness.”
Nevertheless, the U.S. delegation, headed by Under Secretary Wirth, agreed to a
process which exempted developing countries from “any new commitments.” In
a 95-0 vote two years later approving S. Res. 98, the Senate made unambiguously
clear its opinion that the Berlin Mandate contained a critical flaw. Earlier this
month, Under Secretary Wirth acknowledged as much to the House International
Relations Committee when he said that the Berlin Mandate was done “hurriedly”
and without sufficient care. And he is correct. The Berlin Mandate was ultimately
negotiated in the early hours of the morning of the final day by very few
countries, including the delegations of the United States and China. A similar
negotiation must not occur in Kyoto.

Moreover, the Berlin Mandate process is flawed by an act of omission as well. The
mandate, like the President’s letter, called for an analysis and an assessment of
proposals for greenhouse gas emissions limitations. It specified that the process be
conducted “as a matter of urgency” and be completed “as early as possible in
1997.” No such analysis has been done. As a result, there will be presented to
COP-3 only a Chairman’s text of a possible new legal instrument, unaccompanied
by either an analysis or assessment of any kind.

rA -Tbnlmiﬁ.: TH|
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Letter to the Honorable Madeleine K. Albright
November 25, 1997
Page 2

The Chairman’s negotiating text (dated November 7, 1997) emerged from the
October session in Bonn. However, it contains numerous brackets and footnotes,
thus indicating a lack of anything approaching consensus. In addition to such
questions as to whether there should be targets and timetables for Annex I Parties
only and whether the agreement will be truly global like the Convention, the
Parties have not achieved consensus on so fundamental an issue as the form of an
agreement. A myriad of other critical substantive and procedural issues remain
undecided and an indicative list is attached for your consideration.

All of this demonstrates one simple truth. The Berlin Mandate process has barely
reached the point it should have in its first six months; namely the identification of
proposals that deserve analysis and assessment. We note with appreciation that
the State Department periodically consulted business, industry and others during
these negotiations. However, the failure to act on that counsel has left us deeply
concerned that Kyoto negotiations could produce a flawed or partial agreement
that accepts some decisions as final without knowing whether the provisions are
realistic or their consequences acceptable to Congress and the American public.

Looking back, it is clear that COP-1 should have taught the Parties to avoid the
mistake of hurried, non-transparent decisions. We fear that COP-3 seems more
likely to repeat the mistakes of history than to learn from them. We hope that our
fears are misplaced but there is no objective evidence to believe that they are.
Climate change is a long-term issue that should be addressed as such. It is far
better to make the right decision in Kyoto than be driven by arbitrary deadlines
and a crisis philosophy. Near-term targets and timetables will fail because of the
economic consequences of trying to achieve them and that outcome will further
undermine the prospect of a truly global approach.

William F. O’Keefe, Cfiairman

cc: The Honorable Stuart E. Eizenstat, Undersecretary of State for Economic,

Business and Agricultural Affairs

Ms.Kathleen A. McGinty, Chair, Council on Environmental Quality

Mr. Gene Sperling, Assistant to President; Director, National Economic Council

Mr. Todd D. Stern, Assistant to the President; Staff Secretary, Executive
Office of the President

Chairman of Senate Observers

Chairman of House Observers



Attachment to November 25, 1997 Letter
to Secretary of State Madeleine Albright

The Global Climate Coalition and representatives of American labor and
agriculture groups are concerned that Parties to the Framework Convention on
Climate Change have failed to agree to the following substantive and procedural
issues as the Parties prepare to meet in Kyoto, Japan:

*  Whether to adopt a protocol or amend the Framework Convention;

e Whether to spend significant time on finalizing rules of procedure, which call
for consensus rather than voting in order to avoid the U.S. being out-voted by
developing countries and others;

e Whether targets and timetables should be legally binding or voluntary;

e Whether to include all greenhouse gases (not covered by the Montreal
Protocol) in setting new commitments, or just some gases;

* Whether sinks should be included in the establishment of qualified emission
limitation and reduction objectives;

e Whether a flat or differentiated target will be used;

e On single or multiple targets, as well as whether there should be one or more
budget periods;

¢ On the appropriateness of letting some regional economic organizations, such
as the European Union, use a bubble so some EU states can grow in emissions
while others reduce emissions;

e On the competence of such an organization to enforce such a bubble by timely
and effective means that ensures that their target will be achieved;

* Whether to include an international emissions trading scheme;

e Whether such a scheme can be equitable and workable and provide the
flexibility promised by the Administration if it is not global, but rather is
limited to trading among Annex I Parties;

On the conditions to be imposed on an emissions trading scheme;

e  Whether to include global joint implementation or limit joint implementation
to Annex I Parties and whether joint implementation projects will include
provisions for credit;

* On the inclusion of banking and borrowing without unreasonable conditions;
On the exact role that policies and measures should play in the agreement;

¢ Whether particular policies and measures should be referenced as guidelines
or in prescriptive terms;

e Whether all Parties would be mandated to adopt all or most of this list and
whether there should be a process to coordinate or harmonize their use;

* On the inclusion in the agreement for an “opt in” article for non-Annex I
Parties, to include new and recent entrants to the OECD, to assume new
commitments;



-

On the extent and nature of efforts to advance and expand the commitments of
Article 4.1 of the Convention that are applicable to all Parties, including the
5

On the nature and extent of new and additional financial resources from
Annex I countries to developing countries;

On the nature and extent of requirements for the transfer to developing
countries of new technologies and know-how that are under private patents;
On the fate of any compensation or development fund proposed by the G-77,
plus China;

On the establishment of a development fund as proposed by the G-77, plus
China;

On a proposal by Brazil which is not part of the Chairman'’s text and has never
really been considered in the Berlin Mandate process;

Whether entry-into-force provisions include adequate provision for ensuring
that all major greenhouse gas emitting countries are Parties before any new
legal instrument becomes binding on the United States;

On the nature and adequacy of compliance provisions;

On the role of the Convention Secretariat and the powers and duties of the
COP for such an agreement;

On the adoption of Amendments to the Convention regarding the status of
Turkey and the adoption of protocols to the Convention;

On the extent and nature of annual and periodic review requirements and how
these costs will be paid;

Whether a Party will be permitted reservations to the agreement, unlike the
Convention;

On the inclusion of a national security clause that will not result in greater
emission reductions for domestic users of energy;

On the definitions and the preamble;

Whether any legal instrument will include meaningful commitments for
developing country Parties, recognizing that Article 16 (entitled “Evolution”)
of the U.S. proposal of last January and June (which did not meet the
requirements of S. Res. 98) is absent from the Chairman'’s text;

On the extent to which any legal instrument will defer to future COP
decisionmakers important details, including criteria, guidelines, rules and
methodologies, and other matters after entry-into-force of the instrument as to
the Parties to the Convention;

Whether decisions made after Kyoto will be, in fact, binding on all Parties to
that instrument or, like the Berlin Mandate decision, be regarded as not
binding but adhered to by the U.S. and not necessarily by all Parties; and
Whether there will be a new negotiating mandate with or without a
completion date and with or without a no new commitment exemption for
developing countries.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
DEFENSE FUND

Capital Office

1875 Connecticut Ave., N.-W.
Washington, DC 20009
(202) 387-3500

Fax: 202-234-6049

Td: Interested Parties
DD

From: Michael Oppenheimer, Annie Petsonk, Joseph/Goffman, Dan Dudek

Date: November 25, 1997

As you prepare for the upcoming Third Conference to the Parties to the Framework
Convention on Climate Change to be held in Kyoto, Japan next week, we hope that you
find useful the attached set of issue briefs on major issues to be resolved at Kyoto.

If you have any questions about these or would like to discuss them further; please do not
hesitate to contact us at our D.C. office (202) 387-3500 or New York office

(212) 505-2100. From 8:00 p.m. Kyoto time on December 1* through December 11"‘,
Annie Petsonk, Joseph Goffman and Dan Dudek can be reached at the Hotel Gimmond ,
telephone: (81-75) 221-4111. After December 2™, EDF’s Executive Director, Fred
Krupp, and Michael Oppenhelmer can be reached at the Hearton Hotel telephone (81 -75)
222-1300.

Thank you.

National Headquarters

257 Park Avenue South 56355 College Ave. 1405 Arapahoe Ave. 128 East Hargett St. 1800 Guadalupe
New York, NY 10010 Oakland, CA 94618 Boulder, CO 80302 Raleigh, NC 27601 Austin, TX 78701
(212) 505-2100 (510) 658-8008 (303) 440-4901 (919) 821-7793 (512) 478-5161

100% Post-Consumer Recycled Paper
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Building An Effective Kyoto Protocol
November, 1997

1. Building a Durable Kyoto Protocol: Defining the Goal, Charting The Path

2. Failure at Kyoto: A Narrow Time Window For Reductions, A Steep Price For
Delay

3. Building an Effective Kyoto Protocol: Three Gases vs. Six

4. Answering the Competitiveness Conundrum: Market Mechanisms and the
Kyoto Protocol

S. Incentives for Early Reductions: Charting The Path To Emissions Targets

6. Building an Effective Kyoto Protocol: Participation By Economies In Transition
7. Building A Durable Kyoto Protocol: Participation of Developing Nations

8. Financing Greenhouse-Friendly Development Under the Kyoto Protocol

9. Building an Effective Kyoto Protocol: Conserving Forests That Take Up
Greenhouse Gases

10. Building a Successful Kyoto Protocol: Integrity, Compliance, Enforcement
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ENVIRONMENTAL
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Building a Durable Kyoto Protocol: Defining The Goal, Charting The Path

Building a Kyoto Protocol that meets the objective of the Framework Convention on Climate
Change to limit warming requires addressing both the total amount of warming and the rate at
which that warming occurs. The ultimate amount of future warming will be determined by the
level at which atmospheric concentrations (i.e. amounts) of greenhouse gases, such as carbon
dioxide, are stabilized. The rate at which the world warms will be determined by the length of
time taken to stabilize atmospheric concentrations.

The objective of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change is to stabilize atmospheric
concentrations of greenhouse gases at levels that prevent dangerous interference with the climate
system. An acceptable concentration and time frame for stabilization should be determined by
the consequences to humans and ecosystems that follow from the climate changes that
accompany a particular choice.

Long term global warming of greater than approximately 1 degree Celsius above current levels
may not have occurred in the ten thousand year experience of human civilization. Adjustment to
rates of warming greater than 1 degree Celsius per century would be increasingly difficult for
terrestrial ecosystems. We consider a rate of warming of 1 degree Celsius over the coming
century and an ultimate warming of slightly more than one degree as a prudent preliminary long
term target for global warming policy. This target can be achieved if stringent limitations are
applied to overall emissions of all greenhouse gases, including stabilizing carbon dioxide
concentrations at 450ppm within one century. In contrast, current scientific understanding
indicates that the long term concentration target of 550 ppm proposed informally by the United
States and formally by the European Union entails unacceptable risks to human societies and
natural ecosystems.

The Kyoto Protocol should be designed to allow the world to retain the option of achieving the
450ppm objective while scientific understanding of the consequences of climate change
advances. Many different choices of emissions limitation objectives in the early years, including
the proposals of each of the major Parties, are consistent with achieving the long term objective.
However, different choices for a first step determine the required stringency, and therefore the
likelihood of attainment, of the subsequent steps that will need to be taken to meet the 450ppm
goal.

(over...)



Building a Durable Kyoto Protocol: Defining The Goal, Charting The Path, cont’d.

Greater emissions reductions involving more countries and gases, and beginning earlier, create
additional room for flexibility in choices later on, and make eventual attainment of the goal more
likely than if small reductions involving fewer gases are implemented by fewer countries starting
late. Considering the following list of characteristics, it is clear that the proposals of each of the
major Parties need to be improved. Strictly from an atmospheric point of view, characteristics
of a protocol that leave a wider range of options open in later years, and increase the chances that
the long term target will be achieved, include:

Stringent emissions limitation obligations leading to reductions below 1990 levels.
Early start for emissions reductions, with reductions beginning not later than 2005.
Comprehensiveness in gases covered.

Inclusiveness in country coverage, i.e. strong incentives for early participation by all
nations, including economies in transition and developing countries.

5. Equivalent treatment of protection and enhancement of accountable sinks of gases
(e.g., reforestation and forest protection projects).

W -

From an economic and policy point of view, characteristics that enhance the likelihood of
success by spurring innovation, reducing costs, and providing Parties with a wider range of
options include:

1. Emissions limitation obligations set in terms of legally binding multi-year budgets
for carbon-equivalent units (CEUs) for all gases and sources, expressed in
comparable terms.

Emissions trading and saving of CEUs among nations with budgets.

Voluntary joint implementation for credit between budget and non-budget nations.
Mechanisms to credit project-based reductions achieved before obligations begin.
Availability of a broad menu of compliance options, rather than a centralized or
limited range of choices.

il 0l

Finally, a credible Protocol must invite the participation of sovereign nations, whose
participation will be more likely if each nation knows that it will be participating in a regularized
system where new obligations are established on a regular and collective basis; and where
compliance will be rewarded and non-compliance penalized. The Protocol should therefore
include:

1. Rigorous procedures for reporting, accounting, and certification of emissions
reductions, and recording of emissions transactions, with all transactions “vintaged,”
i.e., identified by nation of origin and year of origin.

2. Independent third-party review of reporting, accounting, and emissions limitation
performance, with sanctions for fraud in the reviews.

3. Penalties for non-compliance with reporting, accounting, and emissions limitation
obligations.

4. Mechanisms by which any Party can raise an issue of non-compliance with
reporting, accounting, and emissions limitation obligations.

5. Regular reviews of performance and establishment of successive emissions budgets
in light of scientific developments.
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Failure at Kyoto: A Narrow Time Window For Reductions, And A Steep Price For Delay

Reaching agreement on an effective greenhouse gas Protocol by December 10® seems a daunting
prospect. Some have argued that perhaps the nations should simply postpone their efforts. The
costs of delay, however, would be quite steep, in both environmental and economic terms.

* The world is now in a greenhouse time window. New infrastructure investment is projected
to lead to dramatic increases in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from many countries.
Without action very soon to reduce emissions, it will become vastly more difficult to turn the
"supertanker” of emissions from the rocky shores of rapid warming.

* Given the realities of world and national political calendars, failure to reach agreement at
Kyoto would likely set negotiations back by 4-5 years - crucial years for the time window.

* Long-lived GHGs are piling up in the atmosphere. Their increasing concentrations are
expected to increase the rates of warming. Stabilizing concentrations of GHGs in the
atmosphere will require reductions in global GHG emissions.

* Leading ecologists have warned that warming at rates more rapid than one degree Centigrade
over the next century could bring about interference with the climate system that is likely to
be “dangerous” to ecosystems, including the forests that assure flood control and shelter
watersheds critical to much of the world’s drinking water supplies.

* A rate of warming of one degree C. over the next century corresponds approximately to an
atmospheric concentration at stabilization of 450 parts per million (ppm) of carbon dioxide,
accompanied by comparable restrictions on the other five principal trace gases. To prevent
dangerous interference with the climate system, it is essential to keep open the option to
limit concentrations to 450 ppm while more scientific knowledge develops about the impacts
of rates of warming over time.

¢ In this narrow time window, options exist for reducing emissions on paths that keep
the 450 ppm option open (see graph below). Soon, however, the window will close,
and it will no longer be feasible to reduce emissions on these paths. When the time
.window closes, the opportunity to limit warming to one degree will be lost - forever.

+ A first emissions budget starting in 2008 is within the time window, provided that
nations adopt strong incentives for early reductions before 2008.

The following graph shows the narrow greenhouse time window. The graph demonstrates that a

five-year delay in the start of legally binding targets will exact a steep price, because it will delay

emissions reductions relative to business as usual, and therefore require steeper reductions later
in order to keep open the option of stabilizing CO2 concentrations at 450 ppm. Beginning
reductions from business as usual no later than 2005 - which is possible if legally binding targets
that begin in 2008 are paired with incentives for early reductions - would require, in the future,
global emissions declines as steep as 2.0% per year in order to keep open the option of
stabilizing concentrations at 450 ppm. Delaying action five years could require emissions
declines as steep as 2.5% per year in order to keep the 450 ppm option - a 20% increase in the
rate of reductions needed, and a significantly more daunting prospect in economic terms.
(over...)



The Greenhou ime Window: Global , Emissions Leading to Stabilization at 450 ppm

The graph below shows five different emissions paths leading to stabilization at 450 ppm in
2100. The graph shows various emissions paths departing from “Business as Usual” (“BaU”):

* The smoothest (“A”) curve is the “S” path identified by the IPCC for reaching 450, and
implies reductions below BaU beginning in 1990.

¢ The next (“B”) curve is the curve drawn by Wigley, Richels and Edmonds (WRE), and
implies that reductions from BaU are delayed until 2005.

e The “C”, “D” and “E” curves show emissions paths that delay reductions below BaU
until 2010, 2015, and 2020, respectively.

The curves demonstrate the consequences of delay by showing the steepness of the reductions
required in subsequent years to meet the desired concentration. Steeper, more accelerated
reductions are required, and must be undertaken sooner, precisely because initial action has been
delayed. Economically, by creating a more gradual path for emissions reductions over time,
early reductions avoid the need for costly, precipitous changes in energy and infrastructure.
Failure to achieve early reductions forecloses the gradual paths, leaving only the paths that
require unrealizably steep reductions in GHG emissions.

e N U [ N ST -]

1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 2070 2080 2090
Year

A - Reductions begin 1990. Gradual reductions, at steepest a 2% annual decline by 2080.

* B - Reductions delayed until 2005. Steepest decline of 2%/year beginning not later than 2035.
C - Reductions delayed until 2010. Steepest decline of 2.5%/year beginning not later than 2030.
D - Reductions delayed until 2015) - decline of 3.0%/year beginning not later than 2028.

E - Reductions delayed until 2020 - decline of nearly 5%/year beginning not later than 2025.



EDF

ENVIRONMENTAL
DEFENSE FUND November 25, 1997
Building an Effective Kyoto Protocol: Three Gases vs. Six

Earth’s climate benefits from a natural greenhouse effect, in which water vapor, carbon dioxide,’
and other naturally emitted trace gases trap heat that would otherwise radiate into space. The
gases are essential to life on Earth, for without their warming effect, Earth’s average temperature
would be a frosty zero degrees Fahrenheit. A limited number of human-generated greenhouse
gases (GHGs), however, are known to enhance this warming effect. Emissions of these gases are
on the increase. Warming from GHGs emitted today will affect Earth’s climate for centuries.
The different gases come from a range of human activities. Their warming effect has been
assessed carefully by the scientists of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).

e CO2. The principal human contribution to global warming comes from carbon dioxide
(CO2), produced from burning coal, oil, and natural gas to produce electricity, drive cars, fly
airplanes, and grow food. Industrial activities, including manufacturing, also rely on fossil
fuels, and therefore emit CO2. Each ton of CO2 emitted to the atmosphere typically survives
there for 100 years, continually warming the earth. Growing trees and the undisturbed forest
soil they live in take up and store CO2. Forests are therefore sometimes called greenhouse
gas “reservoirs,” and the process of CO2 absorption by growing forests is called a “sink.” In
contrast, cutting and burning forests, or letting soils degenerate, is a source of CO2 to the
atmosphere. Scientists refer to the warming power of one ton of CO2 in the atmosphere for
100 years as a “global warming potential” of 1 (one). Despite the larger global warming
potential of the other gases listed below, so much CO2 is emitted that it is expected to cause
two-thirds to three-quarters of future warming.

e Methane (CH4). Methane, or “natural gas,” is a fossil fuel. When burned, it releases CO2,
although less than coal or oil do per unit of heat. Methane is a greenhouse gas. While its
atmospheric lifetime is shorter than CO2, overall, it is 24 times more powerful a global
warmer per ton emitted. Methane is emitted from leaky gas pipelines, landfills, coal mines,
rice paddies, and cattle.

* Nitrous Oxide (N20). Nitrous oxide exerts 300 times more powerful a global warming
effect than CO2 per ton emitted. Like methane, nitrous oxide is emitted from a mix of
agricultural and other activities - from the application of certain nitrogen-containing
fertilizers to farm fields, and from the use of adipic acid, a feedstock chemical in nylon
production.

» Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs). and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6). These
chemicals are used as alternatives to ozone-depleting chlorofluorocarbons, and in the
manufacture of semiconductors, and some are released from the production of aluminum.
Their power as global warmers is, on a ton-for-ton basis, as much as 20,000 times that of
carbon dioxide, and their emissions are growing rapidly.

Failure to include any particular class of greenhouse gases in the controls to be established by

the Kyoto Protocol could encourage economic activity to shift to those unregulated areas,

exacerbating the global warming problem. For example, natural gas can yield more energy
(over...)



Building an Effective Kyoto Protocol: Three Gases vs. Six, cont’d.

per unit of greenhouse gas emitted than can other fossil fuels like coal and oil. So some electric
utilities may choose to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by switching from those fuels to natural
gas. Including methane in the greenhouse gas emissions controls would provide those utilities
with an incentive also to offset or prevent methane leaks from natural gas pipelines. If methane
is not included in greenhouse gas emissions controls, however, the shift from coal to natural gas
could mean that increased methane emissions from leaking natural gas pipelines negate some of
the benefit of reducing CO2 from coal. In addition, leaving any or set of gases out of a target
means that the target overstates its effectiveness in tackling the greenhouse problem, since the
target does not cover gases whose contribution to warming will increase.

* The U.S. proposes stabilizing emissions of all six gases at 1990 levels from 2008-2012.
Excluding HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 from its target would enable the U.S. to characterize its
proposal as a 5% reduction in CO2/methane/N20, even though the atmosphere would bear
the brunt of the increase in the other three gases.

e Similarly, the proposals of both the European Union and Japan exclude HFCs, PFCs, and
SF6. Analyses indicate that when the warming effect of those gases is taken into account,
the EU’s proposal to reduce emissions 15% from 1990 levels by 2010 shrinks to around an
8-12% reduction, and Japan’s proposal to reduce 5% from 1990 levels by 2008-2012 actually
amounts to an increase of about 2%. :
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Answering the Competitiveness Conundrum: Market Mechanisms and the Kyoto Protocol

Building a Kyoto Protocol that will invite sovereign nations to join together to meet the objective
of the Framework Convention on Climate Change requires that the Protocol answer those
nations’ concerns about limiting the costs of mitigation and preserving national competitiveness.
Fortunately, market mechanisms are available that provide nations and private sector companies
with the flexibility to obtain emissions reductions at lowest cost, while spurring the innovation
and competition that will be needed to technologies and processes that reduce both emissions
and costs. From an economic and policy point of view, the essential elements that enhance the
likelihood of success by spurring innovation, reducing costs, inviting the broad participation of
nations, and providing Parties with a wider range of options, are:

1. Emissions limitation obligations set in terms of legally binding multi-year budgets
for carbon-equivalent units (CEUs) for all gases and sources, expressed in
comparable terms.

Emissions trading and saving of CEUs among nations with budgets.

Voluntary joint implementation with credit between budget and non-budget nations.
Mechanisms to credit project-based reductions achieved before obligations begin.
Availability of a broad menu of compliance options, including investments in
incentives to protect existing forests, plant trees, and re-forest degraded lands, rather
than a centralized or limited range of choices.

S i b

Experience with analogous tools in various countries, including the emissions trading program
established in the United States to control acid rain, has been that properly designed market-
based approaches can reduce emissions ahead of schedule and at far lower cost than conventional
command-and-control regulation.

For example, the acid rain control program established under the U.S. Clean Air Act imposes a
nation-wide cap on sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions from electric utilities. Under the Act, utilities
that do better than their cap can earn emissions credits by over-complying. They can save the
credits, “spend” them to meet future compliance requirements, or sell them to others who find it
more difficult to comply. The SO2 trading program is currently 30% ahead of schedule in
reducing emissions, and emissions allowances are available for purchase on the national market
at one-fifth the cost initially expected. A lively, transparent market in SO2 allowances,
unencumbered by mechanisms that interfere with the ability of the emissions marketplace to spur
innovation and grind down cost, has encouraged broad participation, and has demonstrated the
power of these tools to answer the competitiveness and cost questions that nations face at Kyoto.

The Protocol should also penalize those who fail to comply with their emissions budget
obligations, including the transparent accounting, reporting, and monitoring requirements. These
penalties not only ensure the system’s integrity, but also ensure that those who comply with their
obligations will not be placed at a competitive disadvantage relative to those who do not.
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Incentives for Early Reductions: Charting The Path To Emissions Targets

The early reduction of greenhouse gas emissions is critical from both an environmental and an
economic perspective. Environmentally, as IPCC Chairman Emeritus Bert Bolin reported to
SBSTA on October 24, 1997, early reductions are "of major importance” in the long term
because they are what begins to turn the "supertanker” of emissions away from the rocky shores
of rapid warming. They are also critical, as the attached graphs demonstrate, in keeping open the
option for limiting atmospheric concentrations and consequent warming while more scientific
knowledge develops about the impacts of rates of warming over time.

Economically, by creating a more gradual path for emissions reductions over time, early
reductions avoid the need for costly, precipitous changes in energy and infrastructure. The
challenge is to create incentives for early reductions prior to the start of the first legally binding
target/budget period. One way of creating powerful incentives for early reductions is to provide
national, and, where appropriate, international, assurance that early reductions will be awarded
the same treatment as reductions that occur during a legally binding budget period. This applies
to: (1) early reductions through actions at home; (2) early reductions through international
cooperation among nations with legally binding emissions budget commitments; and (3) early
reductions through international cooperation between nations with and wnthout legally binding
emissions budget commitments.

The next two pages identify the accounting rules that can enable nations to establish credible,
environmentally and economically effective early reduction crediting programs, including
programs that provide incentives for investments at home, abroad, in technologies and processes,
and in forest protection and planting.

(over...)



Incentives for Early Reductions, cont’d.

1. Early Reductions Through Action At Home. As a matter of sovereign domestic policy,

nations may recognize and award credit for emissions reductions at home prior to the start of a
legally binding budget. To provide assurance to the international community that the reductions
which otherwise will not be subject to international scrutiny, are credible, any nation awarding
such credits would subtract the credits from its first budget. Nations do not need international
approval - they can start this early reduction incentive program right away.

* This early reductions program can achieve significant environmental and economic benefits.
For example, if, prior to the start of a legally binding budget period, a company in a nation
with a binding emissions budget commitment reduces its GHG emissions by 50,000 tons of
carbon-equivalent from an agreed baseline, the nation could, as a matter of its sovereign
domestic policy, award that company a 50,000-ton credit that the company could save and
use during the budget period. To provide international assurance that the nation will not
exceed its future emissions budget if the company emits the entire 50,000 tons, the nation
would subtract the 50,000 tons from its first budget.

* Overall, the environment is better off because the 50,000 tons of early reductions are
eliminated from the atmosphere. In addition, the availability of these early reduction credits
provides a powerful economic incentive for early action, because it rewards those who act
early, and negates any advantage of delay. Early reducers gain flexibility by earning credits
that they can save or sell in the future.

2 ly Reduction rough I tional Cooperation Between Nations Wit

Binding Budgets. There are strong environmental and economic benefits for providing early
reduction credit for emissions reductions earned through pre-budget projects undertaken
cooperatively by budget nations. (By definition, all such reductions must be determined on a
project basis, since no budget exists.) These benefits obtain regardless whether a nation’s
actual emissions are projected to be above or below its future budget level. While this early
crediting does not affect cumulative atmospheric loading, it does provide strong incentives to
lessen emissions early, when large concentrations of greenhouse gases mean faster warming. It
also provides incentives for industrialized nations to invest sooner in revitalizing technology,
capital stock and infrastructure in other budget nations, particularly economies in transition.

(a) - Early Projects. If an investor in a budget nation undertakes an emissions reduction
project in a host budget nation prior to the start of the first budget, the project reduces emissions
from a project baseline, and is reported and verified to the international community, then, with
the prior voluntary agreement of the two nations, all or part of the project’s emissions reductions
earned prior to the start of legally binding budgets could be held by the investor and later added
to the investor nation’s budget. Any remainder could be added to the host nation’s budget.

(b) Reduction “Stream” From Early Projects. Some early reduction projects might continue to
yield reductions during the legally binding budget period. In that case, after the budget period
starts, the host country would simply track and report the emissions reductions that flow from the
project. If by mutual agreement the host country wished to transfer some or all of those
reductions to the investor, then, as an accounting matter, the host country would simply subtract
from its budget any reductions that the investor country, through the transfer, wished to




Incentives for Early Reductions, cont’d.

add to its budget. This accounting convention follows the accounting procedures that would be
used for projects that start during a budget period. (The same” budget-add, budget-subtract”
procedure would apply to transactions of budget tons, including forward and during-budget sales,
regardless whether the selling nation’s actual emissions were above or below budgeted levels.)

._Early Reductions Earned Through International Cooperation Between Budget and Non-
Budget Nations. With the prior agreement of the two nations, an investor in a budget nation
might invest in an emissions reduction activity in a non-budget nation prior to the start of a
legally binding budget. In that case, provided the activity yielded emissions savings, as
measured against a project baseline, additional to what otherwise would have occurred, then,
with the prior agreement of the two nations, the emissions reductions earned could be held by the
investor and added to the investor nation’s legally binding budget. Alternatively, the two
nations could share in the early credit. The host nation could sell its share of the early credits, or
save them for its own use in the event that it someday adopted a legally binding budget. Such
early crediting would provide a powerful incentive for investments in greenhouse-friendly
technologies and services during the infrastructure boom in rapidly developing nations.

Forests. Properly verified forest protection or afforestation projects, whether early or during a
budget, and whether at home or abroad, should be creditable, provided the projects’ success is
reliably quantifiable on an annualized basis, and includes accounting for exogenous factors such
as leakage. Domestic projects in budget nations that add to the forest baseline would be added
to the national budget; where there is no forest baseline, any sale or use of such credits by a
budget nation/investor would require a debit from the national budget. Credits earned through
cooperative early forest projects in countries without budgets and awarded to budget
nations/investors should be recognized as additions to the budget of the investor nation.
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Building an Effective Kyoto Protocol: Participation By Economies In Transition

To be effective in global terms, it is essential that the Kyoto Protocol engage all industrialized nations,
including economies in transition, in the adoption and implementation of credible, environmentally
adequate legally binding targets to limit and reduce greenhouse gas emissions. As part of that engagement,
it is essential that the economic revitalization that is beginning in Russia, Poland, and other economies in
transition proceed with vitality, and proceed in the context of an international system that provides
incentives for new investment in the greenhouse-friendliest technologies possible.

At the same time, to a great extent, the effectiveness of a Kyoto Protocol will depend on its environmental
credibility. Therefore, the approach to emissions reduction crediting for all nations, including the
economies in transition, not only must provide credible accounting for emissions transactions at both
national and international levels, but also must preserve incentives for greenhouse-friendly investment in
all industrialized nations. Given that a Kyoto Protocol likely will require industrialized nations to limit
their emissions to 1990 emissions or below, and given that the emissions of economies in transition have
fallen below 1990 levels, some nations have challenged the terms under which economies in transition
should be permitted to engage in emissions transactions. Nations with economies in transition, by contrast,
believe that they should not be discriminated against relative to other nations, particularly when any so-
called emissions “windfall” has been the result of painful economic restructuring.

A simple set of rules can bridge the gap in the dispute, delivering environmental performance,
environmental credibility, and fairness. These rules all follow from the premise that the credibility of
emissions transactions depends solely, vitally, on the existence of a baseline from which emissions
reductions can be measured. In the case of countries with emissions budgets, their legally binding budget
target provides the baseline. In the case of transactions with nations that have not adopted budgets, or
whose budget periods have not yet begun, transactions must demonstrate that they flow from projects that
have reduced emissions below the baseline of what would have otherwise occurred. The resulting rules
are:

»  Transactions in early reductions from a baseline. In all cases, prior to the beginning of the

first budget, crediting should be available for cooperative early reduction projects that
demonstrably reduce emissions below the baseline of what otherwise would have occurred.

»  Sales of budget tons, during or before the start of the budget period. All nations with
emissions budgets should be allowed, without discrimination, to transact carbon-equivalent
units (CEUs) from their national emissions budgets during and prior to the start of the budget
period. All such sales of CEUs must be reported internationally as deductions from the
sellers’ national budgets. Of course, failure to meet budget levels will subject, without
discrimination, non-performing nations to the Protocol-specified consequences, including
suspension of sales of CEUs.

*  Pre-budget “windfall.” No nation should be allowed to transact any pre-budget dlffcrcncc
between actual emissions and 1990 levels.

Inclusion of these simple rules in the Protocol will ensure that strong incentives for greenhouse-friendly
investment will foster revitalization in economies in transition while maintaining the Protocol’s
environmental integrity and credibility.
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Building a Durable Climate Change Protocol: Participation of Developing Nations

Participation of all nations in greenhouse gas emissions reduction will be essential if nations are
to achieve the Framework Convention objective of preventing dangerous anthropogenic
interference with the climate system. Developing nations, however, face many competing
demands as they search for the resources to enable their sustainable development. From the
perspective of atmospheric science, while developing nations do not need to begin participating
at precisely the same time as industrialized nations, it will be impossible to meet the
Convention’s objective if either group waits indefinitely; and the longer either group waits, the
more difficult it will be to meet the Convention’s objective. From an economics and policy
perspective, the longer that either group waits, the more expensive it will be for all.

The greatest challenge nations will face at Kyoto, and the greatest opportunity they can seize, is
to develop a structure that invites the earliest possible participation of developing nations. An
agreement that leads with a strong commitment by industrialized nations, and incorporates the
following elements, can meet the challenge and the opportunity of Kyoto:

1._Joint implementation for credit, starting as soon as possible. Joint implemention,

undertaking voluntarily, can provide developing countries with improved technologies and

enhanced protection of forest resources, reduce emissions at lower cost, and enable developing

countries to begin to build carbon-equivalent unit (CEU) reserves for their future use.

¢ The earlier that for-credit joint implementation begins, the sooner developing nations can, on
a voluntary basis, participate in the technology and resource transfers that it can provide.

¢ Credible accounting systems for technology and forest-based projects, as well as a
mechanism by which any Party can challenge the accounting and reporting of such projects,
provide the integrity backstop for effective joint implementation.

2. _“Growth” budgets for nations that voluntarily adopt emissions budgets early. Nations

undertaking project-based joint implementation will face relatively high transactions costs. They

can reduce those costs, and therefore encourage more investment in their emissions reduction

opportunities, if they voluntarily adopt emissions budgets.

* Developing nations that adopt budgets early should receive growth budgets - initial budgets
above historic emissions levels.

¢ Growth budgets should be set in terms of an overall cap, as with budgets for industrialized
nations. Fluctuating budgets, such as those based on per capita emissions, should be
avoided, since, because the CEU totals for such budgets would not be readily calculable,
they would hamper nations’ participation in an international emissions trading market.

window. It is vital that all major emitting nations begin to participate in emissions budgets
during the narrow time window that exists for keeping open the long-term concentration options
of preventing dangerous interference with the climate system.
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Financing Greenhouse-Friendly Development Under the Kyoto Protocol

To be effective in global terms, it is essential that the Kyoto Protocol provide mechanisms, over
time, that engage the participation of developing nations in activities that foster economic growth
and sustainable development while limiting and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. While
industrialized nations should take the lead in reducing emissions, since they have contributed
most to the global warming problem to date, emissions from developing nations are projected to
overtake those from industrialized nations in the relatively near future, and after that, it will be
impossible to limit warming and stabilize atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases
without the participation of the developing world.

At Kyoto, what will industrialized nations offer developing nations in the way of incentives to
invite the participation of the latter group in emissions reduction activities? Can the Kyoto
Protocol be designed so as to foster clean development? Several proposals have been offered
that link industrialized country compliance with investment in cleaner growth in developing
countries. Together, many of these options provide an important menu of credible, effective
options and incentives. Limiting the options to only one of these proposals, however, risks
sacrificing the advantages that group of proposals together can provide.

Options currently on the table include joint implementation for credit, and a range of proposals
for carbon investment funds. These potentially are useful if structured so as to preserve the
integrity of the compliance mechanisms in the Kyoto Protocol. In fact, if the Protocol is
properly designed, it will spur the creative development of more such options. What is essential

however., is that the Kyoto Protocol reco gnize only those options that have at their core the
common elements that ensure integrity in the context of compliance with the Kyoto Protocol.

Therefore, the Protocol should accept only those linked compliance-funding mechanisms that:

* Proceed from the core Kyoto Protocol structure of emissions budgets, expressed in carbon-
equivalent units (CEUs), with comprehensive coverage of all greenhouse gases, and
equivalent treatment of protection and enhancement of accountable sinks (e.g., reforestation
and forest protection projects).

Utilize common reporting stated in carbon-equivalent units (CEUs).
Identify CEUs by country and year of origin (“vintaging”).
Only engage in CEU transactions that are processed through the double-entry book-keeping
system upon which the integrity of the Protocol will be premised.
= Under that system, every emissions transaction must be recorded by deducting the
CEUs sold from the seller nation’s budget and adding the CEUs purchased to the
buyer nation’s budget, and the balance in every nation’s budget account must be
calculated (“true-up”) at the end of each year.
= Where the trade reflects an emissions reduction investment in a project, reporting
must include the year in which the CEUs were earned.
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Building an Effective Kyoto Protocol: Conserving Forests That Take Up Greenhouse Gases

The principal human contribution to global warming comes from carbon dioxide (CO2), produced from
burning fossil fuels. Cutting forests, burning wood, and letting soils degenerate, all release CO2 to the
atmosphere. Each ton of CO2 released to the atmosphere, whether from burning fossil fuels or cutting
down forests, typically survives in the atmosphere for 100 years.

But forest ecosystems take up carbon dioxide during photosynthesis, and the undisturbed forest soils they
live in store large amounts of CO2. (Forests are therefore called greenhouse gas (GHG) "reservoirs," and
the process of CO2 absorption by growing forests is called a "sink.”) Because forests and forest soils
possess a tremendous capacity to absorb atmospheric CO2 and provide a natural, long-term carbon
reservoir, it is critical that a Kyoto Protocol provide powerful incentives to protect existing forests, plant
trees, and re-forest degraded lands. In constructing these incentives, three questions arise:

I._Forest baselines. How can national greenhouse budgets be developed that take account of the entire
baseline forest conditions in a nation, as well as changes to that baseline over time?

*  When sufficient scientific data are available, GHG emissions budgeting will be most effective
if national budgets are adopted for net greenhouse gas emissions, i.e., the national budget is
set in terms of gross emissions minus removals by sinks.

* However, in many nations, there are significant uncertainties about the amount of land that is
covered in forest and the amount of carbon that this forest takes up.

*  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) should be asked to prepare a report
that would provide the foundation for the adoption, by the end of the present decade, of
consistent, transparent, and comparable methodologies for measuring and reporting emissions
and removals from land-use change and forests.

¢ Future budgets should be established in terms of net emissions.

2._Forest project crediting. In an emissions budget and trading system, should nations be eligible to
receive credit for particular forest projects? If so, how should credit be awarded?

*  Properly verified forest conservation or afforestation projects, whether undertaken during a
budget period or commenced prior to a budget period, and whether at home or abroad,

-provide a significant potential for carbon storage, and should be creditable, even in the
absence of national forest baselines, provided the projects’ success is reliably and regularly
quantified, and includes credible accounting.

* Domestic projects in budget nations that add to the forest baseline would be added to the
national budget.

e Where there is no forest baseline, any sale or use of such credits by a budget nation/investor
would require a debit from the national budget.

*  Credits from cooperative early forest projects in countries without budgets and awarded to
budget nations should be recognized as additions to the latter countries’ budgets.

3._Crediting for conserving existing forests. How can an agreement be designed that provides incentives
for protecting existing mature forests, whose soils store vast amounts of carbon?

*  Projects that demonstrate that they will take up more carbon than would otherwise have
occurred, should be eligible for crediting. When such projects conserve existing forests, they
will need to take care that the pressure to displace the project’s potential wood supplies is not
simply shifted to another supply source.
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Building a Successful Kyoto Protocol: Integrity, Compliance, Enforcement

Enforcing compliance among sovereign nations is the fundamental challenge of any international
treaty. Essential to the success of a Kyoto Protocol will be mechanisms that invite - and enforce
- compliance with emissions accounting and performance obligations. Fortunately, the use of
market-based approaches can add incentives to the Kyoto Protocol compliance tool-kit.

Monitoring, Reporting and Accounting. Regular, transparent reporting and accounting for

emissions of all gases, from all sources, and uptake by all sinks, is the heart of any successful
international agreement to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG).

To ensure compliance accountability, the reporting needs to be stated by GHG
emissions/uptake as well as carbon-equivalent units (CEUs).

To ensure accurate accounting, the Kyoto Protocol should provide that any Annex I Party not
in compliance with its reporting obligations is assumed to have emissions a specified level
(e.g., 20%) over budget and must buy its way back into compliance; any other Party not in
compliance with its reporting obligations is prohibited from engaging in emissions
transactions, including joint implementation.

A Kyoto agreement that allows emissions reductions to be traded will need to require
reporting/accounting of all transactions, identified by country and year of origin.

heart of the Kvoto Prot i untin tem is rigorous reporting. Every emissions
transaction m recorded ting the CEUs sold from the seller nation s budget

and adding the CEUs purchased to the buver nation’s budget. This double-entry book-

keeping e that there are n “budget transactions. Every transaction, whether joint
implementation or emissions trading, must be entered in each nation's budget account books

—  Where a trade reflects the transfer of an increment of a nation’s emissions budget,
the nation and budget year from which the CEUs were sold must be entered on the
budget books of both the seller and the purchaser.

—  Where the trade reflects a specific emissions reduction investment and not just the
-transfer of an increment of a nation’s emissions budget, reporting should include the
year in which the CEUS were earned.

— In either case, this identification, often called “vintaging,” allows the Protocol to
reduce, by rule, the credit value of CEUs transferred by nations that have exceeded
their budgets. This rule enables the market to provide feedback to each nation,
delivering a powerful incentive for nations to improve their environmental
performance. With such a rule, CEUs from high-performing nations will be able to
command higher market prices, and will also earn better ratings from the private,
non-governmental carbon quality “rating” services that are likely to develop.

Equally critical is a required annual “true-up” or balancing of the emissions budget books.
True-up reveals a nation’s compliance or non-compliance with emissions budget obligations.
Only by requiring vintaged reporting of all emissions, uptake, and transactions by all nations,
with annual “true-up” of emissions budget accounts, can the Kyoto agreement deliver
credible environmental results. (over...)




Integrity, Compliance, Enforcement, p. 2

Strong Compliance And Enforcement Mechanisms. Market-based approaches provide
opportunities for, and demand, compliance mechanisms that use the “stuff” of emissions
transactions to generate powerful incentives for nations to meet their emissions obligations. Five
simple rules provide the compliance structure that can make the Protocol a success.

1. End-of-budget penalty for emissions over-budget. Any emissions over-budget
should be deducted automatically from the next budget, with a penalty. For
example, if a nation exceeds its budget by 1 million tons of carbon-equivalent, and a
penalty of 20% were included in the Kyoto Protocol, then 1,200,000 million tons
would be deducted from its next budget. Failure to include this mechanism will
simply invite unlimited “borrowing” from future.

2. In-budget automatic credit reduction for emissions over-budget. To deliver a similar

compliance incentive that begins to “bite” during a budget period, the Protocol
should automatically reduce the credit value of CEUs from nations whose emissions
are in excess of their budget amounts during a budget period.

3. Ban on export of credits from non-reporting nations. The primary backstop for these
compliance mechanisms is a rule ban the export of emissions reductions from any
nation whose compliance with reporting requirements has been called into question.
This export ban, however, is not sufficient by itself to enforce in-budget compliance
- it needs to be supplemented with the automatic credit reduction (Rule #2 above).

4. Third-party auditing, with consequences for fraud. The secondary backstop is that

the Protocol should require all Protocol Parties to adopt legislation for certifying
independent emissions auditors; for conditioning emissions transactions upon the
completion of independent audits; and for criminalizing fraud in the reporting,
accounting, auditing, and transacting of CEUs as well as in the conduct of expert
reviews under Article 9 of the Kyoto Protocol. Without this provision, there is no
guarantee of the independence of auditors and expert reviewers.

5. Menu of compliance alternatives. The Protocol should invite the development of a

range of mechanisms by which nations can bring themselves back into compliance
-with their environmental obligations. For example, nations should have the choice
of stepping up their emissions activities at home, increasing their investment in
emissions-reducing technology transfer and related projects abroad, or procuring
offsetting credits from the international market, including from funds that pool
investments in offset projects that produce verified emissions reductions. The
Protocol should prohibit mechanisms that would undermine the obligations (e.g., the
Protocol should not allow nations to print and sell new paper CEUs.)

Including these compliance tools in the Kyoto Protocol, and ensuring that any Party may raise a
challenge and obtain review of another Party’s implementation under these rules, will help
assure those who reduce emissions to realize the value of their investments, while punishing
those who fail to comply.
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October 24, 1997

The Honorable William J. Clinton
President

The White House

Washington, DC 20502

Dear Mr. President:

On behalf of The Business Roundtable, | would like to express concern with regard to
__your October 22 Climate Change Proposal. First, | have fo say that we are disappointed
that you »u intend to commit the U.S. t6 binding targets and timetables at Kyoto. We have

long held the view that such commitments are premature. On the other hand, we feel
your Proposal contains several positive elements. We are pleased that the initia! stages
of the program focus on voluntary measures and on the development of existing and
new technologies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Voluntary measures should
include all significant sources of emissions and not just industry. We are also gratified
to see that you agree that less developed countries must be included in a worldwide
emissions reduction program, and not just the developed world. Without their inclusion
in a system that is enforceable, no program can possibly succeed. It is essential that
the program does not result in a competitive disparity which would lead to the migration
of jobs and investment from the developed world to the less developed world.

e

While we recognize that you find the science behind the global climate theory
convincing, we are less persuaded. We believe that it is important that emphasis be
placed on refining and developing that science to the point where we truly know the
extent of the problem and its timing and impact

Similarly, a great deal is unknown about the economic impact of an emissions reduction
program. Before the United States makes binding commitments to reduce its emissions
by a certain date, we must have a firm grasp of the economic sacrifices that our society
will be required to make.

For this reason we oppose the binding targets and timetables included in your Proposal.

We see no need for these targets or timetables until it is clear they are required by the
science and by the long term concentration goal which your Proposal says will be set in
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the future. We note that the first ten years of the Program involves priming the pump
through such programs as R & D, tax incentives, incentives for early action and industry
consultation followed by a review and evaluation in preparation for the permit trading
system. We therefore see no need for the Senate to ratify a global climate treaty until
your Administration makes clear how it would implement its program of compulsory
reductions to meet these targets and timetables. The Senate should not be asked to
commit the nation to a compulsory program of emissions reductions without a clear
explanation of the measures that are to be taken to implement it.

While we disagree on certain aspects of your Proposal, The Business Roundtable
stands ready to work with you on this important issue in the months and years ahead.

Very truly yours,

Robert N. Burt
Chairman, The Business Roundtable Environment Task Force
Chairman and CEO, FMC Corporation

cc: The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr.
The Honorable Robert E. Rubin
The Honorable Federico F. Pena
The Honorable William M. Daley
The Honorable Erskine B. Bowles
The Honorable Janet L. Yellen
The Honorable Gene B. Sperling
The Honorable Franklin D. Raines



The Business Roundtable

1615 L Street, N.W. - Suite 1100
Washington, D.C. 20036-5610

The Honorable William J.
President

The White House
Washington, DC 20502

dﬁnmmﬁ A

Cochain
Ra
Jo'



Florida . DEC 9 1997
Petroleum
Council

A Division of the American Petroleum Institute

DOUG SHELBY, Executive Director
ROBERT W. McVETY, Associate Director

December 1, 1997 DAVID R. MICA, Associate Director

The Honorable William J. Clinton
President

The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

As your delegation embarks on negotiations in Kyoto, Japan this week, I trust your representatives will
carefully consider all options prior to any treaty agreement on global climate change.

The United States has a great deal at risk in these discussions, and we hope you will consider these
important points:

= The costs of a treaty could be enormous to the U.S. economy and
American consumers.

There are many scientific uncertainties about the issue yet to be resolved.

= Voluntary programs called for in the Rio treaty should be continued and
caution should be used in this approach.

Given the importance of this issue and the implications of it for all Americans, I hope you will consider
these points and the issues raised in the attached editorial from this weekend'’s Florida Times Union.

5
cc: Florida Congressional Delegation ftc ) Iz,/ L

|
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*warming. They don’t

ENVIRONMENT

The Kyoto caper

o, off we go to Kyoto, ready like St.'
George to slay the dragon of global
Lacking science to support the theory
that global warming is occurring, that it -

is caused by humans, or that the overall ’

effect would be harmful, the radical
environmentalists tell us that we can't
take a chance on it happening and
therefore must take drastic action to
stave it off immediately.

Why the same logic does not apply to
the threat of the Earth
being hit by a giant
meteor is not readily
apparent.

Business and
industry already are
acting to limit
emissions that
conceivably could
contribute to global

have to be told by
politicians what is the
prudent thing to do.

What they object to
is excessive taxes and regulation that
would drive up the cost of electricity,
gasoline and other energy sources, and.
throw millions out of work, without a
clear benefit. -

Contrast one scientist’s calm
observations with the media hysteria.

Richard Lindzen, MIT professor of -
meteorology and a scientific adviser to
the United Nations Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, has been
quoted as saying, ‘“The record continues
o show nothing that can be credibly

listinguished from the normal

fluctuations in climate.”

He also said the weather has not been
unusual and that the El Nino is a natural
phenomenon with no demonstrated
relation to global warming.

Lindzen said of the proposed treaty to
be discussed in Kyoto, “‘One thing is
c2rtain: whatever they agree to, it will

'l'i i; ", '.

have little qualitative effect on the
world's climate.”

It might also be noted that on page
203 of the report by the IPCC, widely
reported as the scientific “proof” of
global warming, it says, ‘“The Little Ice
Age came to an end only in the 19th
century. Thus, some of the global
warming since 1850 could be a recovery
from the Little Ice Age rather than a
direct result of human activities.”

On page 254 it said, “Thus, it is not
possible at this time to
attribute all, or even a
large part, of the
observed global-mean
warming to enhanced
greenhouse effect on
the basis of the
observational date
currently available.”

While the science is
highly speculative, the
economic impact is
more certain. For
example, it has been
calculated by
DRI/McGraw Hill that reducing .
greenhouse gas emissions to their 1990

. levels by 2010 would cost the United

States 5 million jobs over a decade. |
One of the humorous aspects is a. -
news report that Vice President Al Gore
was wavering on attending the event.
Mr. Global Warming can't decide

' whether it is politically expedient to éo.

Pending a definitive reading of the tea
leaves by Gallup and others, he is not
certain whether bad will from the
economic havoc might overcome the |
goodwill from the warm and fuzzy treaty
when votes are counted in 2000. :

By all outward signs, this
“environmental’” issue is driven by
politics. Lowering the living standards of
millions of people in order to avoid an
unproven threat and fulfill some political
agendas would be a tragic blunder.
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The Dexter Corporation

One Elm Street December 4, 1997
Windsor Locks '

Connecticut 06096-2334
TEL (860) 292-7675

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500-0049

Re: Global Climate Change Treaty
Dear Mr. President,

| am writing on behalf of The Dexter Corporation to suggest an approach to
the reduction of greenhouse gases that will avoid the adverse economic
consequences of the Administration’s current proposals.

Rather than hurriedly endorsing targets which may prove ineffective and
cause great damage to the U.S. economy, the U.S. should foster a multi-national
commitment to voluntary emission reduction measures spurred by incentives for
environmentally beneficial economic growth.

The focus of emissions reduction strategies should be to adopt clean
technology globally, and not to limit growth in the U.S. and other countries where
clean technologies are already in use. By exporting U.S. environmental technology
to lesser-developed countries, we can greatly reduce greenhouse gas emissions at
the same time as we spur economic growth.

Binding reduction targets, on the other hand, will result in severe economic
dislocation and inefficient government administration of emissions trading and similar
complex programs. Experience with the Clean Air Act has shown a need to
continually revise our legislative approach as our understanding of the technical and
practical complexities of controlling air pollution has grown. A multi-national treaty
with binding targets will not be easily renegotiated if experience shows that a change
in approach would be wiser.

In addition, targets will have a significant adverse effect on the environment if
they are not equally binding on LDC’s. LDC’s have the highest growth rates for
greenhouse gases and the highest output of greenhouse gas per unit of gross
domestic product. Establishing targets for developed countries while exempting
LDC’s will shut down technically-advanced industry in the U.S., while encouraging
further growth of dirty, low-technology industry in LDC's.



Page 2

In conclusion, limiting growth in countries which are already using clean
technology, while allowing unrestricted growth in countries which have made little or
no effort to protect the environment, is a recipe for economic and environmental
disaster. Instead, the U.S. and other developed countries should use our technology
to address global environmental challenges and spur growth at the same time.

In addition, government should partner with business through incentives and
other voluntary programs rather than imposing “command and control” regulations.
Mandatory regulation on a subject as complex and dynamic as climate change will
fundamentally damage free markets and will be much less effective than an
incentive-based approach which taps into the creative energy of U.S. industry.

Your leadership on this issue can move U.S. policy away from complicated
targets, which will harm both the global environment and the U.S. economy, and
towards environmentally pro-active incentives, which will reduce greenhouse gases
while supporting economic growth.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Yours very truly,

John B. Blatz
Corporate Director, Environmental Affairs

JBB:sfp

cc. K G. Walker
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
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December 3, 1997

The President
The White House
Washington DC 20500

Dear Mr. President:

As Mayor of the City of Lubbock, Texas, | am expressing our opposition to the proposed Kyoto
Treaty. The science behind global warming theories is uncertain at best. What is certain is the
lopsided competitive disadvantage the communities of the United States will face in a treaty that
ignores greenhouse gas emissions of developing nations, and adversely affects every American.

¢ The cost of driving to work and school will increase.

e The price for transporting goods will increase.

¢ Sales of American goods in the world marketplace will decrease due to increased
prices related to higher costs of energy, including production and transportation.

e Decreased demand for higher priced goods will result in loss of American jobs.

¢ Developing nations will not be affected by the treaty, and will benefit from an
artificially derived competitive advantage as they contribute disproportionate
amounts of pollutants.

e The cost of living for American families will increase due to increased costs of
gasoline, transportation, consumer products and energy for home heating and cooling.

As a community, the City of Lubbock values the environment and participates in a great variety of
pollution prevention programs. However, we are opposed to the Kyoto treaty because it is based
on uncertain science, reduces the competitiveness of American cities in the world marketplace and
places an unfair economic burden on American citizens.

Sincerely,

Windy Sitton, Mayor
City of Lubbock

DD/df

mayor:pras.doc

City Hall # 1625 13th Street % P.O. Box 2000 * Lubbock, Texas 79457 * (806)775-2010 # Fax (806)775-2051
Business Phone (806)793-1084 # E-mail wsitton@mail.ci.lubbock.tx.us
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Presigent & Chiel Operating Otficer

December 4, 1997

The Honorable William Clinton
President of the United States
The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

[ am writing to express my grave concern over the upcoming international negotiations
related to the global climate. As you are aware, the United States will soon participate
in treaty negotiations in Kyoto, Japan which will determine how developing and developed
nations will respond to the call to reduce so-called green house gas emissions to

1990 levels.

The welfare of the people in our state would best be served if the global climate
agreement being negotiated by your administration reflects the spirit as well as

the policies of the U.S. Senate Resolution 98 which called for an agreement that

does no serious harm to this nation's economy and applies any emission mandated to
both industrially developed and developing nations. The Senate's unanimous approval

of this resolution expressed views that are widely held here in Indiana and across

the nation. Both business and labor organizations agree that severe restrictions

on the economy that could result from an unwise agreement would have major negative
impacts on the nation's economy, including substantial increases in the cost of living
and in the loss of jobs.

A study by WEFA, a well-known economics consulting firm, found that to reduce emissions
in the year 2010 to 1990 levels, as some have proposed, would require a carbon tax

of $200 per metric ton, or its equivalent. Such a tax would raise the typical consumer's
utility bills from $900 to $1,100 a year and the price of gasoline by 50 cents a
gallon-in today's dollars. WEFA also forecast a slowing in wage growth and loss of
nearly two million jobs. A study by another well-known economics consulting firm

Data Resources, Inc. found that electric bills would go up 94 percent and gasoline
prices by 43 percent by the year 2020. Moreover, the firm forecasts that the proposed
treaty could cost at Teast 1.7 million American jobs by the year 2020. The economic
impacts would be felt directly in Indiana. The WEFA study shows that the agreement
would cause our state to lose ove 75,000 jobs, including 25,000 manufacturing jobs.
Real personal income in Indiana would decline by 13 percent and the price of housing,
medical care, food and energy would all rise.
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Anthony K. Stroinski
Presioent & Chiet Operating Otticer

Mr. President, if and when science confirms that the world is facing a major environmental
calamity from global warming, appropriate, measured actions should be taken. As scientists
work to remove the considerable uncertainties about climate change that still remain,
careful attention must also be given to the severe financial burden the agreement

could impose on the American people. Moreover, any necessary burdens should be distributed
equitable by all nations.

Please, Mr. President, do not accept any legal binding agreement on the global climate
issue which forces any unnecessary reduction of the use of fossil fuel energy in
America.

Thank you for your attention to this letter.

Yours truM
Ton;lQZtoinski

President & CO0
TS:bt

CC: Vice President Al Gore
Indiana Global Climate Coalition
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The Honorable William J. Clinton

President of the United States @M
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue

Washington, D.C. 20500 ]

Dear President Clinton: -
As you prepare for the Third Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change in Kyoto on December 1, I would like to offer my
support for your climate change action policy. The policy outlined in your October 22,
1997, speech before the National Geographic Society offers an excellent plan to mitigate
future climate change while minimizing negative economic effects.

Hawaii is in the process of developing its Climate Change Action Plan with the support
of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) State and Local Outreach Program. As
part of that program, we conducted a public Climate Change Action Plan Workshop on
October 30 to identify Hawaii’s climate change goals and possible ways to reduce
Hawaii’s greenhouse gas emissions. The citizens attending the workshop advocated
support of your climate change policy.

We also commend EPA’s climate change mitigation efforts. The State and Local
Outreach program has been highly supportive of our efforts. We also note their current
work on developing a computer model for each of the states to use to test the cost-
effectiveness of mitigation measures. This model is the same that Hawaii has used since
1993 for its Hawaii Energy Strategy and its current Climate Change Action Plan
development.

Hawaii’s state energy policy calls for cost-effective efficient energy with maximum use
of indigenous, renewable energy sources. This policy, which is supportive of climate
change mitigation efforts, faces many difficulties in the face of low oil prices. We seek to
maximize energy efficiency measures, particularly in the area of solar energy and hope to
be a major participant in the Department of Energy’s “Million Solar Roofs” program.



The Honorable William J. Clinton
November 14, 1997
Page 2

In the area of promoting a sustainable environment, Hawaii is thinking locally and acting
globally. For example, under a state economic development initiative, we are working
with the Philippines to assist them in developing biomass energy sources and energy
efficiency programs.

Finally, I would like to offer my best wishes for a successful meeting and substantive
results, which will reduce future greenhouse gas emissions.

With warmest personal regards,

Aloha,
BEga;ﬂN J. CAgET;%O
¢: The Honorable Daniel Inouye

The Honorable Daniel Akaka

The Honorable Patsy Mink

The Honorable Neil Abercrombie

The Honorable Carol Browner, Director, Environmental Protection Agency

The Honorable Frederico Pena, Secretary of Energy
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|CCP|INTERNATIONAL CLIMATE CHANGE PARTNERSHIP

ESTABLISHED 1991

November 20, 1997

President William J. Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

On behalf of the members of the International Climate Change Partnership (ICCP) I am writing
concerning the upcoming meeting of the Conference of Parties to the Framework Convention on
Climate Change, scheduled to be held in Kyoto, Japan, beginning December 1. ICCP is a
coalition of companies and industries in the United States and affiliates around the world, dedicated
to responsible participation in the climate change policy process.

ICCP members recognize the importance of addressing the climate change issue and the need for
an effective global approach based on long-term objectives. Your Administration has succeeded in
elevating the debate about this important issue, and created an awareness among the public at large
of the need to address it.

Despite the substantial efforts made by your Administration, we question whether enough progress
has been made to permit completion of a successful treaty that can address the important
environmental and economic issues involved and that also stands a reasonable chance of gaining
ratification by the United States Senate.

Some fundamental issues with respect to the treaty structure are unresolved and could result in an
overall failure to achieve its goal. We are concerned that efforts in the next few weeks may not
produce a workable treaty that will provide a sound foundation for global climate change
protection.

For example, the parties have grown farther apart on the system of accounting for greenhouse
gases, including all sources and sinks. It is troubling to us that parties are negotiating a target for
emission reductions without having an explicit explanation of what is included in each country's
baseline. While the United States has advocated a comprehensive approach that includes all gases,
sources and sinks, there remains significant disagreements whether the treaty covers three gases or
six, and whether appropriate baseline adjustments should be made depending on the number of
gases covered. There is no agreement on how to address the inclusion of sinks. The
comprehensive approach should be flexible enough to accommodate all gases and should recognize
the need for appropriate baseline adjustments depending on the scope of coverage.

Further, the selection of a single base year is a political decision that creates different economic
advantages for different parties. The accounting mechanism and baseline issues need much more
thought, discussion and resolution before the impact of any final agreement could be analyzed.

Second, the "Revised Text Under Negotiation" produced by AGBM Chairman Estrada says
detailed provisions on emissions trading and compliance will not be negotiated until after Kyoto.
The U.S. has built some support among key allies for emissions trading as part of the treaty. This
support is significant but much work remains to be done before agreement could be reached on
how such a trading system might work.

2111 Wilson Blvd. Suite 850  Arlington, VA 22201  Telephone: 703-841-0626  FAX: 703-243-2874



Among the key concerns industry has is the lack of clear compliance guidelines so we can be
assured of fair enforcement of a treaty once adopted. Leaving these details open pending future
negotiation is an undesirable course that leaves the treaty open to potentially unacceptable changes.

Third, the ICCP has advocated the identification of a credible long-term objective as part of the
treaty process. The United States has advocated such an objective as part of the protocol
negotiations. The current negotiating text makes no provision for a long-term objective and there
has been little or no discussion among the parties about such an objective. ICCP believes
identification of a long-term objective is precisely what is necessary to guide industry, current and
future negotiators, and developing countries on the common global goal. In fact, this should be
one of the first issues dealt with since it establishes the direction and foundation for the entire
global effort.

Fourth, no climate treaty can achieve any reasonable long-term objective without adequate
participation of developing countries. You have made some progress recently with announcement
of support by the Argentine President for developing country commitments and joint
implementation with credit. Additional effort is required to build the critical mass of support
among developing countries and to identify a fair, but effective, scheme for universal participation
in this global effort. The fact remains, however, that most of these countries continue to oppose
discussion of commitments or even a process to identify future commitments.

In testimony last June before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, ICCP urged that a
successful outcome, in Kyoto or beyond, had to deal with all of the issues the U.S. proposed at
the second Conference of Parties meeting, including those discussed in this letter. We trust that the
negotiators will remain focused on this objective.

In sum, there is much to be commended in the manner in which the United States has provided
leadership to develop an effective climate change treaty. ICCP recognizes the complexity of the
issues and the challenges they present. This is one of the most challenging international
negotiations ever undertaken. Its complexity argues for a cautious, thoughtful, comprehensive
approach to these issues. We will have to live with the outcome, therefore we should take the
steps necessary to get it right.

Sincerely,

Kevin J. Fay 27

Executive Director
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President Bill Clinton
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. N.W.
Washinton, DC 20500

Dear President Clinton,

This is the first time | have ever written to a president of the USA, so you
can be assured that | am truly concerned about the issue of Global Warming.

I understand that you are going to Kyoto, Japan in December for the
Climate Summit. | am urging you to take a strong stand for reducing greenhouse
gas emmissions. Please don't waste your time, and our tax dollars to send you
there, by compromising the future of our planet by giving in to the pressures of
foot-dragging corporate interests.

The European Union seems to have a good grasp of the situation, and | call
on you to agree at least to the limits that are being suggested by our European
neighbors. As | understand it ,this means asking for a 7% cut below 1990
emission levels by the year 2005, and a 15% cutby 2010. This is a minimum of
what is necessary to halt the crisis which is clearly in view.

The evidence is now undeniable. Global Climate disruption has vast
consequences socially , economically and politically for our generation and for
generations to come. The fossil fuel industry is a dead end, and | mean this
literally. It is time to steadfastly promote renewable sources of energy , and to
take a leading role in finding creative ways to prevent further destruction to our
atmosphere.

Again, | call upon you to stand for a strong treaty in Kyoto and to join with
the rest of the awake nations in preserving and healing our ailing planet.

Yours sincerely,
Margo Celestino, B.A., L.M.P.

cc: Todd Stern
Presidential Policy Coordinator on Global Warming
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To: Please See the Attached List i
From: USDEL/Kyoto — Mark G. mm;ﬂﬁ
Subjoct: The Third Conference of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on

Climate Change (UNFCCC), U&No. 10: nemu-rszm, 1997

This is an informal and uncleared aseount of key events and activities which occurred at the
meetings of the Third Conference of the Parties (COP-3) to the Climate Convention which is being held
in Kyoto, Japan, between November 30 and December 10, 1997.  This roport covers cvents from the
afternoon of Desember 9 through the moming sesgions on December 10, Although unclassified, it is not
intended for use outsidc of the U.S. Government. Included with this report is & copy of the December 9
edition of the “Earth Negotiations Bulletin™ A summary may be extracted from this roport as necessary
or desired. This will be the last update in this series,

COP-3 Update No. 10: “A Deal in the Offing"” as the U.S., Japan and the European Union come to
an Agreement; Formal Unveiling of the Kyoto Trading Umbrella” also Expected to Create
Headlines

A Deal is Struck?

Afier long hours until the early dawn of sometimes intensive negotiations with European Union
(EU) Ministers (headed by UK. Deputy Prime Ministcr Prescott) and Japan (eflectively headed by
Japanese Ambassador Tanabe), Under Sccretary of State Stuart E. Hizengtat, ably sssisted by OES Acting
A/S Melinda Kimble and a capable team of advisors and experts, finally hammered out an agreement on a
package of measures to form the basis for a Kyoto Protocol on Dec 10.  The package was sent to the EU
Council of Environment Ministers for its agsent early this afternoon, Barring some unforesecn issne, it
is expected to be approved, following which the EU is supposed (o “actively” engage in promoting Articlc
10 and other aspects of the package.

Sorry, No Numbers for Public Vetting - Yet

At the core of the agreement were the numbers for a reduction which are embargoed for this
publication (sorry about that) but which demonstrate significant flexibility on the part of all three
delegations. The numbers far both Japan and the U.S. are somewhat higher that those proposed by
Chairman Estrada in his draft text which gives the U.8, a five prroent reduction and Japan onc of 2.5

peroent.

Budget Period Preserved

Key to the nnderstandings reached is our preferred first budget period of 2008 ta 2012 versus
the 2006-2010 which appears in the current final draft text for the ent and which will have to be
changed during the plenary of the Committee of the Whole. In ion, it was decided to use the date
20095 as a kind of bench mark to judge how implementation of the agreement is taking place.
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Clean Development Fund Nears Approval (the “new “ JI with credit)

Joint Implementation (JI) with credit has been subsumed under a new device called a “clean
development funding mechanism.” Afier its somewhat lukewarm support for this Brazilian-inspireq
concept, the EU has now agreed to give it its full backing and support, Similar support from other Partics
is also expected and while not completely asenred of pasgage, we would give it maore than a 60/40
prospect. These have increased cnormously duc to the suppart received from China ~ probably becavse
many developing countries scen this new mechanism as one providing “free or at Jeast casy” money,

The Future of Developing Country Mechanisms Less Robust

Remaining quite prablematic is the quostion of Article 10, the voluntary graduation mechanism
for key developing countrics, 'We met with the Indoncsia delegation on Dec 10 and received assurances
from them of their active support of this concept. Similar meetings arc also planncd for other
delegations, including those of Egypt, Argentins, and South Aftica, However, from a Dec 9 meeting
with Latin American and Caribbean delegations as a whole — and from our frequeat contacts with the
Chinesg, Indians, and Brazilians on this point (all are strident critics, as is OPEC) - it is distinctly an
uphill fight to get thig concept on board.

Similarly, it is not known what kind of follow-on process — if any = may b feagible. Suffice it to
nolc that New Zealand has prepared another proposed COP decision which would ¢ncapsulate a review
proocss along the lines of the “contraction” thoories of South African-born NGO Aubrey Meyer, This
version is unlikely to go anywhere, '

Corridor gossip continues to maintain that India has drafted 8 text which would be used both ag
a substitute for Article 10 and as a propeliaat for some kind of post-Kyoto follow-on process. However,
this propossl, if it exists, has not ax yot surfaced. 'When and if it does, it will undoubtedly have to be
edited cxtensively to give it any chance of acceptability with Annex I Parties, generally, and with the U.S.,

Opening a Kyoto Umbrella: “Double Bubble; Double Trouble?”

Another intcresting twist to the conferonce was added on Dec 9 with the informal establishment
of a Kyoto Umbrella Initiative, Designed as a purely emissions rading regime, this “umbrella” will
operate, in effect, as a second bubble under the terms of the Convention.  Initially conceived by the
Russians in response to the EU ‘Bubble”, the concept was subsequently endorsed and essentially
organized by the U.S. because of the significant benefits which could accruc to us, and 1o other umbrella
partners, through cost-reductions achieved under the umbrella’s trading arrangements.  These
arrangements and allocations will all have to be worked out sometime in 1998,

Among the countries actively participating in the umbrella discussions or who have indicated an
interest in doing so arc Russia, the U.S,, Canada, New Zealand, Ukraine, Australia, Iceland, and Norway,
There are plans at the time of this writing (1500 hours 10¢al) to annownce this arrangement at a press
conference tonight after the mocting ends. However, given the expectod lateness of that hour and the
groundwork which would have to be laid to get an appropriate declaration preparod, it is unclear whether
o not such an event will be practical,
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Final Comment

In the final analysis, it appears likely that there will be broad agreement that a new protocol
document will be prepared for signature beginning next March. It will not contain everything that the
U.S. wanted, Whether it will contain sufficient matcrial for us to move ahead on it remains to be scen.
Compliance will be somewhat weak, but thero will be opportunitics to improve npon methodologies next
year. Similarly, although the sinks outeome is hardly spectacular. thore will be an oppartunity to review
ginks and their acoounting for use during future budget periods starting next year, as well,

Developing countxy issucs will be the most unsatisfactory from our point of view. Even if
Axticle 10 in some form survives, any follow-on process agreed to at Kyoto is likely to be very weak.
There will be several years in which we can encoursge more visible and pertinent patticipation by
developing counitries under the Convention which might be tied to our submission of the agresmeny to
Senate for its advice and consent. But thers is one factor that nogotiatars in this prooess over the past 29
months is the somewhat tarnished Berlin Mandate, for this mandate will be dead.

An additional wpdate on this negotiation will be sent from Waghington late next week if events
warrant and time i3 availsble, In the meantime, “’sayyonara’ from historic Kyoto!”
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10 Decomber 1997
To: Please scc attached list M
From: USDEL/Kyoto -~ Mark G.
Subject: Third Confercace of the Parties to the UN Framework Convention on

Climate Change, Supplamnttotlgtcm. 10 for December 10

mcmmmmmuwmmmmm
Update Na. 10 for December 9/10, Thsmcom«mmmu(mmmww
wmmmimum.mmmnmao,uwwmmwum
TOMOTIOW MOIMing. "Chis report should be read in conjunction with Updatc No, 10. 1t is not intended for
distribution outgide of the U.S. Government.

COP-3: Supplement to Update No. 10 (for De¢ 10*); G-77 Reealcitrance Threatens
Momentum During Climate Conference’s Final Hours; Deadlock Possible,
slthough Hope Still Pervades the Corridors

G-77 Objections to Emissions Trading Threatening Final Agreement

Fmﬂwumwwwﬂyopdmiﬁswﬁnlﬁmwmmmdwu
ooréwuﬁwdaymmamnm:aummm&mwﬁﬁmumcmmw
oorcgroupofeou.nm'awhommmgeﬁlﬁngtheMinamﬂlishchambﬂinﬂwamnImmaﬂwﬂ
Conference Hall. Among the countries npmdmtheU.S.,Camdl.I:pm.Gumnny,m
Netherlands, China and Tanzania, Tmmmmmmmmmﬂummwmus.
Not unexpectedly, the attitude of developing countries towards Art 10 an a voluntary “graduation”
mechanism remains highly critical. Rnpomdly,tbiurtieleinbeingmdnﬂﬁmdwﬂlbepllcd
elsowhere in the text

MomunexpecwdwmammonmuowmcnmnmmmﬁmuﬁumgAml
countries. This attack was unexpected in its intensity. wwcamwmmmw by
the G-77 genmﬂlytommmuixilnudmﬂitcanreﬂninintheminamnﬂpmubletothc
US., New Zealand, Russis, or Australia. Inpud:uhr,ﬂteG—??ilupﬁnglhmmlnsmwlyhegm
wvﬁmmgmmmmiﬂummmmummmmmmm To counter this
tﬁoﬂ,indasmmemplwobwnmmmmus.huwhddmdyﬁmm Sccretariat to
dmnlunguagct‘orArtideSnnthaurgﬁwhichemldmﬂiueﬁuthsdlmnﬁbdnxdmtnmdiuin
Artisle 6 « if it is permitted to remain in the revised text,

Vigorous U.S, Number Reported to the Media

Meanwhile, reports of the deal struck by the U.S., the EU and Japan has reached the press via a
press inmmwsivmbyUKDcputyPﬂmbﬁnismrmummmm Prescott clsimed
MMWWWWWWWWWW“SMM&:EUJW&I
the U.S,, and G percent for Japan, Anﬁgummremnedtabefbrnduuﬁonuﬁmmmlwdswithha
budget poriod of 2008 to 2012.
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Next Steps:  The Committee on the Whole Bricfly Resnmesy Final Text Being Prep

Whoele
mmxssommnwm.cwmpmumvmdmmdn}cn”mm
MmcommmmditMtMimwmwm:m mwtowmofmm
tonigh ¢ Meanwhile, it is cxpested that consultations continwe 1o try to overcome
l;‘;ubmmmgnMawthymmmﬂmmmW

Waiting Game: Estrada versus the G-77/China: Will the Climate be the Loser?

in a waitin in X; ‘hmaybcmnlhuunbutoummnin
determined nu&mm“mgwml::m ;m-.-vmled8 qmemyotnmm Parties (m!upedlllyﬂgn m
77/China mmahtlnmmmilﬂmx}toarﬂwummuhlemm ; -
Wﬂwdthatthewwill.inthcmﬂ,MWG-HMMIMMWMtM“mn‘
willwoﬂttowuidmis.Wsmdnh&iunmﬁnmksmpﬁumuwmm uu.whe
wmchaﬁnal-gmmmbymfmhmmiududﬁu. Oncthingudar.lt:ow any i
mnmwuwwmmmml e:d.opudmmq
mmmmm&mmmmmm»mw»mm B0

Thi will (probably) be the last supplement to Update No. 10 for December 10, 1997 ~ the final
day of COP-3,

TOTAL P.@9
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the high-level s throughout the day. The Committee of the andC mth:
Whole(COW%mﬁinﬂuwmhgmdelﬂymmmngwcmd&a mlﬂlm&emy!hmldbe
revised Chair’s negotiating text, AUSTRIA mdmvde-medmmﬁmmm
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Many devel Ooumrg, era, mc.ludn;&m : m:;:;;g inrenews SRCIgY mu!du . FINLAND
0nS$ on clitate and natiopal actions
ZIMBABWE, GAVELA, SWASIL s T ST GHANA, ot ot TR o iange o called nations] o
MYANMAR, SENEGAL, MAURITIUS, MALAWL target for 2010 represents a 1 5% incresse over 1990 levels rather
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
MMBMIMM.W?&%«O‘(IJCCCIC“ /
1997/CRP.4) at an carly evening session o , with recom-
mendations a number of negotiations including thoss on

Article 3 (QELROs).

He indicated that the proposed text on Article 3 would be
treated ag a taka it or Jeave it “kind of offer” and he would allow
time for dclesﬂum to acquaint themselves with the content and
consult, The ELROS proposal was the global bubble as suggested
at different moments the i
Ruasia, The Chair’s text containg a proposal amounting to a global
reduction of J per cent in emisgions of CO4, CH,, NO, from 1990
Iﬁ’s&?’%m“‘“ thuogommi MM’M%

tment or
mt{q ted that COP-4 will adopt an ‘annex to the
establi reduction comitments HRCs, PFCs,
and SFg with commitment linkage between the two He
ma@gwmﬁ&nmmwb-%mmm
differentiated way, some countries possibly increasing emis-
sions, others keeping their current levels, and most reducing. Affor-
estation, reforestation end deforestation had been included as sinks,
Wwith provisian for further analysis. The text for draft Article 6 on
emissions trading was negotiated at AGBM-8 in Bonn. On Article
7, Chair Estrada said joint implementation betwoen Annex I and
non-Annex I Parties had been ed. Draft Article 10 on vohm-
tary commitments by non-Annex I Parties remains by default as

presented aftar AGBM-8, .

Chair Estrada said the proposed Clean Development Mecha-
nism (CDM) had evolved in such a way that it now deserved
rate treatment in the new Article 14, He invited Parties to read
text with care, The Chair of a working group on Article 12 dealing
with the relationship between the protocol and FCCC Article 4,1,
Byﬁdlh(Swedﬁ),.dewpmmuwm.
4tons on ing issues, hopeful that resolution of related text
on policies and measures and on finance would help.

mmkof&ewﬁncmmhﬁd&mmeylm
Meira Filho, said he had intro a bracket fres text a3 ime
mmmm = :;:mm&m‘iu group '

¢ tation N
URUGUAY gought clarification an ion in Article 14 for
Annex [ Parties to use certificates of redustions ing from
CDM projects to contribute to compliance “with part of their”
gt o o kDO L B S v 0l

on ecause & sumber

erther 2 sumbar should be specified in the text as & percentage of
commitments or that the COP should determine a percentage repre-
senting & maximum of commitments that could be met using the
CDM. Others preferred a more restriction. SAUDI
ARABIA objected thar an altemnative text from Chair Estrada’s
negotiating text had been dropped. Chair Estrada szid it was clear
that the draft Articla 14 did not reflect a consensus,

Chﬁrﬁmmdthezﬁnleonmplhnmilmewﬁ:of?
et o e iy

ratifeations, incorp 1 ies account
total for at least 60% af the tota) carbon dioxide emissions for 1990
of Ammex Parties, He explained that 60 percent was just outside the
Mdﬁmnmmewm&mﬁww{dﬁnh
group is responsible for 34 percent.
uoim.\;uuﬁsﬁ?’ . rcccmﬁmdum

a toan on on

full account of the sitnations of the least developed countries in
Article 3. MAURITANIA. said the Burkiza Faso conoen had been
Mh&?{ﬁdozmb;ﬂmwmm *
Chair Estrada’s job more difficuilt by making issues ¢
Chair Estrada said it was clear thiit one Www
it Bigkioa Foao, KUWATT seaperiod sipim o iy consult

850, m
MAUR!IANIAaﬁdhewwld’:gmcnmommm
opposed to their inclusion among the least developed countries. He
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anked if that was the position indicated by Iran, Kuwait and Nigeria
in their hmnmtimp NIGERIA ducﬁgyedhlzmi s interven-
tion a2 undiplomatic. He invited Mauritania to mﬁn fresh

Wﬂmmogrmnummumlf
s e Sy e vt weerd 'mﬁ?"”;'- i
uni
A e e S
e I::Iuding refugget;l developed countries
? east ;
%mdhewmobjecﬂmmmeﬁngw
Iw

The COW resumed at 3:20 am Wednesday. Chair Pstrada eajd
intense negotiations and consultations had been conducted within
and ﬁmmmemmlmmmm-
lated earlier, He said he expected a positive end to negotiations, but
there were still some points to settle.

He highlighted areas needing discussion in Article 3 on.
QMO&Henidqwdmthmnhﬁm&nglobd
five peroent reduction commitment could be understood as the
m%vdﬁﬁlm.ﬂammwnng&dm
ment to indicate that arty wotld itsr
tive mumber in Annex A, R e .

He noted a real possibility to reach sgreement on covering six

gasos from the beginning, than the "three plus three"
approach, Different would be needed, tmhréy
regurding base yoars for cach group of gases: ] 990 for C 5 CHy

and NO,; and 1995 in some cases for other gases, He said this
mmmmumpmmwwmmmq.

He said there were some proposals to the commitment
period, 2006-2010, in the Q77 and other coun.
ﬁu%ﬁnhﬁnu oo as possible. Others are reluctunt to stan

Hs said every that the questions on Article 3 needto
o
E:dnﬁy.ﬂomoukﬁddumwmm
Article 12 on existing i

Ddenmmdiamdmnammbuofmjorimuwm:ﬁll_h
mmmwjmmmofmmwwwmay.am
m&w:‘p mtﬁi - ﬂ:eddm' emission
suggoste were ready ©
um@mﬂ?m e s draft Annex A,

an commitment in

wm;mmu-s n_t};ums, N zm.n?wm,
at- 3 ew

Amﬂhmdﬂorwym pmdlﬁnllndﬂo

compared to 1990 levels, are also thought to be re.

crafiing the proposel on evolution, 2 followsup to New Zealand's

bid to get developing countrics on board.

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY

COW: Plenary is expeoted to meet at 11:00 am.
COP: Plenary will convene at 3:00 pm in the Main Hall.



39 East Shore Drive
Random Lake, WI 53075
June 12, 1997

Mr. Todd Stern

White House Staff Secretary Q7 T 300w T
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue NW -
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. Stern:

| understand that you have been appointed by President Clinton to serve as a
global warming “czar” and that you will undoubtedly have significant effects on the
outcomes of heading the initiative on climate change. It is time for the United States
and our President to provide real leadership to protect our planet from global warming
and to clean up our environment in many other ways.

Perhaps | should introduce myself by stating that | am a concerned citizen who
has taught environmental sciences at the secondary level for more than 34 years; |
was Coordinator of Monroe Area Recycling (with one of the most effective recycling
programs in the country for several years) for a seven year period; and during the past
six years have served on RENEW Wisconsin, a statewide committee concerned with
the development of renewable energy within our state. One of the major reasons |
belong to RENEW Wisconsin is to try to encourage the development of hydrogen as a
fuel to clean up our environment.

| realize that this letter is perhaps longer than most letters that you might
receive, but | hope you will bear with it and finish reading and comprehending it before
you lay it down.

During the past five years | have attempted to convince the President, the Vice
President, the head of the EPA and others that President Clinton could make a
proclamation that would have a greater impact and be more significant for humanity
than President Kennedy’s announcement of sending a man to the moon. Right now
the timing is right for our President to announce to the world that the USA will take the
leadership as outlined below:

It is important that we “launch” a hydrogen economy and have ZEV'’s (zero
emission vehicles) replacing the fossil fuel burning engines within the next ten years.
It can be done and it wouldn't need to cost much more than the production of present
day automobiles. Even though the infrastructure for such a program is not yet in place,
neither was it present when Henry Ford started producing his automobiles on the
assembly line. The infrastructure will develop when there is a need. There are many
scientists who know how to accomplish this and the technology is already
here...however, it still needs to be fine tuned.



In those letters of the past five years, | suggested that we begin the development
of a hydrogen economy using renewables to produce the hydrogen and using the
hydrogen in fuel cells to produce the energy needed to run our economy (I could send
a copy of that long letter if you are interested). Or you could read the book that is
parallel to my thinking. It was written by Luther W. Skelton, Ph.D. who describes, in

The Solar-Hydrogen Energy Economy (copyright 1984 by Van Nostrand

Reinhold Company, Inc.), three primary potential benefits that support the need to
make a transition to a solar-hydrogen economy as soon as possible. They are:

1. First, the solar-hydrogen economy offers the possibility of a safe, non-
polluting, inexhaustible energy supply. This energy supply is founded on an open-
system thermodynamic process and can be designed to meet the needs of almost any
degree of centralization. It has the potential of providing individual residences with
independent energy as well as supplying the centralized needs of industry. The range
of choices available within the system need be limited only by the demands and
preferences of the users;

2. Secondly, the solar-hydrogen economy is not dependent on foreign sources
in any way. The independence it can provide would greatly enhance national security
and reduce the risk of global conflict;

3. Thirdly, and of immediate impact, the development and production of the
technologies inherent in the solar-hydrogen economy would provide new jobs, new
professions, and new futures for people and businesses throughout the country. (p.
174)

Certainly there will be doubters and those who fear the explosive properties of
hydrogen gas, but still more dangerous is gasoline which we've learned to live with
because we were brought up with it.

“the discovery with which we are dealing involues foxces of nature too dangenous to. fit into
any of eur usual cancepts.” (The Congressional Record of 1875, concerning the
discovery of gasoline - Quoted by Anthony M. Moos in Fuel Cells, Vol. Il, ed.
G. J. Young, [New York: Reinhold Publishing Corporation, 1963).

In his book Skelton sets up the following outline:



IMPLEMENTATI N A SOLAR-HY DGEN ECONOMY
(As proposed by Dr. Luther W. Skelton)

PERCENT OF ENERGY USE DURING EACH PHASE

Energy Sources i1st15yrs Next 30 yrs Following 50 yrs
A. Natural Gas 152 3 -0-
B. Coal Combustion 32.0 -0- -0-
C. Coal Gasification to Hydrogen 20.0 52 -0-
D. Solar Thermal 2.0 14 25
E. Water Power 7.6 11 30
F. Wind Power 8 4 20
G. Solar Electricity 4 3 25
H. QOil 22.0 13 -0-

(The chart shows a gradual weaning from the fossil-fuel combustion to a clean
renewable energy supported Solar-Hydrogen/Fuel Cell Economy. Remember, his
book was written in 1984. Technologies have improved tremendously since that time.
Windmills are more efficient; photovoltaics are much more efficient; fuel cells are far
cleaner than the combustion of fossil fuels and they are competitive [check with Energy
Research Corporation - Fuel Cell Engineering Corp. - 3 Great Pasture Road -

Danbury, CT 06813 or Internet - World Wide Web: http://www.ercc.com or E-Mail:
ercorp@nai.net]; numerous types of renewable forms of energy are cost effective
when all externalities are considered; etc.)

~ According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the
average global surface temperature has risen by 0.5-1.1 degrees F. since the late
1800's. “More pointedly, all of the 10 warmest years on record since 1860 have
occurred in the last 15 years, and this despite the three-year global cooling effect
caused by the 1991 Mount Pinatubo volcanic eruption.” -(Nucleus, The Magazine of
the Union of Concerned Scientists Vol. 18 No. 1 Spring 1996)

This concerns me tremendously especially since | am aware that the leading
industrialized countries, especially the United States, are responsible for producing
and releasing the largest portions of greenhouse gases.

What concerns me even more is that we can do something about it but, at the
same time, | have learned that, according to the June ‘96 issue of US Climate Action
Network HOTLINE, a House Budget Resolution proposes to:

“1. reduce funding for renewable energy technologies to $191 million in FY ‘97
down from $393.8 million in FY ‘95 and $178 million below the Administration’s FY ‘97
request of $368.9 million;

2. eliminate all funding for wind energy systems, solar buildings, and
renewable energy production incentives;

3. move toward phase out of all energy conservation research by reducing
funding for energy efficiency research and development (R&D) to $230 million in FY



‘97, down from $484.4 million in FY ‘95 and $336 billion below the Administration’s FY
‘97 request of $566.2 million;

4. eliminate all funding for federal in-house energy management programs
(which save taxpayers $4 for every dollar invested), global warming R&D programs,
and new energy efficiency standards;

5. cut funding for the Energy Information Administration by 50 percent below FY
‘95, privatize the national laboratories operated by the US Department of Energy as
well as eliminate DOE itself.”

Perhaps | should not worry about this problem...since | am 63 years old, | will
be dead before the dreadful effects of global warming grabs hold of our environment
and squeezes the life out of the planet we so dearly love...evidently not everyone
dearly loves it because they are willing to let the environment go awry.

We must change from a fossil fuel/nuclear energy economy and develop our
renewable energy sources...not cut their development.

We must develop, as soon as possible, a HYDROGEN economy and move from
the FOSSIL FUEL/NUCLEAR ENERGY economy that we've depended upon for so
long...we should especially eliminate the subsidies that are awarded the fossil fuel
industries. Petroleum and coal resources are too valuable for producing millions of
other products...we should not be wasting these valuable resources by burning them.

Hydrogen, by the way, can be produced by renewable energy - windmills, solar
panels, hydroelectric, waves, tides, OTEC, geothermal, etc. - it can be used in a zero
polluting fuel cell to efficiently convert its energy into electrical energy. Automobiles
and other vehicles, homes and industry can (and perhaps in the future will have to) be
run on hydrogen. We can clean up our environment, but we’ll have to switch to
hydrogen at a much faster rate than our Energy Department is planning at the present.

Instead of cutting the budget and instead of “taking a cautious approach” as
indicated in recent news articles, it is time to expand the budget in this most important
area for saving our planet. At the same time it will cut short our dependence on
foreign petroleum and the burning of our valuable fossil fuels.

Nothing would make me happier than to hear President Clinton announce the
launching of a hydrogen economy.

Sincerely,
A

ooy, D

Wayne Stroessner
Ph:(920)996-2471
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WALTER V. HAYS
Mediator

355 Parkside Drive

Palo Alto, CA 94306

(415) 424-9633 - FAX (415) 493-8966 Q7 DEC 23 pv12:02

December 18, 1997

Hon. Tod Stern
Assistant to the President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20502

Re: The President's Global Warming Program; Silicon Valley Support

Dear Mr. Stern:

I am on the Board of the Environmental Partnership, an Initiative launched
by a group called Joint Venture: Silicon Valley Network (JV). JVis a
collaborative effort of industry, government and business to maintain the
Valley's competitiveness, and its membership includes most of the major
corporations in the area.

Among other activities, the Partnership has asked one of our members to
serve as liaison to each of JV's other Initiatives, to provide an environmental
perspective. In that role I have been serving as liaison to the Tax Policy
Group TPG).

In the months leading up to the Kyotn conference, T was working to interest
the TPG in supporting a modest carbon tax as a response to global warming,
with the revenues used to reduce other distortionary taxes. Most recently, I
made a presentation on the subject at a JV-sponsored forum on International
Tax Reform (copy of flyer enclosed) and received a surprisingly positive
response.

JV will be taking positions on various tax issues in 1998, and there is a
reasonable chance that I can persuade them to do something on global
warming. However, since the President has precluded any consideration of a
carbon tax, even in connection with a "tax shift," it would seem more
strategic to try instead to support whatever tax measures you intend to
propose to Congress.



I understand from the assistant who answered your phone that your
proposals are not yet finalized, and that you can't release them to the public
until you present them to Congress. However, I would very much appreciate
your sending me copies as soon as you can do so. I think it would be worth
your while, because support from Silicon Valley could go a long way in
countering the coalition that opposes your policies.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely yours

(G V e

Walter V. Hays



Sponsored by the Tax Policy Group of
Joint Venture: Silicon Valley Network

December 4, 1997  Thursday
7:45am. -11:00 a.m.
Cupertino, California

Purpose: To present and discuss draft policy papers prepared by the Tax Policy Group to help in informing
Congress and others on issues of importance to Silicon Valley. These papers will be made available to attendees
prior to the forum because we seek additional comment on this educational and advocacy project.

Topics: The topics chosen are those for which proposals for major change exist (such as repeal of FSC), or that are
emerging issues that must be considered in any efforts to change current international tax rules. Background on the
current rules, proposals for change, relevance to Silicon Valley, as well as factors to be considered with respect
to international tax reform will be covered.

Export source rule - Bill Barrett, Applied Materials (Forum Chair)
Deferral - Dan Kostenbauder, Hewlett Packard

Foreign sales corporation (FSC) - Don Scott, Oracle

Electronic commerce - Jim Cigler, Price Waterhouse

Global environmental taxes - Walt Hays, Environmental Partnership
Overall perspective and direction - Larry Langdon, Hewlett Packard

Please register by November 26, 1997 - use form below.
Questions? Contact Annette Nellen — nellen_a@cob.sjsu.edu or (408) 924-3508.

Register by mailing this form to Joint Venture, 99 Almaden Blvd. #700, San Jose, CA 95113 with a $20 check payable
to Joint Venture ($15 gov’t and non-profit). Registration fee includes continental breakfast and program materials.

Name

Company
Address
Phone Fax
E-mail |

Directions to the forum and the papers will be sent to you either by -

E-mail Fax (please check your choice)




WALTER V. HAYS
Attorney and Mediator
355 Parkside Drive
Palo Alto, CA 94306

b

(

nddiGn 2050 22—



,q7 DEC 29 P¥5:10

December 23, 1997

President Bill Clinton
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

Dear President Clinton:

I look forward to your address to Congress when you present the
State of the Union message. I always find your speeches inspiring
if not always your actions.

There are two messages I would like to hear from you on January
27. I would like to hear that we are joining the rest of the
nations in signing the land mines treaty. We are not up to date
with the rest of the world in insisting on certain conditions. The
condition should be to abolish such weapons that kill more
civilians than military. Please lead the world in carrying out the
provisions of the Ottawa treaty.

Next I would like to hear that we will lead the nations in
restricting greenhouse gas emissions and thus contributing to a
healthier environment for future generations. Over 2000 of the
worlds leading scientists agree that global warming is a serious
threat requiring immediate attention.

I would like to think of President Clinton as the President who
had the courage to carry us into the 21st Century with an end to
landmines treaty and a forceful global warming treaty. Best wishes
for the success of your State of the Union address.

Sincerely yours,

Betty Hutchinson
17310 Quaker Lane, C19
Sandy Spring, MD 20860

CC:Mr. Robert Bell, National Security Council
Mr. Todd Stern, Assistant to the President
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December 8, 1997
'9TDEC 15au11:27

Mr.Todd Stern

Assistant to the President
The White House
Washington, DC 20500

RE: Environment

Dear Mr. Stern,

My name is Crystal Shoop and I am in the eleventh grade at Pelham High
School. This year I have taken a science class that is dealing with the environment and its
problems. One chapter we have studied is pollution and how badly it effects the earth and
the environment. Some of the things that we are told is being damaged by pollution is:
global warming will cause the earth’s sea levels to rise, melting of polar ice caps, erratic
climate changes, the increase of health problems and the spread of cultural diseases.

One of the things I don’t understand is how can people just act like there is
nothing wrong with the environment. The U.S. only makes up 4% of the population , but
we produce 20% of the world’s greenhouse gases. That is too much for us to be
producing. I believe if everyone pitched in to help cut back on the pollution that is being
produced, we could reduce global warming a considerable amount.

I personally try to help save the environment in several ways. Some of the
ways are: throwing away my garbage in a trash can, recycling, using biodegradable
products, and turning off lights in rooms that are not being used. Everyone needs to take
responsibility and do their part in helping the environment.

There are some great things being done for the environment. One of the
things is the fact that people are joining together in groups to protest some of the big
business that are polluting our environment. Another is the Adopt a Stream Program. This
program helps to maintain streams and to clean up streams that have been polluted. This
program also helps the wildlife living in or around our streams

The government has made futile attempts in the recent past to reduce the
carbon dioxide emissions. Still over twenty five billion tons of carbon dioxide are being
released every year. The fact is if a factory is emitting more than allowed, this factory can
buy emissions from another factory that is under the limit, so long as they are in the same
geographical location. I ask you what good is this law if all the companies are not in
compliance? Sure the economic loss to a company would be significant but what is more
important.

It is time for us to look at the future instead of a temporary fix for today.
Our children deserve more than a political move that would make one think our
government has a real concern. It is time we get tough on pollution laws so the major
problems we are facing will be solved for future generations.



Thank you for taking the time to read my letter. I certainly trust the more
important facts will be foremost in your mind as we are being represented by people like
yourself.

Sincerely Yours,

. Crystal Shoop
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@c EMA Consumer Electronics Manufacturers Association

A sector of the Electronic Industries Association

2500 Wilson Boulevard = Arlington, Virginia 22201-3834 USA

Tel 703/907-7664 = Fax 703/907-7690 G R g
Jonathan F. Thompson E-mail: jthompson@eia.org = http://www.cemacity.org * UEC 17 449:30
Vice President, Communications and
Strategic Relationships

December 9, 1997

Mr. Todd D. Stern

Asst. to the President &
Staff Secretary

The White House

Washington, DC 20500

Dear Mr. Stern:

It is with sincere pleasure that I write to express to you my thanks
and appreciation for becoming personally involved in our request
for a letter and message from the President.

Your staff has a true appreciation for moving with alacrity when
urged by timelines. In this instance they helped our organization
considerably by making certain the President's letter and important
message will be seen by nearly 100,000 attendees, including 3,000
journalists from around the World, who will be coming to the 1998
International Consumer Electronics Show.

Risking the prospect of overlooking others who helped, I must add
that Phillip Kaplan, Deputy Assistant to the President and Deputy
Staff Secretary, made a special point of reaching me and following-
up our voice mail attempts to talk. He was extremely professional,
and was very confident a message could be obtained, under the
circumstances, in short order.

Again on behalf of the consumer electronics industry our thanks to
you and your gqtire staff.

Sincerely,
Jgnathhn F. Thompson
o The Honorable Erskine Bowles

SEEEEEEEEEEENR The Sponsor and Producer of The Consumer Electronics Shows

—_—
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Polyisocyanurate Insulation Manufacturers Association
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20004

Jared Blum Tel (202) 624-2709
President Fax (202)628-3856

December 19, 1997

Mr. Todd Stern
The White House
Washington, DC

Dear Todd:

Just a brief note to thank you for the incredible effort you made in Kyoto to
reach an agreement to benefit your and my children, and their children. Your
willingness to meet with business groups in an effort to bridge the issues that
needed to be resolved both domestically and internationally has resulted, I
believe, in a deeper understanding and support for the Protocol process in a
number of industry sectors.

PIMA will be working to develop increased support for the Protocol and the
Administration’s domestic climate programs in the coming year. We look
forward to working with you in that regard.

Again, many thanks for your hard work and warmest personal regards and
wishes for a happy and healthy new year.

|
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Mrs. Kemble Stout
1115 N E Orchard Dr.
Pullman, WA 99163

Nov. 18, 1997

Mr. Todd Stern

Assistant to the President and Staff Secretary
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave. N W

Washington, D. C. 20500

I am very concerned about our country's contribution at the Kyoto Climate
Summit.

Some U S industries and members of Congress are opposed to a treaty
limiting emission of heat-trapping gases. 1 believe this is selfish and short-
sighted.

Global warming is already disrupting normal weather cycles. The United
states should cooperate with world scientists who ask for a legally binding
commitment to reduce industrial nations' emissions significantly below 1990 levels.

Upsetting normal growth cycles produces less food for an ever-growing
world population which already cannot feed itself. We should be thinking in
terms of future overcrowding as well as stewardship of resources--while there
are still some that can be saved.

Please let the President know that we are concerned and apprehensive.
I realize that commitment to before 1990 levels means that all residents must
voluntarily limit use of our automobiles, and change to more environmentally
friendly heating and cooling installations. Technology is ready. We need the
leadership of the president to appeal to citizens' common sense.

Sincerely,

%%M W



UNION OF
CONCERNED
SCIENTISTS

December 19, 1997 {ﬂ{ﬂ/ﬂﬁg {)Vﬂ W

The Honorable Albert Gore, Jr. W ' (/)

Vice President of the United States
Old Executive Office Building 1
Washington, DC 20501 W

§7L)EC 23pM3:39

Dear Mr. Vice President:

[ want to thank you for your very excellent leadership in securing a successful outcome at the

Kyoto negotiations. All of us at UCS - board, staff, and membership — are very grateful, and 1
know that that sentiment will be widely shared throughout the scientific community in the US

and abroad.

Your December 8 speech, in which you signaled our government’s willingness to be flexible,
and your tireless efforts to bring other world leaders and delegations on board, clearly had an
extraordinary impact on the negotiations. Stu Eizenstadt, Katie McGinty, David Sandalow,
Rafe Pomerance, and many others also deserve a lot of credit for a job well done. We very much
appreciate the extensive opportunities you, Katie, Todd Stern, and Gene Sperling provided for
our input, both during the months before the negotiations and at Kyoto. Thank you!

The targets, timetables, and conceptual framework embodied in the Kyoto Protocol should
provide a solid foundation for the future. We recognize that securing ratification by the US
Senate will require a very careful and deliberate campaign, but we are confident that ratification
can be achieved. UCS stands ready to help in whatever ways we can.

Sincerely,

S —

Howard Ris
Executive Director

Cambridge Headquarters: Two Brattle Square * Cambridge, MA 02238-9105 * 617-547-5552 « FAX: 617-864-9405
Washington Office: 1616 P Street NW Suite 310 » Washington, DC 20036-1495 » 202-332-0900 ¢ FAX: 202-332-0905
California Office: 2397 Shattuck Avenue Suite 203 * Berkeley, CA 94704-1567 » 510-843-1872 ¢ FAX: 510-843-3785

FRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



e e

UNION OF
CONCERNED
SCIENTISTS

Two Brattle Square
Cambridge, MA 02238-9105

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

o oI
WA@?Q pC 20500

} i ]
%zs;agﬂuzl%aEs“!ls!!!!as‘:ggn

Pal iy



25/11

Too @

'J’em' P.. Pat

M. Todd Stefn

The White

FAX 202-451-2461

' Dear Mr. S

"87 11:513

FAX 508

8@5298 CORTEL ESCAZU @oo1

‘g7 NOV 26 pv2:44
P. Q. Box 025216 Depart 76020
Miami, FL 33102-5216 _
Nov. 23, 1997

I urge youto toﬂ::.Kyoto Japanconfct:nce(Decembcrl-lO)mﬁaastmngcrU S.

The U.S. sho

dmdcgdshow

] of the 'world’s
|

The buring

planct With

with only 4%|of the himman
gases. l
Scientists prefict that’ unl:ss
average temperatur m'nnsc

ccgraeuhousegases It is extremely Tmportant that you support reductions
cls,b:ugummgbytheywloos

e:mmedrsptm’bﬂnyonthlsmc since it produces
ouse ermissions. Our huge slice of the poisonous gas

we do more in reducing our share of it

fossﬂmclsanddeforwtauanhavclndtoanowcaﬂwarmmgofmn‘
over 25 bﬂ]:onmns of CO?2 released in our atmosphere annualty, the U. S.

mprodmlﬂpmtfthcwmld' greenhouse

usc‘gascsar:rnducedmhsmﬂnaﬁy.ﬂjc}:arths
2 to § degrees Fahrenheit by the end of the next century.

A<tro sforusa.ll Global warming will cause & rise in sea levels, melting
Tc weather pattern including floods and droughts,

andecolog:caldamagemdnmngthespwadofdxseases

Over 2000 0 mcwﬂd’sleadmgmmmunmmnusmtbcuoplmonmtglobal

wa:mmgisa.
back serious

Coal, oil and
emissions
in their ind
reply to them|
significant e

o

aut Iol:rhy:lsts

ifl a.multl mﬂllol?.

st eswrthresimmom The U.S. department of Energy strongly asserts in
that theU. S. can convert to energy-efficient technalogies without

lonomic loss.

compr:henm
President’s

Sincerely you

Oy

ﬁ'amewadt"’

C. !
I

TS,

fterson

erious ﬂzmatthm::eqmmmmad:macnou_ And 72 percent of the public

arewmhughardngumstmsm:uons on greenhouse gas

) dollar canrpaign They fear a passible econormmic downturn

fton smdmOctober. 1997, “We can not weit until a climate change treaty
ra:l:l.ﬁedtnac't We must begin now... The U. S_, will pursae &

Itis mdrmnlyrmportzntnowthaiu S. pohtymatchthe

> st

XVdVSOvVHe L2 vv:eT Leé. TI/%2



NOV 27 '97 05:47  FROM: S 1A 408-000-0000 T-838 P.01/03 F-873

SU Feesimile_

'q7 NOV 26 p45:18

TO: Name _T-Q—tj) S.»‘\w O

Company

Faxit___ 20 Y5 - D3\H

Number of pages =

Date \V 2o Ay

From: L Wieald .

Note:

Somicondactor indasiry Assoclatlon

191 Metre Brive & Suite 430
San Jese ¢ California 99710
Telephone: 408/436-6800

PO e e e i 3 i Vi i A s e L R e e e ] Facsimile: “"“Hm



NOV 27 '87 05:47  FROM: S 1A 408-000-0000 T-838 P.02/03 F-873

SI‘ SEMICONDLUICTOR INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION

181 Metro Drive, Suite 450 ¢ San Jose.CA 95110
Phone (408) 436-6600 ¢ Fax (408) 436-6646

November 26, 1997

Mr. Todd Stern

Staff Secretary to the President
White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

REF: Semiconductor Industry's Perspective on PFCs

Dear Mr. Stern:

In January of this year, representatives of the U.S. semiconductor industry met
with Undersecretary of State Timothy Wirth to emphasize the importance of the
use of perflucrocompounds (PFCs) in the manufacturing processes of the U.S.
semiconductor industry. In view of the upcoming ICOP3 meeting in Kyoto,
Japan, the industry would like to reiterate the importance of PFCs to the U.S.
semiconductor industry, to review the voluntary commitments the industry and
EPA have made to reduce PFC emissions, and to request that the Administration
continue to support the industry’s voluntary efforts to reduce PFC emissions.

Semiconductor manufacturing is a national success story, employing 145,000
American workers, advancing U.S. technology and national defense capabilities,
and producing approximately $61 billion in revenues. PFCs are an integral

part of advanced semiconductor manufacturing processes and are essential to
produce the very small features of today's advanced circuits. Although PFCe
have long atmospheric lifetimes, they are not used in large quantities by the
semiconductor industry. While research and development efforts are underway,
there are currently no known substitutes or comprehensive emissions reduction
strategies which will not have a significant negative impact on the environment.
Any change In the quantity and/or makeup of the gases that are used in
semiconductor processes is constrained by a number of factors, including
severe engineering challenges, worker health and safety considerations, and
other potential environmental impacts. In addition, semiconductor companies
have installed a huge manufacturing base that relies on the availability of PFCs.
The development and installation of new tools that do not rely on PFCs will
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require technology breakthroughs accompanied by significant additional capital
costs and lead time.

Most of the U.S. semiconductor industry has entered into a voluntary
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with EPA which has established the
“PFC Emission Reduction Partnership for the Semiconductor Industry.”

Each industry partner has agreed to report annual emissians estimates and to
use Its best effort to reduce PFC emissions from its U.S. operations as
measured against a 1995 baseline developed under the MOU. The strategies
being reviewed as a means of reducing PFC emissions include; 1) the more
efficient use of PFCs in the manufacturing process; 2) potential PFC substitutes;
3) recycle; and 4) abatement. The partners and EPA will reconvene next Spring
to discuss whether specific PFC reduction targets should or can be identified
based on progress made through research and development efforts which are
currently underway.

The U.S. semiconductor industry strongly supports the U.S. position for including
PFCs, HFCs and SF6 in a basket with CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide to allow
flexibility and a comprehensive approach to addressing the climate change
issue. The industry is working proactively to reduce PFC emissions; any
proposal to eliminate or phase out manufacturing of PFC gases poses a sorious
threat to the semiconductor industry. SIA requests that the Administration
continue to fully support the semiconductor industry's voluntary efforts to reduce
PFC emissions in Kyoto and at future international climate change meetings.

Semiconductor Industry Association
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November 25, 1997

Mr. Todd Stern

Assistant To The President
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave., N. W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Stern:

On behalf of the National Indian Business Association (NIBA), I am forwarding
the original copy of a Petition on the President’s Global Climate Change Policy. The
signatures were gathered during a Panel discussion on Air Quality and Global Climate
Change, sponsored by NIBA at the recent National Congress of American Indians
Conference in Santa Fe, New Mexico.

I thought you would want to bring this to the President’s attention prior to Kyoto.

If you have any questions, I can be reached at 703-931-0870.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

(eicie & Dsar—

Alicia A. Dugan
President

5597 Seminary Road, 1308 South Tower, Falls Church, Virginia 22041 (703) 931-0870 Office/(703) 507-6890 Mobile



PETITION

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY

In December 1997, the Clinton Administration will attend a United Nations Summit in
Kyoto, Japan, to consider a Treaty on Global Climate Change. This Treaty, as currently
drafted, would place energy use restrictions and increased costs on all parties to the
Agreement in an effort to control so-called “greenhouse” gases that potentially contribute
to global warming.

The Treaty would exempt developing countries from complying and place the control
burden primarily on the United States. This is so, even though developing countries like
China, India and Mexico are expected to contribute the lion’s share of the greenhouse gas
emissions over the next 50 years.

The economic consequences of this Treaty, in terms of increased energy costs, is well
documented and falls disproportionately on small and minority-owned businesses.

Today, many Native Americans live in poverty. Unemployment levels are several times
the national average in tribal communities. Native American’s need business
opportunities both on and off reservations.

THEREFORE:

e The Native American business community urges the current Administration not to
sign any Treaty on global climate change that would force the US to adopt policies
that damage our economy and result in significant job losses; and

e Which exempts developing Nations from their responsibility for addressing concerns
about future greenhouse gas emissions.
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