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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: George Abar, Peter Kelley 
Sept. 9, 1997 202-887-8800 

Public Alerted to Industry Misinformation Campaign 
That Denies Need for Action on Global Warming 

Corporations Behind Campaign Revealed as Major Polluters 

WASHINGTON, Sept. 9—A coalition of some of the world's largest corporations today 
announced a multimillion-dollar ad campaign meant to stop the Clinton Administration from 
negotiating a treaty to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and slow global warming. 

Including leading oil, coal and automobile producers, the group calls itsclf the "Global Climate 
Information Project." But from documents already released, the Project's intent is clear to spread, 
misinformation. It will spend $30 million this fall (according to the Financial Tintes) on TV, radio, 
and print ads to confuse the public about climate change, diverting attention from their industries' 
contribution to the problem in tbe same way that tobacco companies tried to deny evidence that 
smoking causes health problems. 

"Ies dirty money. Their only intention is to mislead," said Philip E. -Clapp, President of 
Environmental Information Center. `They don't havc the science on their side-2,600 scientists 
worldwide have signed a statement warning that human-induced global warming is underway. 
They don't have the economists on their side-2,500 cconomists have signed a -statement that we 
can grow our way out of this problem, and that the energy savings will even help our economy. 
These are the polluters, and all they have is $30 million in dirty money to spend on a 
misinformation campaign. It's not an Information Project, ie s a Propaganda Project." 

Despite the overwhelming scientific consensus that human-induced climate change is underway 
(see the Science Tuesday section of today's New York Times, for example), these corporations 
and their trade associations can be expected to continue their aggressive public relations and 
lobbying effort to convince thc public and policymakers that we can pollute without consequence, 
and that action will cost more than inaction. 

On the science: The Global Climate Information Project on its intemet home page recycles 
"scientific" arguments that have been soundly refuted. An example is the "Leipzig Declaration," 
which corporations claim is a statement from "scientists") warning that "there is still no scientific 
consensus on the subject of climate change?' This PR stunt was debunked over a year ago, when 
investigative reporting revealed that many of the signers are not what the public would consider 
experts in climate science. Some of the signers have no professional scientific credentials, let alone 
expertise in clitnate science. The declaration was instigated by Frcd Singer, whose work has been 
funded by Exxon, Shell, and ARCO, to name a few. (See St. Pezersburg Times, July 29, 1996) 
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Industry misinformation campaign seeks inaction on global warming 
Page 2 

Consider the source: The Global Climate Information Project is comprised of some of the 
most notorious pollutcrs in America. Hiding behind their trade associations are companies that 
have polluted our land, rivers, lakes, oceans and air for years. Following is a Lineup of some of 
the companies associated with this ad campaign. It outlines only a very few of their environmental 
problems, from multimillion dollar fines for polluting our water to responsibility for the release of 
known cancer-causing chemicals. As the Lineup shows, it is likely that whatever these companies 
and their lobbyists spend to stop the climate treaty, it will be dwarfed by what they spend in civil, 
criminal, and administrative fines and other costs related to massively polluting our environment. 

THE LINEUP 
Leading corporations behind multimillion-dollar misinformation campaign 
. 

ARCO: Agreed to pay $363,000 in civil penalties and an annual fine of $63,000 until remediation 
begins at a site in Pennsylvania. (As of SEC, Form 10-k, 12/31/96) 

Chevron: Fined $8 million in 1992 for violating the Clean Water Act. (Press reports from 
8/30/96) In 1988, the company was ordered to conduct an $86 million cleanup after it allowed 
some 252 million gallons of fuel to leak into ground water below its El Segundo refinery. 
(MultiNational Monitor, 9/9/97) 

Chrysler: Facing possible civil penalties potentially higher than $100,000 from the Indiana 
Department of Environmental Management for improper disposal of waste. At the same time, the 
company was potentially responsible for at least 107 Superfund sites. (As of SEC, Form 10-K, 
12/31/96) 

Conrail: Sentenced to pay a fine of $2.75 million by the EPA in October 1996. Conrail pleaded 
guilty in the criminal case to charges of discharging oil and grease into a Massachusetts river. (As 
of EPA t•elease, 2/25/97) In a separate case in Pennsylvania, Conrail has agreed to comply with an 
EPA Administrative Order to extend public water to some 700 - 1000 homes and businesses near a 
contaminated site—Conrail notes the site is only "allegedly" contaminated. (As of SEC, Form 10-
K, 12/31/96) 

Dow Chemical: Facing proposed civil fines of $125,000 for violations of the Clean Water Act in 
Michigan. The company paid a $100,000 civil penalty in a case brought by the Michigan Attorney 
General for discharge of phosphorus and other chemicals into a Miclugan river. (As of SEC, Form 
10-K, 12/31/96) 

Mobil: Agreed this year to pay a $125,000 penalty for violating standards for the release of 
harmful srnoke, dust, ash and other material, which can lead to heart and lung diseases. (As of 
EPA release, 3/11/97) 

Shell: The U.S. Department of Justice announced in June of 1997 a proposed agrccmcnt that 
would require the company to pay a $678,000 civil penalty. DOJ alleges that Shell failed to control 
benzene emissions. The chemical has been linked to various blood and bone marrow diseases and 
leukemia: (As of EPA release, 6/27/97) 

Texaco: A suit by the Justice Department seeks civil penalties of $4.2 million in connection with 
oil spills along a Texaco company pipeline in Kansas. EPA is seeking $3.8 million in civil 
penalties for alleged notification and reporting violations involving hazardous waste (PCBs) at a 
Texas facility. Also pending are EPA charges that on 12 occasions, a Texaco company violated the 
Clean Water Act by allowing oil to leak into surface water. (As of SEC, Forrn 10-K, 12/31/96) 
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FROM: Karen Kerrigan, President, Small Business Survival Committee 

RE: White House Public Relations Event on Global Warming 

DATE: September 24, 1997 

As reported by The Washington Post on September 18, 1997. the Clinton Administration has invited 
meteorologists frorn the top 50 media markets to the Whitt House next week as part of an effort to 
leverage the meteorology profession to help scare the American public into accepting the White House 
policy-driven goal of a "globar climate treaty. The proposed United Nations treaty would require drastic 
reductions in U.S. energy use while oountries like China, India, Mexico, etc. would be exempt. 

SUMS by the White Home will require you and your colleagues to tempromist your principles of 
reliance on scieace to support tbe theory of global warming. 

This event is rightfully forecast in thc POS1 articie as a photcoop. One that, even including those who do 
not follow up with alarmist statements to their viewership, will be touted as manifestation of the 
meteorologist community supporting s political effort. The statements attributed to Administration 
officials so blatantly indicates their intent. I have attached a copy of the article for your review. 

Coincidentally, this weathercast event is timed to precede a choreographed conference whereby 
"friendlies" of the global climate treaty ere being asked to sit down "to reach a consensue on this 
complex subject in the matter of a few hours, which is ludicrous on its face. 

The ultimate insult to meteorologists is that for such small "payment" you are being asked to, in fact, 
disregard satellite data upon which meteorologists most heavily rely. Satellite data, which after 18 years 
of data collection, demonstrates go movement bevond a alight cooling trend Whi1e you are among the 
most respected professionals in the general publie's eye, the Whitc House apparently views 
meteorologists condescendingly and easily co-opted. 

Glva ,WC C_aC edUCa=aC Cdn lbW SSan¢#N 
W00mxhrNBbBWdD10=.SOCOhbbONCCrW= 
HOU5eOTOf'8WmlCY,WOAOPUbliCIBNBkHC 10f 
miBdBCON10fdmC*vE00Ut$WmlPmP 0 ==0bCCaU9eit 
WnM=ACWKOn0 0CNBIit$nOtY8] 1 

The facts will come out as thc debate progresses. and any parties which bow to the White House's desire 

to ignore professionalism and carelessly and unwarrantedly relate severe or odd v,,eather to global 
warming/climate change, particularly anthropogenie, will only lose that one professional a.sset that most 
have earned — their credibility. 

If you ale one of the White House invitees and decide to participate in this event, SBSC would be more 

than bappy to brief you on our concerns about the treaty. 

Attachment 

1320 1&h Street. N.W.. Suite 200 • Wuhingtoa, D.C. 20036 
lb): (202) 785-0238 • Fax (202) 822-8115 

www.sbsc.org 

MEMORANDUM 

STATION MANAGER, NEWS EDITOR, METEOROLOGIST 
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September 25, 1997 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
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Washington, D.C. - President Clinton has invited meteorologists from the top 50 media markets to 
the White House next week to help him help convince tbe public there are climatic changes and 
"global warming" despite 18 years of satellite reacarch which has demonstrated a slight cooling trand 
in the atmosphere. Tbe Adrninistration contends that consensus exists in the scientific community on 

the thcory of global warming, but deep divisions about thc effects of "greenhouse gas emissions" 
remain a hot topic of debate. 

"President Clinton presumes weathermen (and wanton) will forecast alarming climatic wemher 

changes on September 30th . I hope he is wrong. But still, let the viewer beware of global warming 
repent: broadcast from the White House nclet Tuesday," says Karcn Kerrigan, President of Srnall 
Business Survival Committee. 

l'he briefings with meteorologists precede a White House Conference on Climate Change and Global 

Watming on October 6th. This conference is one in a series of meetings held around the oountry in 

which President Clinton and Vice Pres€dent Al Gore have tried to build support for a United Nations 

"Global Climate Treaty' which will be proposed at the December international climate conference in 
Kyoto, Japan. Thc major flaw in the treaty according to SBSC is that it is not truly global -- 132 out 

of 166 countries are exempt from the strict energy-use restrictions. 
-4 

"The AllOrkan public is not buying global warming or the UN sottstions to Increase their gas and 

energy MA" said Kerrigan. -President ahlren is using credible meteorologists to carry the 'doom 

and gloom' message, Hes hoping they will Maiut slikek comments during their forecasts that wW 

support theories of 'global mtrming.' These credible professionals are being used to give sctendfic 

backing to a political agenda. We MP only hope they will see through this blatant political 

scheme 

The attached is a metnorandum sent by Karen Kenigan to the meteorologists invitcd to the White 

House briefing. For more information, please call Diana Banister at (800) 536-5920, 

-30-

1320 18th Street, N.W . Suite 200 • Washington. D.C. 20036 

Tel: (202) 783-0238 • Fax (202) 822-81 t 
www.Absc.ocg 
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To reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the treaty would requite the United States to cut energy 
usage by nearly 20 percent Economists predio this would translate to a 20 perce rise in 
electricity costs, a 4S percent hike in natural gas prices and an increase of Mt centsnt a gallon for 
gasoline. 

"Snail businesses cannel mirth? these tinastic increases," says Kerrigan, "star ' can they exist 
when millions  ofjobs  are 

twported to deptloping countries as a result of this treaty." 

Develo 
The U.N. mandates  only apply to the United States and 33 other developed countries. ping countries such as China, Brazil, India and Mexico are exempt from the treaty even 
though thcy contribute approximately half of thc current carbon emisskvii and will account for 
abow 75 percent over th® ncxt century. 

Karen Kerrigan is participating to a joint Press Conference to unveil the new  on Tuesday, September  9 at 10:00 a.m. at tbe Nations! Press Club. owl compaign 
"We've come together to inform the American peopk erne ertremetty karmfai effects this 
treaty could h ave on  oar 

comotry, " says Kerrigan. "While President Clinton and Vice President Gore are attempting to scare Americans into supporting Mis treaty, yes are hying to 
provide the facts." 

For information regarding the ad campaign or to schedule an interview with Karen Kerrigan, 
phone Diana Baniator at (800)536-5920. 

T • 

-30-
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE C5ai8 SIIIIIcy & Associatcs 
September 3, 1997 (800536S9ZOK703)7395920 

GLOBAL WARMING "WARNINGS" ARE HYPE 

Clinton/Gore Scare Tour 17 - 
Global Climate Treaty the Real Danger 

Washington, D.C. - Today, Karen Kerrigan, President of thc Small Busmess Survival Committee (SBSC), 
denounced President Clinton's efforts to alarm Americans about the alleged global warming crisis at a series of 
workshops scheduled around the country &ring the months of Septmber, October and November. 

"The President Is using this tour as a scare tactic to drum up support for the proposed Global Climate Treaty 
while not fessing-up to the harsh economic and lifestyle impact this treaty will have on American citizens," 
Kerrigan said. 

The Clinton Administration is currcntly negotiating thc intcrnational treaty that will forcc all Americans to 
follow mandatory and targeted CO2 reductions which will result in massive restrictions in energy usage 
The administration is also sponsonng legally binding timetables for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, like 
carbon dioxide and methane. Some radical proposals would restrict usc arid can only be accomphshed through 
the imposition of energy taxes or energy rationing - which in turn will incrmse prices and hurt cconomic 
growth. 

"Small businesses, in particular - dry cleaners, bakeries, auto repair shops and other 'mom-and-pop' 
businesses — will find it very difficult to keep their doors open when they have to pay considerably more for 
energy," Kernan said. "The American people deserve to know what the President is getting them in to, 
especially when it involves a radical policy which would place ES energy use under international 
management " 

This management, however, would not apply to developing countries such as China, Mexico and India who 
would be exempt from the treaty. According to SBSC, while the United States suffcrs massive job loss and 
economic dislocation, China receives a major economic advantage, courtesy of President Clinton and Vice 
President Gorc. 

According to a recent study by the Charlton Research Company, six out of ten Americans oppose any 
international clirr.ate agreement that would cost American jobs. 

"Millions of American jobs and the viability of small busine.sses are at stake," says Kerrigan "The bottom 
line is that the Clinton Administration is negotiating away our jobs and our future " 

For more information on the "Clinton/Gore Seale Tour" and SBSC or to arrange an interview with Ms. 
Kerrigan, please call (800)536-5920 

-30-
1320 18th Street. N.W., Suite 200 • Washington, D.C. 20036 

Tel: (202) 785-0238 • Fax (202) 822-8118 
www.sbsc.org 
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AUSBC 
I , 

AUSTRALIA-U.S. BUSINESS COUNCIL 
3050 K. Street NW • Suite 400 

Washington DC 20007 
(202) 342-8400 

MEMORANDUM 

October 2, 1997 

TO: INTERESTED PARTIES 

FROM: SKIP HARTQUIST, President 

RE: GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE - AUSBC WHITE PAPER 

In December, 1997, the Kyoto Conference will attempt to develop an international 

protocol on climate change. The attached "White Paper - Climate Change" represents the views 

of the U.S. and Australian companies which are members of the Australia-U.S. Business 

Council. 

This paper is being widely distributed as a contribution to the debate on this important 

issue. 

For further information please contact Helen Freeman at 202/342-8415. 
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AUSTRALIA-U.S. BUSINESS COUNCIL 
3050 K Street NW • Suite 400 

Washington DC 20007 
(202) 342-8400 

WHITE PAPER - CLIMATE CHANGE 

Executive Summary 

The Australia-U.S. Business Council (AUSBC) is a nonprofit organization comprised of 
many of the leading entities engaged in trade and investment in the United States and Australia. 
Its members are drawn from virtually every significant sector including manufacturing, mining, 
agribusiness and services. AUSBC members are committed to preserving and protecting the 
environment and are deeply interested in recent initiatives to address global climate change. 

The AUSBC believes the environrnental benefits and economic consequences of policy 
proposals in this area, including targets and timetables for the limitation of green.house gas 

emissions, must undergo thorough analysis, review and comment. These steps are ncccssary 

before adoption of any policies and measures which affect the Australian and other countries' 

economies. Legally binding targets, proposed by the EU and the U.S. are neither necessary nor 

desirable at this juncture. There are sirnply too many policy, economic, legal, social and 

scientific uncertainties and potential inequities to make it possible or desirable to specify an 
equitable and effective legally binding outcome. For the present, the AUSBC supports voluntary 

measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and believes that business should be an active 

participant in the policy development and review process. 

The AUSBC recognizes the work of various developed countries in seeking to address 

the climate change issue. Indeed the AUSBC was panicularly gratified to notc that coinmon 

sense in fact prevailed at the recent U.N. conference in. June 1997. The fact that the outcome 

was not conclusive, and recent conccrns expressed by various members of Congress, point up 

the need to do additional work and close investigation in this area. 

Clearly, suggestions of mandatory targets are premature. However, to the extent that 

multilateral action ultimately is shown to be necessary and appropriate, the AUSBC supports the 

Australian government's proposed "differentiation" approach. Under this approach, all countries 

would bear an equitable share of the global costs involved in addressing climate change. 

Countries' national circumstances would be reflected in their undertakings. However, equally 

important is a multilateral approach that ensures the involvement of developing nations as well. 

Unconstrained growth in emissions from these countries would reduce or offsct the benefits of 

action by the developed countries. 

20:D9dd ST229D7202:01 :WOdj 22:21 L6 80-100 



"Differentiation" 

Australia's proposed "differentiation" approach would provide an equitable burden 

sharing formula that recognizes differential costs for a country in meeting its national 

commitments. It would be aimed at achieving equity between Annex 1 countries (all developed 

countries) so that there are similar percentage changes in per person economic welfare as a result 

of mitigation commitments or international abatement action. It would also recognize that there 

are rapidly changing structures as a result of global economic integration and thc liberalization 

of world trade. The importance of the differentiation principle has been recognized by various 

developed countries including the members of the EU. The EU countries used a differentiation 

approach to develop the EIJ's most recent proposal on targeted reduction (see below). 

The current international climate change negotiations under the Fratnework Convention 

on Climate Change (FCCC) will develop a protocol to he adopted at the next ministerial meeting 

in Kyoto in December 1997. At the second Conference of Parties (COP2) in Geneva in 

July 1996, Australia endorsed the Ministerial Declaration except for that section on legally 

binding targets. Instead, Australia proposed that countries' commitments be differentiated to 

reflect differing national circumstances. 

The Australian govertunent has recognized the importance of partnerships in developing 

its position on global climate change. Industry, together with the Australian governrnent, the 

professions, and the comrnunity has been involved in seeking a comprehensive and effective 

response to climate change. 

The Importance of "Differentiation" 

Over the last 20 years, Australia has emerged as an effioent, major world producer and 

exporter of a range of energy and energy-intensive commodities. The continucd globalization 

of world economies and the removal of- trade distortions has facilitated this increasing emphasis 

on Australia's comparative advantage in energy production and energy-intensive business. 

The Australian government's proposed differentiation approach involves using a set of 

economic indicators to establish country targets, taking into account the economic structure of 

each economy, its resource base, and other individual country circumstances including 

dependency on fossil fuels both in trade and in emission intensity of exports. This approach 

would allow for some growth in emissions and is critical for an economy like Australia's which 

has an almost total dependency on black and brown coal tor electricity production and in its 

resource-intensive industries. It would be grossly inequitable and damaging to Australia's 

economy for it to be subject -to mandatory targets that failed to reflect its particular 

circumstances. In essence, Australia would be forced to bear a disproportionate burden not 

shared by other developed countries or, morc importantly, by developing countries (see below). 

This outcome would be to the scrious detriment of Australian industry and the economy. 

Thc AUSI3C believes that the Australian govenunent's proposed approach is equitable 

in thc distribution of costs of mitigating climate change, is a flexible global response to global 

warming, and importantly is achievable for all countries. It is an economically-sound and 

-2 
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comprehensive market-based approach that can be adjusted over time as new data and 

technologies become available. 

The AUSBC also supports options such as joint implementation of greenhouse abatement 
programs, increased research and development, and adaption policies that are aimed at finding 
equitable and cost effective global solutions. The AUSBC supports the voluntary "no regrets" 
measures to greenhouse abatement, i.e., measures that makc good sense for reasons other than 
emission costs--such as saving money. Industry's commitment to sensible, workable solutions 

is underscored by the support in Australia for the signing of company greenhouse challenge 
agreements. These agreements, which are subject to public scrutiny and audit, are strong 

evidence of companies' commitments to taking steps that will reduce the greenhouse effect. 

The AUSBC cornmends the Australian government's review of the National Greenhouse 

Response Strategy which will take the greenhouse agenda into the twenty-first century. 

Australian industry has been involved in this review through the Industry Greenhouse Network. 

The AUSBC is opposcd to legally binding, mcdium tcrm targets as proposed by the 
United States, i.e., a cap on the amount of greenhouse gases an industrialized country could 

release over a ten year period. It also opposes a key fcature of the EU approach which supports 
mandatory policies and measures for Annex 1 countries to reduce their emissions by the 
year 2010 by 15 percent of 1990 levels. The EU would establish a legal instrument to provide 

for comptiance mechanisms. 

Both the U.S. and EU approach would result in inequitable burden sharing. Mandatory 

reduction targets are also: 

• inefficient because they do not focus resources on thc most cost effective 

abatemcnt opportunities; 
- 

ineffective because actions by Annex 1 countries alone will not stabilize 

global greenhouse emissions or concentrations; 

• environmentally counter-productive because economic activity would tend 

to increase in countries where energy efficiency is lower; and 

• trade distorting because actions that increase the costs of Anncx 1 

countries' production relative to others will encourage trade in, and 

development of energy-intensive activities and goods in developing 

countrics at the expense of more efficient producers like Australia. 

In short, legally binding targets are neither necessary or desirable. There are simply too many 

policy, economic, legal, social and scientific uncertainties and potential inequities to make it 

possible or desirable to specify an equitable and effective legally bindi.ng outcome. 

Finally, the AUSBC believes that any policy on global climate change must ensure 

meaningful developing country involvement in parallel with commitments from developcd 

- 3 
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countries. This is critical as unconstrained growth in emissions from developing countries 
especially China, India and Indonesia would reduce or offset the environmental impact of any 
action ultirnately taken by Annex 1 countries. 

Conclusion 

The importance of action to combat global climate change is clear. What is also clear 
is the importance of setting goals that are both achievable and equitable and that produce real 
long-term benefits. To the extent that international action is shown to be necessary and 
appropriate, the Australian government's proposal for differentiation is best suited for achieving 
these goals while avoiding unnecessary disruption to the economies of the principal participants 
in this important effort. 

- 

- 4 - 
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No. 97-C 149 
PERSPECTIVE 6 October 1997 
For Immediate Release (202) 466-0515 

EFFECTS 0F CLINTON'S GLOBAL WARMING TREATY ON U.S. SECURITY 
GIVES NEW MEANING TO THE TERM `ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACF9 

(Washington, D.C.): Lest there be any doubt that the U.S. military has a stake in 
the outcome of President Clinton's decision concerning the size, nature and timing of 
mandatory reductions in greenhouse gas emissions,' consider the 23 September 1997 
edition of the trade publication Defense Environment Alert. On that date, the newsletter 
reprinted in its entirety a memorandum circulated on 5 September by Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense for Environmental Security Sherri Goodman. 

`Smokine Gun  

The Goodman memo underscored the immense quantity of fossil fuels consumed by 
the Nation's armed forces: 

"The United States is the world's largest source of carbon dioxide emissions, 
approximately 20% of the world total, resulting primarily from burning fossil fuels. 
Within the U.S., the Federal government is the single largest user of energy, 
with the Department of Defense accounting for 73% of the Federal 
govenimenes total. Overall, DoD uses 1.4% of the energy used within the United 
States." 

Goodman estimates that the Pentagon's gross energy consumption totals "about 24 
million metric tons of carbon equivalent of greenhouse gas emissions." Of this, "about 
58% was used for operations and training in military tactical and strategic systems 
(i.e., equipment, vehicles, aircraft and vessels designed or procured for use in 
military operations). The remaining 42% was used at DoD installations by facilities and 
non-tactical vehicles." 

A Bi!1 of Particulars 

The memorandum declares that "Any restriction on allowable carbon dioxide 
emissions for these [tactical and strategic] systems win affect DoD military operations 
and readiness." It goes on to offer illustrative examples, by service, of what those 
repercussions might be, assuming a 10% reduction in fuel usage. For example: 

• "For the Army, a 10% reduction in operations and training fuel use would cut 
328,000 miks per year from tank training, impacting its ability to fully execute 
the National Military Strategy....[It] would reduce the operational tempo mile-
average training strategy to a level that would downgrade unit readiness and require 
up to six additional weeks to prepare to deploy. Strategic deployment schedules 
would be missed, placing operations at risk. Furthermore a 10% reduction in training 
hours for flight crews could reduce their readiness status, requiring four-to-six weeks 
of additional training to deploy and will jeopardize crew safety." 

- more - 
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• "For the Navy, a 10% reduction in fuel use would cut 2,000 steaming days per year from training 
and operations for deployed ships. This would impact the National Security Strategy...result[ing] 
in some ships being deployed at a less acceptable readiness rate. Naval aviation (Navy and Marines) 
would also be adversely impacted....The readiness of Marine Corps air-ground task forces would 
also be significantly affected. These integrated combined areas [form the] fundamental component 
of forward deployed United States forces and are vital to fostering regional stability and maintaining 
the overall readiness of the Navy-Marine Corps team." 

• "For the Air Force, a 10% cut in fuel usage would result in the loss of over 210,000 flying hours 
per year. This would reduce Air Force readiness to the point it would be incapable of meeting all 
of the requirements of the National Military Strategy. Fighter and bomber crews would be 
unable to maintain full combat readiness. This means that many advanced capabilities would be 
lost.... I? 

"In addition, airlift capacity would be reduced 10%, impacting all supported agencies. Reduced 
aerial tanker capacity would further impact operations and training. Finally, training not only keeps 
existing units and crews ready to fight, it also prepares new crews to replace those lost through 
normal attrition. For example, the Air Forces critical pilot shortage would be further exacerbated 
by reducing the production of new pilots through Undergraduate Pilot Training." 

The background memorandum concludes: "In summary, DoD found unacceptable impacts to 
national security....While the results of this analysis provide useful insight into some of the potential 
short-term impacts of limiting fiiel usage, there are serious shortfalls in this type of ̀ static' analysis. First, 
the analysis does not address possible throats to national security that will emerge in the future. The 
impacts described above assume that the force structure in place today will be adequate throughout the 
greenhouse gas reduction period. Second, the analysis assumes DoD's fuel necds are reiatively stable and 
predictable. This means assuming that a major crisis requiring the use of military forces that will increase 
fuel use will not occur." 

A National Securitv Waiver? 

For all these reasons, Secretary Goodman attached to her background memorandum a 
proposed "national security waiver" to the treaty expected to be adopted at Kyoto, Japan in 
December. This waiver, the memorandum says, "should address military tactical and strategic systems 
used in training to support readiness or in support of national security, humanitarian activities, peace 
keeping, peace enforcement and United Nation's actions." Seems reasonable. 

Defense Environment Alert reported, however, that "some DoD sources say the September 5"' 
memos on the climate change treaty do not represent the Pentagon's current position and are now 
outdated." Unfortunately, Goodman declined to return phone calls seeking clarification as to whether 
the Defense Department no longer believes that a national security waiver is required, or whether it no 
longer believes that the impending presidential decision would have "unacceptable impacts to national 
security." 

- more - 
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What is clear, however, is that this issue seems not to be getting the sort of high-level 
attention one would expect from the Pentagon leadership, given the stakes. At a Washington 
conference last week, the Chief of Staff of the Army, senior civilian and military strategic planners 
(including, an Assistant Secretary of Defense, a Navy admiral assigned to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and generals representing the Army and Air Force) and the Chairman of the National Defense Panel 
-- a congressionally mandated panel tasked with preparing an independent review of the Pentagon's 
future requirements -- all confessed that they were unaware of what was being done to protect 
defense equities in the Clinton Administration's decision-making on global warming. 

The Bottom Line 

We can be sure of one thing: If the Pentagon is not going to look after those equities, no one 
else in the Clinton Administration will do so. Press reports say that behind the tag-team hard-sell 
being mounted by Messrs. Clinton and Gore for the Kyoto treaty, a battle royal is raging between 
environmental officials, on the one hand, and those responsible for the U.S. economy, on the other. The 
U.S. military seems to be AWOL at a moment when its support for the latter could help sparc the Nation 
as a whole the severe, and unwarranted, impact of the President's emissions-reduction scheme upon our 
future economic growth and standard of living -- to say nothing of its effect on the readiness, power 
projection and war-fighting capabilities of America's armed forces. 

- 30 - 

1. See the following Casey Institute and Center for Security Policy products: As Clinton Pushes For Rafted Approach To Global 
Warming, Will Impacts On U.S. National Secwity Be Frozen Out? (No. 97-C 147, 2 October 1997) and Center Asks: Are WMte 
House Climate Change Eztravaganzas Meant To Facilhate Informedllebate — Or Just The Party Line? (No. 97-D 146, 30 
September 1997). 
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September 29, 1997 

TO: Todd Stearn 

FROM: Bob Moss 

SUBJECT: Global Climate Information Project 

Per my phone message of this morning. The Global Climate Information Project 

is sponsoring another television ad that is scheduled to start either today or tomorrow. I 

have enclosed a video tape of the ad, as well as the most current list of co-sponsors. 

Thanks and I look forward to talking with you in the near future. 

REM/dle 
Enclosures 

NEADQUARTERS DETROIT OFFICE 

1401 N Street, N.W. Suite 900, Washington, D.C. 20005 7430 Second Avenue, Suite 300, Detroit, MI 48202 

202.326.5500 FAX 202.326.5567 313087204311 FAX 313472.5400 



Global Climate Campaign Co-sponsors 
1. A. Philip Randolph Institute 18. Nat'l. Assoc. of Farmer Elected Committeemen 

2. American Automobile Manufacturers Association 

3. American Corn Growers Association 

4. American Farm Bureau Federation  

19. National Association of Manufacturers 

20. National Automobile Dealers Association 

21. National Black Chamber of Commerce, Inc. 

5. American Ina Automobile Dealers Association 22. National Cattlemen's Beef Association 

6. American Iron and Steel Institute 23. National Farmers Union 

7. American Petroleum Institute 24. National Grange 

8. American Plastics Council 25. National Mining Association 

9. American Portland Cement Alliance 

10. American Sheep Industry Association 

11. American Trucking Associations 

12. Association of American Railroads 

13. The Center for Energy & Economic Development 

14. Chemical Manufacturers Association 

15. Coalition for Vehicle Choice 

16. The Fertilizer Institute 

17. Global Climate Coalition  

26. National Rural Electric Cooperative Associatio 

27. The Seniors Coalition 

28. Small Business Survival Committee 

29. United Brotherhood of Carpenters, AFL-CIO 

30. United Mine Workers of America, AFL-CIO 

31. U.S. Chamber of Commerce 

32. United States Hispanic Chamber of Commerce 

33. United Transportation Union, AFL-CIO 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Nick Braden 
September 17, 1997 (202) 452-9516 

U.N. Treaty on Global Warming Will Devastate 
U.S. Economy, Study Finds 

Labor-Management Group releases study showing staggering job losses and steep 
increases in consumer prices i f proposed UN. treaty is signed 

Washington — More than 1.5 million American jobs will be lost and the prices consumers pay for 
gasoline and electricity will skyrocket under a proposed United Nations treaty on global warming, 
according to a study released today in Washington, DC. _ 

In December, the U.S. and other countries will meet in Kyoto, Japan to consider a U.N. treaty to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions that some scientists believe causes global warming. According to 
the study, conducted by the leading independent economic forecasting firm of Data Resources, Inc. 
(DRI), the proposed treaty will cost at least 1.7 million American jobs by the year 2010. 
Particularly hard hit will be the mining industry as well as the energy and manufacturing 
industries. Every industrial sector and every region of the country will experience job losses. 

In addition, the study found that staggering increases in the cost of energy and consumer goods will 
result from the treaty. The cost of gasoline alone will increase 43 percent by the year 2020 while 
electricity costs will rise 94 percent, costing the average American family potentially thousands of 
dollars every year. 

Citing the DRI study results, Cecil Roberts, the President of United Mine Workers of America - 
BCOA, and Peter Lilly, the President of Peabody Holding Company, on behalf of the UMWA-
BCOA Labor Management Positive Change Process (LMPCP) today cautioned the Clinton 
Administration not to agree to any treaty in Kyoto that will lead to such widespread economic 
devastation. 

"The proposed treaty currently being considered will throw a record-shattering number of 
American families out of work and these are jobs that will never be replaced. This proposal 
represents all pain and no gain for American workers, American consumers and our entire nation." 
Cecil Roberts said. 

Peter Lilly added, "As Americans, we owe it to our children and future generations to find a way to 
achieve a cleaner environment without bankrupting the U.S. economy and consigning millions of 
Americans to a life of unemployment and poverty." 

The Economic Policy Institute (EPI), a Washington-based think tank, has reviewed the DRI study 
and its economic assumptions. EPI concluded that additional negative impacts will occur beyond 
the DRI results, including further wage erosion among American workers and significant increases 
in the American trade deficit if the treaty is signed as proposed. 
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In the August 1996 negotiations arising from the reopener provisions of the 1993 National 
Bituminous Coal Wage Agreement Negotiations the UMWA-BCOA agreed to use existing labor- 

• 

management organizations to work together on the issues arising from international global 
warming initiatives. 

The LMPCP, which is jointly administered, was given an additional task of developing material on 
theglobal warming issue. The LMPCP was established in the 1993 Agreement to help foster a 
cooperative labor/management environment at individual coal mines. 

### 
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Background on Global Warming 

Introduction 

For more than a decade, the nations of the world have been discussing the issue of global 
warming. Through a series of United Nations sanctioned negotiations over the past five 
years, the U.S. and other nations of the world have moved to the brink of a policy that 
could have devastating consequences on the American worker and consumer, with little or 
no climate change benefit. 

The Rio Treaty _ 

In 1992, the United States and other nations signed the U.N. Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (FCCC) in Rio de Janeiro. The framework convention, also known as the 
Rio Treaty, established the long-term goal of stabilizing concentrations of greenhouse 
gases at a level that would prevent dangerous human interference with the climate system. 
It was agreed that 36 industrialized nations such as the United States, the OECD except 
Mexico, and the Former Soviet Union would aim to return greenhouse gas emissions such 
as carbon dioxide to 1990 levels by a date left uncertain. Because the remaining 129 
"developing nations" including India, China, Mexico, Brazil and South Korea claimed they 
needed more time to allow their economies to grow, a vague clause in the agreement 
simply required these nations to pursue "sustainable development." 

The Berlin Mandate 

In 1995, the parties to the Rio Treaty met in Berlin to review progress in meeting treaty 
objectives and to discuss emission goals for both industrial and developing nations. The 
parties found that despite efforts undertaken since the Rio Treaty, the United States and 
most other industrialized countries would not meet the 2000 emissions target. 

Despite this, the parties agreed to the Berlin Mandate. The Berlin Mandate called for 
negotiating a legal protocol for establishing new commitments to limit greenhouse gas 
emissions by developed countries only, with a goal of adopting a treaty in December, 
1997, in Kyoto, Japan. 

The Berlin Mandate specifically exempted all developing nations from any new 
commitments. Therefore, developing nations were given the greenlight to continue 
emitting greenhouse gases even though those emissions are known to be rapidly increasing 
and are expected to surpass the emissions of the U.S. and other OECD nations by 2015 or 
earlier. 
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Carbon Emission Comparison Between Developed Countries 
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Without Treaty 

With Treaty 

As costly as it will be for the US eoonomy 
and workers, the Kyoto Treaty won't help 
the environment because overall, emissions 

500 will continue to grow no matter what we do. 
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The Kyoto Treaty 

The Kyoto Treaty, currently being negotiated for signing in early December 1997, would 
require binding targets and time tables for greenhouse gas emission reductions for only 36 
developed countries. Developing nations would be exempted from making emission 
reductions. The negative impact on the U.S. from such a treaty would be immense. 

First, if developing countries are allowed to continue emitting greenhouse gases, the very 
problem the treaty was meant to address will not be solved. Even if developed nations 
reduce their carbon dioxide emissions to meet 1990 levels, developing nations will more 
than double their amount of emissions. U.S. efforts to reduce carbon emissions will be 
rendered useless and overwhelmed by emissions from the developing world. 

United States and Other Developed Countries 

Developing Countries 

Second, a general consensus exists among economists studying this issue that, in all 
likelihood, companies located in industrialized countries that wish to avoid emission 
control requirements will simply move their operations to countries not subject to the 
provisions of the proposed Kyoto Treaty. This will increase American dependence on 
foreign energy sources, increase American dependence on manufactured goods made in 
competing developing nations, and send hundreds of thousands of jobs overseas. 

Third, policies currently being considered by the United States that will determine the 
magnitude of the requirements of the Kyoto Treaty are equivalent to an increased energy 
tax on carbon fuels several times larger than all current state and federal energy taxes 

• 
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combined. The impact on the U.S. trade, agriculture, employment and economy will be 
devastating. 

Several studies completed in the U.S. by both independent and government research 
groups to determine the impact of various carbon mitigation strategies on the U.S. 
economy bear this out. 

Although the studies differ somewhat in their methodology, base case assumptions and 
focus, they all reach conclusions that show a severely negative impact on the U.S. 
economy whether the strategies are carried out unilaterally by the U.S. or with 
international cooperation from industrialized nations. Job loss estimates in the United 
States range from 900,000 to 1.7 million by the year 2010, with the mining, energy, and 
manufacturing industries taking the hardest hit. The effect will also be uneven across the 
country, with the East and West South Central regions, due to their high concentration of 
energy based industry, taking the brunt of the job losses. — 

With the adoption of the Berlin Mandate, it has now become clear that global warming has 
ceased to be solely an environmental issue and has instead evolved into an economic issue 
that threatens to plunge the United States into an economic crisis with higher 
unemployment, higher inflation, reduced economic output and increased trade deficits. 
Developing nations hold the key to the effectiveness of any climate treaty. Until these 
nations are willing to commit to long term participation under the Rio treaty to reduce 
emissions, industrial nations cannot develop a rational plan for reducing their emissions. 
Even the U.S. Government's own Council of Economic Advisors, in a report to the 
president dated in February 1995 stated: 

"Given the global scope of the issue, it will become increasingly important to coordinate 
national responses in order to avoid excessively costly or perverse outcomes. Focusing 
only on emissions from today's advanced industrialized countries would do little to 
prevent `leakage' of emissions to other countries that are expanding their industrial bases." 
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Employment Loss by Industry, 2005 
Stabilizction at 1990 Levels by Year 2010 
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Accelerating Globalization? 
The Economics Effects of Climate Change Policies on U.S. Workers 

Robert E. Scott 

Introduction 

The Framework Convention on Climate Change, which the U.S. and other countries 

signed in 1992, committed the U:S. and other countries to a voluntary plan to reduce emissions of 

greenhouse gases. In 1995, at the first Conference of the Parties (COP-I), a document was 

produced which established a process designed "to elaborate policies and measure" which would 

"set quantified limitation and reduction objectives within specified time frames, such as 2005, 

2010, and 2020" for greenhouse gas (GHG) "emissions by sources and removals by sinks."' At 

COP-II in 1996, the U.S. first endorsed the concept of "legally binding" emission targets. The 

- 
signatories to the Convention are now engaged in negotiations that could lead to a treaty with 

binding commitments at the third Conference of the Parties in Kyoto, Japan in December 1997. 

There is a high level of uncertainty about the benefits of policies to avoid climate change. 

In fact, it is precisely because of the existence of this uncertainty about the effects, and the costs, 

s 

• 

of climate change, that some economists have taken an interest in the theoretical aspects of 

climate change modeling (see, for example, Nordhaus 1994). Some have found that there are 

greater incentives to implement policies to-reduce GHG emissions than would exist if the costs of 

climate change were known with certainty. 

Because of the uncertainly surrounding the benefits of climate change policy, most 
• 

analysts have focused on an assessment of the costs of GHG policies.' However, little attention 

has been paid to the distributional implications of climate change policies. This paper examines 
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these issues using a model developed by DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997). The results of this modeling 

exercise are analyzed and contrasted with a recent administration study of the costs of climate _ 

change policies (Interagency Analytic Team 1997). DRI/McGraw-Hill also prepared the most 

extensively cited model used in the IAT report. We refer here to that earlier effort as the IAT 

model. 

There have been a number of surveys of the cost of climate change policies.' We rely on 

some of these studies in our analysis. This report contributes an analysis of the distribution of the 

costs of climate change policies across society to the debate. We make no assessment of the 

potential benefits of GHG policies, in terms of potential risks or damages that could be avoided, 

nor do we take a position on the advisability of adopting any further policies to restrict GHG 

emissions. However, we recommend that if such policies are implemented, two specific, 
- 

additional measures regarding adjustment assistance and border taxes are needed to limit their 

disruptive effects on the economy, and on the lives of American workers. 

We begin by describing the baseline forecasts for the economy (business as usual case) and 

then review the overall effects of potential GHG policies on output (GDP) and consumption, 

including a comparison of the DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) results with those of the IAT. The next 

section considers the effects of these policies on key sectors of the economy, including 

employment, wages, profits, and foreign trade. We then examine GHG policy-effects on 

industries and regions of the economy. The paper concludes with a discussion of policy 

implications and areas for future research. 

The Macroeconomic Impacts of GHG Policies 
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The model used in this study is the DRI/McGraw-Hill macro-economic model. This is a 

short-run forecasting model with an input-output-based structure. Some analysts have criticized 

the use of the DRI model to analyze issues such as GHG policies because of its short-run 

orientation, arguing that the policies proposed should be designed to reduce energy use and 

carbon emissions over the next century.' However, the policies discussed in IAT (1997) would 

take effect in the year 2000 and be phased in over 10 years. They would have substantial short-

run impacts on economic output, which would exceed the costs identified in the other long-run 

models used in the IAT report.' Therefore, it is appropriate to examine these adjustment costs 

when considering the distributional effects of GHG policies. 

Many models have estimated the costs of stabilizing the emissions of carbon, on a national 

basis, at 1990 levels by the year 2010. This scenario has become the standard of comparison for 

modeling of the costs of GHG policies. The IAT chose this scenario as a baseline, and also ran a 

number of "sensitivity-test" scenarios which varied key assumptions, including a range of targets 

between 90% and 110% of 1990 level emissions in the year 2010. Most scenarios assume that 

emissions are held constant after the target is achieved in 2010. The European Union has 

proposed emission reductions of 15% of 1990 levels by 2010 as a starting point for the the 

Kyoto-round negotiations. It is also important to point out that ultimate stabilization of 

atmospheric CO2  may require further reductions in global emission levels beyond these targets, 

with attendant increases in the costs of GHG policies.6  Comparison of cases 1 and 2 suggests that 

the costs of emissions control increase exponentialiy. Therefore adjustment costs could continue 

and expand if future COP meetings results in additional, increasingly restrictive agreements to 

reduce GHG emissions in the Annex-I countries, as seems likely. 
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Baseline forecasts 

f 

_ - 

DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) assumes that real GDP growth will average two percent per _ 

year between 2000 and 2010, and 1.5% per year thereafter. GDP growth declines after 2010 

because the rate of growth of the labor force declines from about one percent per year between : 

2000 and 2010 to 0.5% per year thereafter, as the baby boom generation begins to exit the labor 

force. The energy intensity of the economy is forecast to decline by one percent per year 

throughout the forecast period. Carbon emissions therefore increase 1.3 percent per year between 

2000 and 2010 and 0.8% per year thereafter. _ - 

Total carbon emissions in the baseline case are 1,746 million metric tons (MMT) in 2010 

and 1,894 MMT in 2020. Actual emissions in 1990 in the U.S. were 1323 MMT, according to 

DRI/McGraw-I-Ell (1997).7  Therefore total emissions in the baseline case grow 32.0% and 

43.2%, respectively, in 2010 and 2020 in this model. These are the amounts by which carbon 

emissions would have to be reduced to stabilize emissions at 1990 levels.' Some fuels, such as 

natural gas and petroleum, emit much less carbon per unit of energy released, so energy use 

would not have to fall by this amount if fuel switching were to occur (as is assumed in the DRI 

model). 

Policy Scenarios 

It is assumed that a system of tradeable carbon emission permits is announced and 

implemented beginning in 2000. The number of permits in circulation is reduced each year from 

2000 to 2010, until the emissions target is achieved. Permits are not traded internationally, but 

are tradeable within the domestic market, to facilitate adjustment at least possible cost. Three 

cases are analyzed9: 
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Case 1: (Grandfathered Permits). Allowance are issued to industry at no cost. 

Emissions are stabilized at 1990 levels in 2010 

Case 2: (Grandfathered Permits, 90% of `90 Emissions). Allowances are issued 

to industry at no cost. Emissions stabilized at 90% of 1990 levels in 2010. 

Case 3: (Auction, Deficit Reduction) Allowances auctioned by U.S. Government, 

no revenue recycling. Emissions stabilized at 1990 levels in 2010. 

Carbon prices range from $180 to $200 per ton in 2010 and $270 to $320 per ton 2020 in 

DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997), as shown in Table 1. These prices have very different effut,ts on 

different types of fuel, as noted above. Gasoline prices increase only 31.5% to 49.2% in 2010, for 

• 

example ($.41 to $.63/gallon). However, coal prices rise much more rapidly, 450% to 680%, 

because coal has a much higher carbon content per unit of energy, as noted above. Natural Gas, 

which is one of the most carbon-efficient fuels, rises substantially more in price than gasoline 

• 

because fuel switching sharply increases demand, and capacity is slow to respond. 

Energy prices in the IAT draft report are compared in the bottom two sections of Table 1. 

The base case prices are nearly identical in the two studies. However, carbon prices are much 

lower in the IAT scenarios. There are two reasons for this. First, the IAT model assumes slightly 

higher baseline improvements in energy efficiency (1.25% vs. 1.0% per year). Therefore, carbon 

emissions in 2020, for example, are projected to be 1805 MIvIT in the IAT base case, versus 

1894 MMT in DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997), a difference of about 5%. Second, and more . 

importantly, the IAT report apparently assumes larger price and substitution elasticities than 

DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997). The IAT report has been criticized because "The price elasticities for 

energy demands need further explanation. Some very rough ...calculations suggest that they may 
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be on the high side.1°" These comments suggest that the estimates in DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) 

may be more reliable than those developed for the IAT." _ 

Effects on Output and Consumptlon 

Figure 1 shows that in the cases considered here, GHG policies could have significant 

costs for the economy, especially in the next ten to fifteen years. Policies designed to stabilize 

U.S. emissions of greenhouse gases at 1990 levels in 2010 the least restrictive policies now 

being discussed for the Kyoto negotiations — could reduce the level of national output by 1.8 to 

2% in the short run. If GHG emissions are reduced by 10% in 2010, then the short-run costs 

increase sharply, to 2.9% of GDP and 3.6% of consumption. The maximum impact occurs in 

2007 in all three scenarios, seven years after the permit system begins to be phased in, but three 

years before emissions are fully reduced to the target level. Output falls because of the increase in 

energy prices2shown in Table 1 above, which depresses consumption and investment spending. 

Overall inflation rates, shown in Figure 2, rise by 0.25 to 1 percentage points during the 

initial implementation period. By 2020, in the grandfathered permits cases, the cumulative effect 

of these price effects causes a 7% to 9% increase in the level of the GDP price deflator, relative 

to the base case, because businesses will pass along the cost of permits to their customers. This 

increase in the level of the GDP deflator is permanent, even though inflation returns to base case 

levels by 2015. 

If permits are auctioned by the government, the policy will have a more depressing effect 

on output, because the permit fees will cause a sharp, permanent increase in government savings. 

The effect of the permits is similar to that of a tax increase. Inflation increases in the short run, 

and then falls below the base case after 2008, reflecting the permanent suppression of demand 
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caused by this policy. . . 

In all three scenarios, investment recovers and is increased as a share of GDP, relative to 

the base case, as shown in Figure 10, below. Firms and consumers increase their spending on 

capital goods to increase energy efficiency, effectively substituting capital for energy and 

accelerating the replacement of the existing capital stock. For example, total purchases of 

vehicles in 2020 in the three policy scenarios are 200,000 to 500,000 units higher than in the base 

case. As a result of the increased investment, the available stock of effective non-residential 

capital increases steadily throughout the forecast period, as shown in Table A, above:- By 2020, it 

is 85 to 10% higher than in the base case. 

The increase in investment is effectively financed through a forced increase in national 

savings in the three policy scenarios. If the permits are simply granted to businesses, free of 

charge, then business revenues and corporate profits will increase dramatically. Part of these 

retained earnings will then be available to finance increased investment spending. Savings through 

the federal budget also increase in all three models, after an initial adjustment period. If permits 

are grandfathered, then corporate profit tax revenues will increase. If the permits are auctioned 

by the government, then the revenues will flow directly into the treasury. The model assumes in 

all cases that the government uses the increased revenues to reduce the deficit or, if there is a 

surplus, to reduce the stock of outstanding federal debt, increasing the effective rate of 

government savings. 

The increase in national savings and investment that would result from a system of energy 

permit sales is a key element in all models of the effects of GHG policies. In the long run, the 

increase in savings and investment causes GDP to be higher in 2020 than in the base case, in all 
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three scenarios, as shown in Figure 1. - Furthermore, GDP is growing 0.1 to 0.2 percentage points 

faster than in the base case in all three scenarios in 2020. Hence, the stimulus to investment 

provided by GHG policies could slightly increase the underlying rate of growth of the domestic 

economy, in the long run. However, the assumption that permit sales would increase national 

savings is highly questionable, for reasons discussed below. In the absence of the stimulus to 

savings and investment, GDP levels and growth rates would be lower throughout the forecast 

period. 

Figure 3 demonstrates that the increase in real energy prices has a bigger effect on 

consumption than it does on output. GHG policies have a larger impact on consumption than on 

GDP for at least two reasons. First, a larger share of output is devoted to investment, for reasons 

explained above, and thus consumption must decline as a share of national income. Second, the 

increase in energy prices will force consumers to reduce real purchases of other goods, holding 

everything else constant (unless overall demand for energy is price elastic, which is not the case in 

most models). 

Consumption losses reach a peak of 2.2 to 3.6 percent in 2007, relative to the base case, 

as shown in Figure 2. Consumption also recovers, following the GDP path in figure 1. However, 

overall consumption levels remain about one-half percent below the base case in 2020 in all three 

scenarios, despite the increased levels of output in that year, reflecting the increase in savings 

discussed above. 

Comparisons with IAT Estimates. 

The IAT estimates generated much smaller projections of the losses than would result 

under similar policy scenarios. For example, Figure 4 compares predicted changes in total 
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consumption from the base case, assuming grandfathered permits in both the IAT and the 
I . 

DRI/McGraw-I-Ell (1997) models. The maximum loss in the IAT model, of 1.4%, occurs two 

years earlier (2006) and is only 55% as large as the maximum loss in the DRI/McGraw-Hill 

(1997) model of 2.5% of base consumption. The difference between the two forecasts reflects 

the two key differences in energy forecasts: 1) lower base case energy use in the IAT model; and 

2) higher price elasticities in that model. 

The Reliability of Critical Assumptions 

There are substantial economic and practical reasons to question some of the-assumptions 

underlying both the IAT and the DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) models. One key assumption concerns 

they way that revenues from the sale of permits are used in the economy. Figure 5, which 

contrasts two scenarios from the IAT report, illustrates the effects of different ways of handling 

permit revenues on total consumption in the U.S. If permit revenues are recycled to consumers, 

rather than being used for deficit reduction, losses to consumers will not fade away over time.' 

In this case, consumption will fall and remain at a lower level throughout the forecast period. 

Given the political realities of the federal budget processes, .it is highly unlikely that permit 

revenues of the type envisioned here would be used to reduce the budget deficit or the federal 

debt. For example, forecasts in mid-1997 that the federal budget could achieve a small surplus 

within the next few years if the economy continues to grow at its current pace have generated a 

wide range of proposals for using projected revenues for new tax cuts, and/or public spending 

increases. Therefore, national savings are unlikely to increase as assumed in these models. 

Higher levels of federal spending for consumption purposes, for example for defense 

spending, will not stimulate growth in the way envisioned in the DRI model. Thus the permits are 
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not likely to stimulate as much growth in GDP, nor as rapid a recovery, as is forecast in either the 

DRIfIvIcGraw-Hill (1997) or IAT (1997). On the other hand, some type of public investment, in 

areas such a R&D, educational programs and other types of public infrastructure, could have an 

even larger impact on productivity and economic growth rates than the private investment 

spending that drives the DR1/McGraw-Hill results. Therefore, the ultimate effects of GHG 

policies on the economy will be heavily effected by the ways in which the resulting revenues are 

utilized. 

For these reasons it is unlikely that all of the GHG revenue collected by the-government 

would go to deficit reduction. Some federal revenues will probably be returned to consumers 

(through tax cuts) or otherwise result in new public consumption expenditures. While tax cuts or 

other expenditures could stimulate the economy, they could not fully offset the depressing effects 

of GHG policies. Therefore, output is likely to fall with GHG policies, in the long run, in contrast 

with the case reviewed here." Figure 4 shows that consumption will fall when the permit system 

is put in place in 2000, recover slightly, and then begin to decline again. The sustained decline is 

caused by the increase in the cost of carbon permits angl energy prices shown in Table 1, above.14 

The increased cost of energy puts an increasing drag on the rate of growth of economic output. 

This is the most important long-run cost of GHG policies. 

The initial decline in consumption shown in Figure 4 is smaller if all the revenues are 

returned to consumers, perhaps through reductions in income or other labor taxes (such as the 

social security tax). This "revenue neutral" policy has a less depressing effect on total output and 

consumption than the grandfathered permits policy. Losses begin to increase in 2015 because of 

the long-run effects of higher energy prices. The losses and distortion effects shown in Figure 4 
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would increase with the size of the effective carbon tax. Permit fees as large as those estimated in 

DR1/McGraw-Hi11 (1997, $180 to $320 per ton, Table 1 above) would have proportionately 

larger effects on consumption than the IAT cases (in which permit fees are only $95 per ton in 

2010 and $125 in 2020). 

One final economic reason for questioning the results of both the IAT and DRI/McGraw-

Hill (1997) is that investment may not respond in the way assumed in the models. In each case 

(except for the auction, 100% to consumer case shown in Figure 4), it is assumed that increases in 

savings by the business and government sector stimulate a proportionate increase in.-domestic 

investment." However, even though corporate retained earnings would rise sharply if permits 

were grandfathered to existing energy users, there is no guarantee that the resulting excess cash 

would be invested in the U.S. Investment opportunities elsewhere in the world could be more 

attractive, particularly if there are parts of the world not subject to GHG policies (as discussed 

below). In fact, recent empirical research has shown that in the long run, about one-quarter of 

any given change in savings has flown out of the U.S. in the past. This ratio could change in the 

future, as well. For these reasons, investment (and therefore GDP and consumption) might not 

receive the stimulus expected in the IAT and DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) models even if savings are 

increased. In fact, increased corporate earnings could accelerate capital flight problems that are 

discussed below. 

On balance, we expect that GHG policies designed to stabilize emissions at 1990 levels 

will reduce consumption by at least $50 to $100 billion per year, on average, between 2000 and 

2020. Losses are likely to continue and grow in the future because the policies will reduce the 

economy's potential growth rate, because permit revenues are likely to be spent on tax cuts or 
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new public expenditures, and because savings and investment will be diverted to other countries 

because of the effects of GHG policies on economic incentives. However, the -Kyoto negotiations 

also need to consider the distribution of the benefits and the costs of these policies. 

Distributional Effects of GHG Policies 

Since 1973, U.S. production workers have experienced a steady decline in their real wages 

and earnings, as shown in Figure 6. After rising steadily at an average rate of $0.14 per hour (in 

$1982) through 1973, real compensation began to decline steadily thereafter at a rate of $.035 per 

hour. This decline in production worker incomes contrasts sharply with the continUed growth in 

real hourly earnings of the top twenty percent of the labor force, which has been maintained 

throughout the 1980s and 1990s. Earnings inequality, the gap between the top and bottom classes 

of wages earners, has increased sharply as a result. For example, the ratio of the top to the 

bottom deciles of workers has increased from 3.7 to 4.5 since 1973, an increase of more than 

20%. 

Wages have been eroding and income inequality has been increasing for a number of 

reasons, including declining rates of unionization, falling real values of the minimum wage, 

deregulation and increased rates of immigration. Rapid growth in foreign trade and investment 

are also important causes of declining real wages (Mishel, Bernstein and Schmitt, 1997). Unless 

these issues are considered in the development of GHG policies, those measures will exacerbate 

the effects of globalization on American workers. Recent reports suggest that trade may be 

responsible for at least 20 to 25% of the increase in U.S. income inequality in this period (Tyson, 

1997).16  With these facts in mind, we turn next to an analysis of the effects of GHG policies on 

labor and other factors of production, and then examine the effects of GHG policies on trade in 
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The effects of GHG policies on employment in DRUMcGraw-Hill (1997) are illustrated in 

Figure 7. As GDP and consumption fall after the permit system is introduced, unemployment 

(not shown) rises initially and peaks (relative to the base case) in 2006. Overall, unemployment 

(not shown) is increased by 0.6 to 1.1 percentage points in. To put this in perspective, in the 

1990-1991 recession in the U.S., unemployment increased by 2.2 percentage points from its 1989 

low of 5.3 percent. Thus, the effects of GHG policies on unemployment are projected be one-

- 
quarter to one-half as large as the last U.S. recession. 

Job displacement peaks in 2007 or 2008 and persists, as shown in Figure 7, even as excess 

unemployment is eliminated. Displacement persists, though at lower levels, throughout the 

forecast period because real wages are depressed by the rise in energy prices (and the overall price 

level), causing workers to drop out of the labor force. Job losses are especially large in the 

scenario with the lowest emission targets (grandfathered permits, 90% of `90 emissions), in which 

energy prices must rise most rapidly. 

GHG policies have a strikingly consistent, negative impact on real wages, as shown in 

Figure 8." The rate of growth in real wages is reduced by 0.4 to 0.55 percentage points 

immediately after the introduction of the permit system in 2000. These reductions in real wage 

growth, relative to the base case, persist for over a decade. The losses are largest with the most 

restrictive emission limits (90% of `90 emissions), and least for the case with grandfathered 

permits and 1990 emission targets. In the latter case there is a small, offsetting, positive effect 

from the increased ability of corporations to grant wage increases when permits are 
• 

grandfathered, which increases corporate revenues. 
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The decade-plus suppression of wage growth rates could cumulatively reduce the growth • 

in the level of real wages by more than 50% between 1995 and 2020, relative to the base case, a-s-

shown in Figure 9. Real wages decline in all three scenarios between 2000 and 2006, and by 

2020 they are only 3% to 4% higher than they were in 1995 (versus a 9% increase in the base 
i 

case). This translates into an average growth rate of less than 0.2% per year. With such low 
• 

rates of wage growth the continued increase in inequality will lead to falling wages for most 

workers. Only the top groups of wage earners are likely to experience any real wage gains over 

this period. 

Impacts on the Business Sector 

If GHG policy simply grants permits to business at no cost, then businesses currently using 

energy will effectively capture the stream of income that is equal to the value of those permits. 

They can choose to either use the permits themselves, or sell them to other users on the open 

market. The advantages of this system are that: 1) as the number of permits in circulation is 

reduced between 2000 and 2010, the lowest cost means of eliminating energy use will be 

identified by market forces; and 2) the grandfathering of permits will provide some compensation 

to businesses that will face higher costs of energy because of the implementation of GHG policies. 

Under this policy scenario, businesses will capture revenue stream, which will grow in 

value with the prices of permits, if the permits are given away, as shown in Figure 10. Corporate 

profits (before taxes) are forecast to rise steadily in the base and auction, deficit reduction cases 

from $500 billion in 1995 to $1.6 trillion in 2020. This reflects both the growth of the capital 

intensity of the economy (the capital stock is growing faster than in the base case) and an increase 

in the expected returns to capital, as well as the general growth in real output. If permits are 
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grandfathered, annual corporate profits in 2020 will increase by an additional $1 1 to $1.2 trillion 

dollars, an increase of about 66%, as a result of the infusion of GHG permit revenues and 

associate increases in the prices of domestic products." 

Investment as a share of GDP will increase in all three GHG scenarios, as shown in Figure 

11. Higher energy prices will increase the levels of investment in both residential and non-

residential goods, including houses, cars and producer durable equipment (production machinery). 

This will have important side effects, by stimulating the production of capital goods and 

construction sectors, as shown below. The increase in investment, if it materializesTis the key to 

generating increased levels of GDP in the DRI/McGraw-Hill forecasts. 

A policy induced increase in the level of profits will cause profits to rise sharply as a share 

of GDP in the two cases where permits are simply given to businesses (grandfathered), as shown 

in Figure 12. This sizeable increase in profits reflects returns on the incremental investment 

shown in Figure 11, and also returns on the asset value of carbon permits in circulation. In the 

DRI/McGraw-Hill model, increasing profits have a positive macroeconomic impact, because they 

provide savings to fund the investment growth. However, rising profits, as a share of national 

income, also imply a fall in the labor share of income, providing further evidence that production 

workers will be squeezed by GHG policies. The profit share of output increases by 9.4 and 11.2 

percentage points, respectively, in the two cases with grandfathered permits in 2020, with the 

larger effect occurring with the restrictive target of 90% of `90 emissions. In the base case, 

profits rise gradually from 7.4% to 15% of GDP. In Scenario's 1 and 2, profits rise to 24.6% to 

26.5% of GDP. Such large increases in capital's share of national income would virtually ensure 

a sizeable increase in the inequality of income distributions in the U.S. . 
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Effects of GHG Policies on Trade and Investment flows 
• . _ 

By 2020, U.S. Imports would rise sharply under GHG policies because higher energy 
- 

prices would make foreign goods (made with cheaper energy inputs) more attractive, as shown in 

Figure 13. In the short run, as output falls due to the introduction of the permit system, imports 

will decline slightly. After 2007 they surpass the base case (no GHG policies), and by 2020 they 

are $175 to $275 billion higher than in the base case. Imports rise most rapidly under the scenario 

with the most restrictive limits on GHG gases (90% of `90 emissions), because the high costs of 

carbon permits. The auction, deficit reduction case has the smallest effect on imports, because 

output is slightly lower than in the case with grandfathered permits (at `90 emission levels). 

Real exports, shown in Figure 14 would fall below base case exports until at least 2013, 

for all three policy scenarios. Exports recover somewhat thereafter, because of the effects of 

increased domestic productivity. In particular, in case 2 (permits auctioned, revenues used for 

deficit reduction) exports are $25 billion higher than in the base case by 2020. 

On balance, the increase in imports is considerably larger than the increase of exports, in 

the long run, in all three cases. Therefore the trade deficit (imports less exports) increases sharply 

as a share of GDP, as shown in Figure 15. The balance improves slightly during the initial period 

of adjustment to GHG policies, between 2000 and 2010, because of the decline in consumption, 

but the deficit expands rapidly thereafter. By 2020, the deficit has increased to between 6.0% 

and 7.5% of GDP, as compared with a 1997 deficit of approximately 2% of GDP. The trade 

deficit is forecast to grow substantially in the base case, as well. However, the GHG policies 

would add between $149, $287 and $240 billion to the trade deficit in 2020 in cases 1 through 3, 

respectively. The trade deficit would increase by 1.3, 2.7 and 2.1 percentage points of GDP in the 
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respective cases. 

Deficit increases of this size would have huge impacts on traded goods, especially 

manufacturing-sector products. We have estimated that $1 billion worth of exports would 

generate approximately 14,000 domestic jobs, including direct and indirect employment effects, in 

1995 (Scott and Lee, 1997). Using this multiplier, the forecast increases in the trade deficit could 

eliminate a gross total of 2 to 4 million job opportunities in goods producing and related 

industries. As shown below, the DRI/McGraw-Hill industry projections for 2020 do not reflect 

employment losses of these magnitudes, because the model assumes that the economy returns to 

full employment and dispiaced workers are reabsorbed into other industries by that time.19 

However, if the forecast changes in trade flows are correct, then 2 to 4 million fewer jobs will 

exist or be created in industries producing traded goods, and related inputs, could occur with 

GHG policies, as compared with base case employment forecasts. In the long run, increased 

imports will cause shifts in employment within the manufacturing sector, and between 

manufacturing and services. As a result, gross job displacement is likely to exceed the net job 

losses that are discussed below. 

If GHG policies do eliminate such a large number of manufacturing jobs, they will have a 

much larger impact on wages and incomes, especially for non-college educated workers, than is 

suggested by the DRI/McGraw-Hill macroeconomic model, because wages and incomes are much 

higher in manufacturing than in other sectors of the economy. Further research is needed to 

separately estimate the effects of GHG policies on the wages and incomes of blue- and white-

collar workers. 
• 

There is also a more fundamental set of international trade and investment issues that are 
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not addressed in the DRI model, as suggested by outside reviewers of the IAT, noted above. The 

DRI model assumes that the share of imports coming from the Annex-I countries (that will - 

impo'se MG emission limits) and non-Annex-I countries (which will presumably not be limited, 

for some time to come) will remain fixed in the base case. However, the structure of trade flows 

has shifted rapidly in the past 10 years, even without the incentives provided by GHG policies. 

The share of U.S. imports originating in the developing countries increased from 29.1% in 1978 

to 36.4% in 1990, even while the ratio of imports to value added in the manufacturing sector was 

increasing sharply, from 18.3% to 30.7% (Sachs and Shatz 1994, 10 and 12). _ 

GHG policies will also create incentives to accelerate the pace of globalization and 

integration of the world economy. Globalization will take at least two forms. First, the share of 

U.S. imports originating in developing countries will grow, even more rapidly than it has in the 

past (for example, Mexico and China have experienced some of the most rapid rates of growth in 

U.S. imports in the 1990s). Second, investment will be diverted from the U.S. to non-Annex I 

countries, especially Mexico and other countries with large supplies of low-wage, semi-skilled 

labor. The pool of investment capital available for investing abroad could also be increased if 

grandfathered permit policies are implemented, as shown above. For the past two decades trade 

has grown twice as fast as world income, and foreign direct investment has grown four times as 

fast as income. Globalization is likely to accelerate if GHG policies are implemented that do not 

limit or otherwise control production shifts designed to escape GHG limits. 

Sectoral and Regional Impacts of GI1G Policies 

Tables 2 and 3 forecast the effects of GHG policies on total and sectoral employment, at 

a fairly aggregated level in the economy (1- and 2-digit SIC categories of output). Employment 
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changes in 2007 (Table 2) will be dominated by the initial reduction in output, relative to the base 

case, as noted above. Employment changes will be almost universally negative, and will be spread 

more or less evenly across the economy. Total losses are greatest when GHG limits are most 

restrictive (90% of `90 emissions). DRI/McGraw-Hill predicts that a net total of 1.5 to 2.6 

million jobs, or about 1.0% to 1.8% of total employment in the base case, will be lost in this first 

recession. At the high levels of aggregation shown in Table 2, only the energy-related sectors are 

predicted to experience very large job losses in the short run, including mining (down 11.5% to 

15.4%) and petroleum refining (down 2.5% to 7.4%) - 

In 2020 employment changes are more mixed (Table 3). Total employment declines by 

400,000 to 1 million jobs (0.1% to 0.4% of base case employment in 2020), because of the 

reduction in real wages discussed above. However, employment grows in some sectors (such as 

other services, retail trade and durable goods) while declining in others (including mining, 

transportation and non-durables manufacturing). Contract construction employment increases in 

the two cases with less restrictive limits on carbon emissions because of increased levels of 

investment. Significant employment losses spread to a much wider range of industries, as the 

effects of higher energy costs and related changes in other costs are spread throughout the 

economy. Mining losses rise to 22% to 24% of the base case and petroleum refining employment 

declines by 17% to 24%. Several industries are forecast to have significant job losses under 

grandfathered permits, but gains when permits are auctioned and the revenues used to reduce the 

federal deficit or increase savings, including apparel products, leather products, electrical 

machinery and miscellaneous manufacturing. These are all sectors that are open to international 

competition, where production is highly sensitive to wage levels. Nominal wages would be about 
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six percent lower than in the base case by 2020 in the auction, deficit reduction scenario. 

However, wages are higher than in the base case when permits are grandfathered, which explains 

why employment impacts differ at the sectoral level in these scenarios.2° 

Employment shifts between industries could contribute to the downward pressure on 

wages discussed above. Table 4 reproduces forecasts for employment changes in 2020 from 

Table 3 for a selected group of the most highly aggregated industries, and also includes 

information on average production worker wages in these sectors in 1995. This table strikingly 

illustrates one reason why wages grow so slowly in these scenarios. 400,000 to_500,000 job 

opportunities in mining, transportation and public utilities, where wages average between $14.22 

and $15.32 per hour, would be eliminated (relative to base-case forecasts), while 240,000 to 
• 

290,000 jobs would be created in retail trade, which had wages averaging $7.70 per hour in 1995. 

In addition, 180,000 to 340,000 manufacturing jobs, paying between $11.60 and $12.90 per hour, 

would also be eliminated if GHG emission quotas were allocated to industry (rather than 

auctioned to raise government revenues). This process of structural change resulting from GHG 

policies will contribute to increasing inequality within labor markets in the U.S. 
• 

DRI/McGraw Hill also provides detailed forecasts at the 3 digit level for industries, and at 

the 2 digit level for the 10 census regions of the U.S. Table 5 reports the industries that are 

predicted to gain or lose more than 5% of base-case employment in 2020. Losses outweigh gains 

in Table 4, in several ways. The number of industries experiencing losses of more than 5% of 

output is more than twice as large as the number with gains of more that 5%. In addition, there 

are 13 industries that lose more than 10% of output in 2020, including Rubber and Plastics 

footwear (-56%) coal mining (-45%), other leather goods (-34%) and electric utilities (30%). 
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However, there are no industries that gain more than 7.1% in total output. These trends reflect 

the broader tendency for employment to fall in manufacturing, especially durable goods, and rise 

in services sectors, including education services, retail and wholesale trade and state and local 

-governments, as shown in Tables 3 and 4, above. Other individual industries that would be 

especially hard hit by GHG policies include kitchen products, apparel, toys, and various other 

mining industries (fertilizers, nonferrous metals and iron and ferroalloy ores). 

Coal mining is one of largest and most heavily affected industries under GHG 

Coal output is projected to fall by 45 to 50% in 2020, relative to a base case with no restrictions 

on carbon emissions. The coal industry employed 116,000 workers in 1995. DRI/McGraw-Hill's 

(1997) base case forecasts that coal industry employment will decline to 80,000 workers in 2020. 

GHG policies will eliminate another 35,000 to 38,000 jobs in this industry by 2020, reducing total 

employment to between 42,000 and 45,000 workers. GHG policies will double projected job 

losses in this hard-hit sector between 1995 and 2020. 

The tendency for GHG policies to shift employment from manufacturing to services would 

be much more pronounced if trade and foreign investment effects were larger, for the reasons 
• 

noted above. In addition, given the Iarge increase in imports and the trade deficit, shown in 

Figures 12 and 14 above, DRI may be underestimating the effect of the GHG policies on output at 

the sectoral level. The shift of employment from manufacturing to services, the growth of imports 

and the decline in the price competitiveness of U.S. products would all have depressing effects on 

U.S. wages, for the reasons discussed above. 

The shift from manufacturing to services, especially retail trade, is illustrated in Table 6, 

which summarizes forecast changes in population and employment in the 10 census regions of the 
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U.S. in 2020, under the case 1 assumptions (grandfathered permits, 1990 emission limits). 

Manufacturing employment (shown in the last column) declines in 9 of 10 regions, rising only in 

the Pacific Northwest, where it is attracted by the availability of relatively cheap hydro-powered 

electricity. Retail trade experiences employment gains in 7 of the 9 regions that experience 

declining manufacturing employment. Mining, especially coal mining, declines sharply in all 

regions of the country, as noted above. Construction absorbs some of excess labor in regions that 

are forecast to enjoy stable or rising population levels because of GHG policies. Overall, 

employment declines in 6 of the regions (more than 1% in the East South Central and West South 

Central areas), and population declines in 3 of the 10 regions. Changes in energy costs, and the 

location of employment opportunities drive population shifts. In general, there is a substantial 

shift of jobs and population to the Pacific Northwest, with the other 7 regions not noted here 

experiencing small net gains or Iosses of jobs and employment in Case 1. 

Regional and industrial shifts in production and employment will reinforce the tendency of 

GHG policies to increase income disparities in the U.S. The movement of labor out of high-wage 

sectors, such as manufacturing and mining, and into low wage sectors, such as retail trade, will 

- • 

• 

• 

tend to increase income inequality across the U.S., as the supply of good jobs for the bottom 

three-fourths of the labor force is reduced. Regionally, the Pacific Northwest, which already 

enjoys relatively high standards of living, will experience employment and population gains, while 

relatively low-income regions such as the East South Central will experience job and populations 

losses. These changes will tend to increase the disparity which exists in wages and income 

distributions among these regions, by increasing labor demands in the regions that gain and 

reducing labor demand in the regions that lose jobs and population. 
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Policy Implications and Areas for Future Research 

To date, the discussion of GHG policies has paid inadequate attention to sectoral, regional 

and other adjustment policies needed to minimize the negative effects of GHG policies on the 

- •clistribution of income. Previous research on GHG policies has focused almost exclusively on the 

identification of costs and benefits at the macroeconomic level of the economy. This analysis adds 

consideration of equity issues to the debate. 

Optimal GHG Control Strategies 

As noted above, policy makers are discussing a range of goals for the Kyoto-COP-III 

meetings and potential agreements. These range from stabilizing emissions in the Annex-I 

countries at 110% of 1990 levels by 2010 (IAT, 1997), or 2020, to reducing them by up to 20% 

as soon as 2005.22  DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) estimates that stabilizing or reducing emissions at 

1990 levels will require an effective carbon permit price of $180 to $192/ton in 2010, and $270 to 

$281 per ton in 2020 (Table l, above). Further emission reductions would require substantially 

higher carbon prices. 

Nordhaus (1994, 93-96) has developed a simple simulation model of the costs and benefits 

of global climate change which identifies optimal emission control rates and the carbon taxes 

needed to achieve those levels of control (the carbon tax would have essentially the same effect as 

a carbon permit-fee on energy use and carbon emissions). His model suggests that very small and 

gradual controls are needed, with carbon taxes of only $5.29 per ton (in 1989 $), rising to $17.75 

per ton in 2075.23  He reviews a number of other, earlier studies which also reached similar 

conclusions. Fankhauser and Tol (1996) also review a number of recent estimates of the marginal 

damage of a ton of carbon emissions of $5 to $125 per ton of carbon, "with most estimates in the 
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lower end of this range." This literature suggests that the emission limits considered in IAT 

(1997) and DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) may be too restrictive, in the sense that marginal costs 

would exceed marginal benefits at the given levels of carbon emission limits. 

Measures to Offset the Effects of GHG Policies on Inconte Distribution 

This report makes no assessment of the potential benefits of GHG policies, in terms of 

potential risks or damages that could be avoided, nor does it take a position on the advisability of 

adopting any further policies to restrict GHG emissions. However, we recommend that if such 

policies are implemented, two specific, additional measures are needed to limit their disruptive - 
effects on the economy, and on the lives of American workers. 

The first concerns the impact of GHG policies on globalization of trade and investment. 

If two different sets of standards or timetables for emission reductions are established for 
• 

developed and developing counties, they will create incentives for firms to increase imports and 

move production and investment out of the U.S., in order to take advantage of lower energy 

prices and less restrictive emission limits in the developing countries. There are policies available 

which can reduce the trade and investment distorting effects of GHG policies. 

In order to reduce or eliminate the negative effects of GHG policies on U.S. trade and 

investment, it could even be necessary to establish a border equalization tax policy. This tax 

would rebate the cost of emission limitš on the energy content of exports, and assess an equivalent 

fee on products imported into the U.S. This kind of policy could eliminate the incentive to import 

goods and move plants abroad to escape U.S. emission limits. Other policies which could reduce 

the effects of GHG policies on trade and foreign investment include quotas on energy intensive 

imports, and safeguard measures to limit import surges. However, each of these measures could 
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conflict with our obligations under the GATT, increasing the difficulty of developing a 

comprehensive GHG policy package. 

The second type of policy that would be needed is a set of measures that would provide 

- substantial assistance to the workers and communities damaged by the creation of greenhouse gas 

policies. For workers, such a program should involve meaningful retraining opportunities, and 

several years of income support while involved in those activities. For particularly hard hit sectors 

and regions, special programs could be required to provide for early retirements, buyouts and to 

ensure continuation of health and pension benefits. For communities, there are many options 

including, but not limited to, industrial and R&D policy support. 

Worker retraining policies, especially in the trade adjustment area, have established a poor 

track record, which may raise questions about the wisdom of incorporating such measures into a 

GHG policy or treaty package. These policies have failed for several reasons. They have 

historically been poorly funded, not providing sufficient resources for meaningful retraining nor 

the time and family income needed to sustain it. In addition, commitments have often been 

dishonored in the past, when funding for adjustment programs was terminated or drastically 

reduced after the policy had been implemented. For these reasons, a much larger and more 

dependable commitment of resources would be needed to compensate workers and communities 

for the costs of GHG policies. 

Limitations and Areas for Future Research 

Finally, we conclude by noting three areas of uncertainty. First, there is substantial 

uncertainty about the pace of global warming and the precise climactic impact of a given volume 

of CO2  emissions. Second, this report analyzes the costs, but not the potential benefits of climate 
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change policy, including any possible economic benefits. Third, there are many unknowns about 

the costs of reducing emissions. The DRI model provides one way to estimate those costs. This 

model could overstate or understate the costs of reducing GHG emissions. If the energy 

efficiency of the economy grows more slowly than is expected in the base case, then greater 

reductions in energy use will be required to meet any given standard, which would dramatically 

increase the costs of compliance. On the other hand, in the past such Modeling exercises have 

produced estimates that have proved, in retrospect, to significantly overestimate the costs of new 

pollution controls. However, even if the models discussed in this report overestimate the costs of 

GHG policies by 50% or more, the actual costs would still be large and significant. 

In addition to these general areas of uncertainty, this report has raised a number of specific 

concerns that require future research. These include the effect of GHG policies on foreign trade 
• 

and investment, including sectoral details and relationships between the major accounts 

(merchandise, services, current and capital accounts); and if permits are traded internationally, or 

joint implementation is allowed (neither of these alternatives was considered in this report), the 

implications for trade and exchange rates in a general equilibrium context. Another major area of 
• 

concern is the system for implementing permits, how they will be created and traded, the nature of 

the property rights involved, and the wealth effects of grandfathering or other forms of 

distribution to the private sector. There is a related set of issues concerning the distribution of 

income between labor and capital, and the future rate of return on capital, that GHG policies will 

also intersect with. Finally, further disclosure, review and debate is needed about the technical 

assumptions of the models used to analyze GHG policies. This review should include the relevant 

price and/or substitution elasticities and the potential (and cost) of increasing the energy-efficiency 
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of the domestic economy without GHG policies. Differences in base case level of energy use, 

during the forecast period, can have a very large impact on the cost of limiting carbon emissions 

and this issue has not been adequately addressed in the literature. 
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Endnotes 
1.This section is based on, and the quotes are drawn from Bernstein, Montgomery and Rutherford 
(1997). 

2. Nordhaus (1994), which estimates optimal GHG policies from an explicitly defined welfare 
model is a notable exception. Other examples include Boyd, Krutilla and Viscusi (1995) and 
Madisson (1995). 

• • 

3.See, for example, Hoeller, Dean and Nicolaisen (1991) and Repetto and Austin (1997). 

4. See, for example, comments on the IAT draft report in letters released to the House 
Subcommittee on Energy and Power, as an appendix to Yellen (1997): 
Dale Jorgenson and William D. Nordhaus (April 24, 1997) "This model is ... highly 
inappropriate...extremely sensitive to assumptions about energy prices."The letter also criticized 
the "use of fixed-coefficient, input-output model." and Raymond J. Kopp (May 15, 1997) stated 
that the DRI model is "...useful only for the analysis of short-term adjustmentsr and even here, 
one should proceed with caution..." because the model is "driven from fixed coefficient input-
output tables that can give very distorted views of the adjustment behavior of the economy." 

5. The IAT report utilized three models. In addition to the DRI model discussed here, the IAT 
also developed forecasts for a similar set of policy scenarios using the Markal-Macro and Second 
Generation Models (SGM). These are simulation-type models that calculate equilibrium output 
levels, given constraints (such as available energy resources) and a set of initial conditions and 
assumptions about the structure of the economy. The Markal-Macro and SGM models are not 
designed to estimate adjustment costs or economic disequilibria that will result from policy 
changes. Hence the DRI model is better suited to the analysis of displacement issues, while the 
general class of simulation models are more appropriate for estimating long-run consequences. 
Note, however, that the IAT was criticized by reviewers for: 1) failing to utilize a full computable 
general equilibrium model, rather than the Markal-Macro or SGM; and 2) because neither of 
those models included a well developed foreign trade sector. See comments by Nordhaus and 
Jorgenson (previously cited), Ray Kopp, John Wejlant and Richard Richels, in letters released to 
the House Subcommittee on Energy and Power, as an appendix to Yellen (1997). 

6. See Wiley, T.M.L., R. Richels and J.A. Edmonds 1996. 

7.Note that IAT (1997, Table 1) reports that total carbon emissions in 1990 were 1338 M1v1T, 
1.1% more than is reported for 1990 consumption levels in DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997). 

8.These target reduction levels are 5% to 8% larger than those required in IAT (1997). The 
difference is explained by the combination in the IAT report of more rapid declines in the energy 
intensity of the economy (1:25 percent per year vs. 1.0 percent per year), and the slightly higher 
baseline level of carbon emissions. The efficiency assumption is the most important difference, by 
far, between the two baseline cases. 
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9. A fourth case and a new base case are also analyzed in DM/McGraw-Hill (1997). These cases-

assume that the energy intensity orthe domestic economy in the "heroic base case" improves at 

1.75% per year. This corresponds to a similar scenario in the IAT report. Results parallel those 

of the cases discussed below. The scenario in case 4 is otherwise identical to case 1 (grand - 

fathered permits). Case 4 and its comparable base case are not analyzed here because the "heroic 

base case" scenario is highly unlikely to occur. 

10.Comments on the IAT draft report released to the House Subcommittee on Energy and 

Power, as an appendix to Yellen (1997) in letter from Richard Richels, May 30, 1997. See also 

letter from Larry Goulder, June 2, 1997, "The report seems consistently to employ assumptions 

and policy scenarios that contribute to low costs of emissions reductions." 

11. This view is also supported by Ray Kopp, in a letter of May 30, 1997, who noted that "All of 

the departures from AEO97 used in the draft report serve to decreased carbon emissions [in the 

base case] and therefore make attainment of a 1990 stabilization less costly." (Letter released to 

the House Subcommittee on Energy and Power, as an appendix to Yellen, 19974. 

12.Figure 4 is derived from two of the scenarios shown in Figure 16 (p. 28) of the IAT draft 

report. 

13.If public investment were to be increased using GHG revenues, then output, consumption and 

other segments of the economy could achieve higher levels in the long run than in the cases 

considered here. However, increases in public investment would appear less likely to obtain than 

general or targeted tax cuts, in the present political environment in the U.S. 

14.Bovenberg and de Mooij (1994) have shown that, in theory, revenue raising environmental 

taxes can lower economic output because they "exacerbate, rather than alleviate, preexisting tax 

distortions." Goulder (1995) develops a general equilibrium model which shows that the problem 

with the carbon tax is its "focus on intermediate inputs and its relatively narrow base in 

comparison with income taxes." In principle, raising the cost or limiting the supply of energy 

inputs will change the shape and position of the production possibility frontier, generally reducing 

the amount of output that can be generated with any given set of other inputs. 

15.For example, comparing Case 1 and the Base Case, the increase in investment is about 90% as 

large as the increase in total national savings. 

16.Mishel, Bernstein, and Schmitt (1997, 195) estimate that trade could be responsible for more 

than 30% of the increase in income inequality in the U.S. between 1979 and 1989. 

17.The effects on real wages are estimated by dividing the employment cost index by the 

consumer price index series in DRI-McGraw-Hill (1997, 20 and exhibit 15). The base case value 

for this series is then contrasted with each of the forecasts to determine the change in the real 

value of compensation. Note that DRI-McGraw Hill draws a sharp contrast between changes in 

the nominal wage series for case 3 (permit auctions) which decline sharply, and the other policy 

cases, where nominal wages increase because of increases in corporate revenues and hence the 
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ability to pay. However, the variation in these results is eliminated when real wage series (and the 
corresponding differences of consumer prices in each case) are considered. 

18. This increase in before-tax corporate profits appears to primarily reflects an increase in the 
implicit rate of return on capital. The cumulative increase in fixed nonresidential capital between 
2000 and 2020 in the three cases analyzed here is between $1.0 and $1.4 trillion, roughly 
equivalent to the increase in annual corporate profits by 2020. Therefore most of the increase in 
profits would appear to reflect higher returns on existing capital stock. This implicit forecast of 
increased returns is unrealistic, unless the world-wide corporate rate return on invested capital 
rises sharply because of GHG policies. However, an alternative view might treat the incremental 
profits as the returns on the imputed capital value of carbon emission permits. This view suggests 
that grandfathering of permits will not only transfer revenues to permit holders, but also new 
assets with a significant capital value. The implicit rate of return of capital, and wealth transfers 
associated with the permits, are important issues for future research. 

19.Note that the DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) forecasts for the three scenarios contain puzzling and 
potentially contradictory results. The Merchandise trade balance worsens by less than $100 
billion in each case, although the calculated trade balances (including services) decline much more 
sharply, as indicated in the text. It is unlikely that services trade can or will account for these 
differences. In addition, the current account balance improves by $87 to $175 billion in the three 
GHG scenarios, presumably because of the increase in national savings. However, improvements 
of this magnitude in the current account are unlikely unless they are mirrored in changes in the 
trade balances, which dominate current account transactions. 

20. Exchange rates are essentially unchanged in the DRI/McGraw-Hill (1997) forecasts, so 
changes in nominal wages and prices directly effect competitiveness. The rigidity of exchange 
rates in these forecasts is a potential source of error. 

21. There is a greater percentage drop in employment in rubber and plastic footwear under GHG 
policies, as shown in Table 4. However, output in this industry was less than $1 billion in 1995, 
as compared with coal industry output of over $28 billion in that year. 

22. Association of Small Island States, 1995, "Draft Protocol Submitted to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change," as referenced in Repetto and Austin (1997, 1). 

23. Nordhaus and Yang (1996) develop a regional bargaining model which generates slightly 
higher optimal permit prices of roughly $30 per ton of carbon in 2090, versus $21 in the DICE 
model developed in Nordhaus (1994). 
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on the 
DRI and EPI Economic and Employment Impact Analyses 

September 17, 1997 

Today we are releasing-the results of two economic and employment studies of climate 

change policies. These studies, conducted by DRI McGraw Hill (DRI), the same economic 

forecasting firm used by the Clinton and Bush administrations, and the Economic Policy Institute - 
(EPI), a well known Washington-based economic think tank, should give pause to the 

administration and its negotiators in the Berlin Mandate process. 

Background 

As you know, the U.S. is participating in negotiations pursuant to the Berlin Mandate to 

amend the 1992 Framework Convention on Climate Change, also known as the Rio Treaty. 

Negotiations are scheduled to conclude in December at a meeting in Kyoto, Japan. We believe 

the Berlin Mandate is a flawed instrument for dealing with climate issues. It is flawed because it 

specifically exempts more than half of the world's future emissions from any controls, while 

asking for substantial sacrifices from American workers and consumers. And as currently 

structured, it will do nothing to address the climate change issue. 

Job Losses 

The job losses that are likely to result from carbon reduction efforts are staggering. DRI 

projects that a policy aimed atreducing emissions in 2010 to 1990 levels will cost nearly 1.6 

million jobs in 2005. Job losses will hit every region of the country and every industrial sector 

(with the exception of the federal government). For most industries and regions there is no 

recovery throughout the forecast period, which runs to 2020. The coal industry is devastated, but 

numerous other industries are hard hit-110,000 jobs lost in the transportation and public utility 
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sector, 199,000 jobs lost in the manufacturing sector, 426,000 jobs lost in the services sector and 

, 

182,000 jobs lost in state and local governments as the tax base erodes. 

For a policy to reduce emission 10% below 1990 levels by 2010, DRI projects the loss of 

nearly 2.3 million job's by 2005, increasing to a high of 2.7 million lost American jobs. 

Economic Output and Trade 

DRI projects that climate policies will reduce U.S. gross domestic product 1.8% to 2.9% 

during the forecast period. This means that the U.S. economy will lose over $200_billion 

annually at the peak of the phase-in effects in 2005-2010. Climate policies limited to developed 

nations are also likely to significantly increase the U.S. trade deficit. EPI notes that the DRI 

model may underestimate the trade flow implications of such policies. EPI estimates that real 

imports are likely to increase substantially and real exports are likely to decline. EPI estimates 

that this could result in an increase Of up to $240 billion in the U.S. trade deficit. If this occurs, 

EPI estimates that job losses could be as high as 2-4 million. 

Wage Growth 

The EPI report notes that carbon reduction policies are likely to depress wage growth, as 

higher wage jobs are knocked out of the economy and only partially substituted with lower wage 

jobs. EPI estimates that future wage growth could be cut by 50%. This will exacerbate the 

stagnation and decline in real wages that American workers have endured for the last two 

decades and will tend to increase the already wide income disparity in our economy. 

Energy Prices 

The policies analyzed by DRI were based upon the U.S. proposal for a carbon permit 

trading scheme modeled on the U.S. acid rain sulfur dioxide trading program. DRI estimates that 

carbon permit prices would have to be $180-190 per ton (1995 dollars) in 2010 to reduce 
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emissions to 1990 levels, and wou1d rise to $270-280 per ton in 2020. 
• 

- 
The carbon permits will act like a carbon tax, raising the price of energy based on its 

carbon content. Coal, with the highest carbon content of all fossil fuels, will be taxed the 

- highest.—But all fiztssil fuels are projected by DRI to increase in price. Gasoline prices are • 

projected to increase $0.41-$0.64 per gallon. Electricity prices will increase over 11 cents per 

kilowatthour and natural gas prices will increase $1.14 per therm (100,000 Btu). For an average 

American family these energy price increases will add nearly $900 per year to the annual 

household energy bill by 2005, increasing to about $2,200 per household by 2020. 

Energy taxes are highly regressive by nature. Families, regardless of income, must heat 

and cool their homes, cook their food and travel to work. For example, the U.S. Department of 

Energy estimates that a family with an annual income of less than $10,000 still spends nearly 

$1,000 per year in energy costs in the home. Energy taxes, or equivalent carbon permit schemes, 

will be crushing for low-income workers and seniors living on fixed incomes. 

Conclusion 
• 

The upcoming U.N. climate treaty is All Pain and No Gain for American workers and 

consumers. It is a bad deal for American families, and will provide a perverse incentive for 

American corporations to relocate their operations abroad. That is why the labor movement has 

taken positions warning the administration to avoid signing a treaty amendment that harrns 

workers, consumers and our economy. We have had unanimous votes on climate policies at the 

Industrial Union Department of the AFL-CIO, the Transportation Trades Department, the 

Maritime Trades Department, and the full AFL-CIO Executive Council. Because of concems 

about increased energy prices, the National Council of Senior Citizens (NCSC) has adopted 

similar positions. The fear that we may be on the verge of signing a bad deal also motivated the 

Senate in July to adopt unanimously a resolution calling on the administration to insist that all 

nations participate in any new commitments and that any proposed treaty not harm the American 

economy. The studies we have released today clearly show that efforts to reduce greenhouse 



• 

• 

gases in the short time frames being discussed will have significant negative effects in terms of 

lost jobs, higher consumer energy prices, and highcr trade deficits. I repeat, this is a bad deal for 

American families. 

For those who questiOn the science of climate change, this is a dumb idea. For those who 

believe the science is compelling, this is a dumb idea. Developed nations alone cannot address 

this issue, and we believe developing nations will be less likely to join a treaty after we have 

built in trade and economic advantages for those nations through a flawed treaty. The U.S. 

should not compound the flaws of the Berlin Mandate by signing a flawed treaty in Kyoto. 

- 
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Labor Union Climate Change Resorutions 

• AFL-CIO 

• Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO - 

• Transportation Trades Department, AFL-CIO 

• Maritime Trades-  Department, AFL-CIO 

• ICEM 
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AFL-CIO Executive Council February 20, 1997 Statement 

U.N. CLIMATE CHANGE NEGOTIATIONS - 
The U.S. government is involved in United Nations negotiations pursuant to the "Berlin 

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

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

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

year 2000. 

The Berlin Mandate specifically excludes developing nations from emission reduction 

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

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

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

dioxide. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

As corporations shut down domestic factories, mines and mills as a result of higher energy 
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costs, they will have additional incentives, beyond the search for cheap labor and anti-labor 
regulatory regimes, to locate new capacity off-shore, in countries with no carbon reduction _ 
commitments. Carbon emissions, therefore, will be transferred to the developing world along 
with the jobs, thus providing no real benefit to the environment. 

The U.S. government has not completed a thorough economic analysis of the effects of a 
treaty amendment on the U.S. economy, even though U.S. negotiators have been at the 
bargaining table for over 18 rnonths and have agreed to a December 1997 deadline for reaching 
agreement on this far-reaching treaty amendment. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council calls upon the responsible agencies of the U.S. 
government to provide it and its affiliates with any existing studies of the economic impact of 
future treaty obligations and, fiwther, make available the results of the economic modeling effort 
currently being undertaken by the government within 30 days of completion. — 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council further urges that in the ongoing negotiations to amend the 
Rio Treaty on climate change, the United States insist upon the incorporation of appropriate 
commitments from all nations to reduce carbon emissions; and seek a reduction schedule 
compatible with the urgent need to avoid unfair and unnecessary job loss in developed 
economies. The President should not accept and the Congress should not ratify any amendment 
or protocol that does not meet these standards. 

• 
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IUD Resolution On 

U.N. CLIMATE CHANGE NEGOTIATIONS 

The United States is involved in United Nations Negotiations pursuant to the 

"Berlin Mandate" for an amcndment to the Rio Treaty on Climate Change. 

The Berlin Mandate specifically excludes developing nations from emits-ion 

reduction requirements while legally binding the U.S. to future emission reductions. 

The exclusion of new commitments by developing nations under the Berlin 

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

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

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

mining, utility and manufacturing sectors. 

Processes which generate carbon emissions will be transferred to the developing 

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

• 

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

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

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: 

That the Ir.dwaial Union Department of the AFL-CIO calls upon the Congress 

and thc President of the United States to refrain from entering into or ratifying any treaty 

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

That the U.S. renegotiate the Berlin Mandate to ensure that all nations have 

appropriate commitments to reduce carbon emission to prevent the transfer of jobs and 

emission.s to the developing wotld. 
• 

Adopted by IUD Novcmber 13, 1996 
• 

• 
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As the international community takcs stcps to reduce the levels of greenhouse gases in the 

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

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

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

a reduction in grccnhouse gases such as carbon dioxidc to 1990 levels by thc ycar 2000. In 1995, 

the United Statcs and othcr parties to the 1992 climate convention agreed in the "Berlin Mandate" 

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

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

combating climate change, but excludcs dcveloping nations from any new obligations to further 

reducc greenhouse emissions. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

The United Nations is currendy conducting negotiations that will determine the magnitude 

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

required for meeting these objectives. In these negotiations the Clinton Administration is supporting 

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

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

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

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

be overstated. 

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

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

production of almost every consumer good. The Deparunent of Commerce has cstimated that a 

carbon tax sufficient to rcducc C02 emissions by 20% would result in 800,000 jobs lost by the year 

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

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

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

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

envirorunental benefit. Transportation labor is not opposed to reasonable steps that will reduce 

greenhousc gases, but wc cannot support policics that unfairly harrn Amcrican workers while 

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

• 
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We beli eve the parties to the Rio Treaty made a fundamental error 

when they agreed to negotiate legally-bind carbon restrictions on the 

United States and other industrialized countries, while simultaneously 

agreeing to exempt high-growth developing countries 
like China, Mexico, 

Brazil and Korea from anynew carbon reduction commitments. As much 

as 60 percent of global carbon emissions are expected to come from such 

countries in the next few decades,  with China becoming the  single-largest 
emitter in the near future. The exclusion of new commitments by 
developing nations under the Berlin Mandate will create a powerful 

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

concentrations of carbon. Such an uneven playing field  will 
cause the loss 

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

sectors. 

Carbon taxes, or equivalent carbon emission trading programs, will 

raise significantly electricity and other energy prices to consumers. These 

taxes are highly regressive and will be most harmful to citizens who live on 

fixed incomes or work at poverty-level wages. 
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The U. S. government is involved in United Nations negotiations 

pursuant to the "Berlin Mandate" for an arnendment to the Rio Treaty on 

Climate Change. The Rio Treaty committed the United States and other 

nations to voluntarily stabilize carbon emissions at 1990 levels by the year 

2000. Current negotiations are aimed at mandatory reductions below 1990 

levels after the year 2000. 

The Berlin Mandate specifically excludes developing nations from 

emission reduction requirements while legally binding the United States to 

future conimitments, the Berlin Mandate ensures that there will be no 

rneaningful worldwide effort to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of 



, - - - , . , 

• 

ICEM 

International Federation of Chemical, Energy, Mine and General Workers' 

Climate Change - 

The nations of the world are involved in the United Nations negotiations 
pursuant to the Berlin Mandate for amendment to the Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (RIO Treaty). 

In view of the far-reaching implications of this Convention, not only for the 
future of the planet, but also for the livelihoods of workers involved in the 
resource and energy-using industries, and for global economic growth, the 
ICEM calls upon the parties to the Framework Convention on Climate 
Change to insist upon a treaty amendment that: 

. 1. Places the highest priority on the needs of workers and consumers who 
will shoulder the greatest burdens of efforts to address global climate 
change. 

2. Promotes improvements in energy efficiency in all countries, and 
provides assistance for this purpose to developing countries. 

3. Includes the protection of existing jobs and the creation of new ones, 
and the improvement of living standards in all countries as a critical 
goal to be met in any climate treaty. 

4. Provides adequate time for both developed and developing countries to 
meet the needs of the environment and the needs of working people. 
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State 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 

Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Jobs Lost 

49,410 
3,460 

33,800 

11,490 

154,750 

16,730 

10,320 

4,990 

4,840 
74,030 
60,990 

2,610 

_ 6,540 

68,710 

37,380 

11,480 

10,850 

27,920 
19,620 

3,410 

37,040 

22,360 
55,900 

18,130 

15,630 

22,730 

All 50 States Lose Jobs by 2005 
- - 

State Jobs Lost 

Montana 5,310 
Nebraska 4,630 
Nevada 1,190 
New Hampshire 5,860 

New Jersey 47,850 

New Mexico 4,140 

New York 101,100 

North Carolina — 47,560 

North Dakota 1,110 
Ohio 86,140 

Oklahoma 7,150 
Oregon 21,390 

Pennsylvania 72,060 

Rhode Island 3,640 

South Carolina 27,210 
South Dakota 1,530 

Tennessee 57,620 
Texas 125,410 

Utah . 9,470 

Vermont 2,250 

Virginia 48,120 
Washington 23,320 
West Virginia 17,070 
Wisconsin 26,830 

Wyoming 5,040 

TOTAL 1,548,920 
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"The Impact of Carbon Mitigation Strategies on Energy Markets, The National 
Economy, Industry, and Regional Economies" 

Prepared by Data Resources, Inc. 
September 17, 1997 

Overview 

In response to international efforts to address global climate change, the Clinton 
Administration has proposed adoption of legally binding targets and timetables for 
reducing manmade emissions of carbon dioxide to 1990 levels or lower. As the energy 
sector accounts for the majority of these emissions, any proposals to reduce carbon 
emissions would disproportionately affect the energy sector. 

For this reason, The Labor Management Positive Change Process Fund (LMPCP), a 
cooperative program between the United Mine Workers of America - BCOA; 
commissioned a study to determine the effect emission mitigation strategies would have on 
energy markets, the national economy, industry, and regional economies. In order to 
ensure objectivity, the LMPCP commissioned Data Resources Inc., the same respected 
research firm employed by the Federal Government, to conduct the study. 

Unfortunately, for the American worker the study confirmed our worst fears. Without a 
requirement in place that would "commit developing nations like China and Mexico to 
similar emission reduction policies as developed nations, the entire U.S. economy would 
be placed at risk with little or no environmental benefit. 

If the current proposal is enacted, use and transportation of coal would be greatly reduced 
if not eliminated, gasoline prices would skyrocket, millions of jobs would be lost and 
hundreds of thousands more sent overseas, and the increased cost of electricity would be 
felt in the production of almost every consumer good. 

Specific study results are summarized below. 

• Energy industries would be devastated, with coal mining by far the hardest hit of all 
the industries followed by electric-utilities, natural gas, gas utilities, petroleum refining, 
and crude petroleum. 

• If emissions are stabilized at 1990 levels by 2010: 

- nearly one out of every two coal miners will lose their jobs. 
- 1.7 million more American jobs will be eliminated. 

• If emissions are stabilized by 2010, by 2020 gasoline prices would rise 43%, fuel oil 
prices by 119%, and electricity prices by 94%. 

• 
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• Among others, this would hit low-income workers, senior citizens, retirees and those 
who live on fixed incomes particularly hard. 

• If emissions are stabilized at 1990 levels by 2010, every region of the country suffers 
heavy employment losses. The sharpest employment decline occurs in the East South 
Central region (220,000 jobs) followed by the West South Central region (270,000 
jobs). The largest absolute employment losses occur in the South Atlantic region 
where 430,000 jobs will be lost. 

• Every sector of the economy — with the exception of the federal government — will 
suffer job losses. Energy industries are particularly hard hit, but other sectors also 
suffer — 110,000 jobs lost by 2005 in the transportation and public utility sector, 
199,000 jobs lost in the manufacturing sector, 426,000 jobs lost in the services sector, 
and 182,000 jobs lost in state and local governments. 
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Economic Policy Institute Analysis of the Economic Effects of Climate Change 
Policies on U.S. Workers 

September 1997 

The Economic Policy Institute (EPI), a Washington, D.C.-based economic think 
tank with an impressive track record of analysis in wage and employment forecasts, was 
asked to review the DRI study with special attention to employment impacts. 

EPI's analysis supports the DRI results. It also highlights additional negative 
impacts, including further wage erosion among American workers and significant 
increases in the American trade deficit if the treaty is signed as proposed. Specific EPI 
analysis results are summarized below. 

• Wages Decline: 

GHG policies could cut wage growth in half over the next two decades. Real 
wages decline in all three scenarios between 2000 and 2005, and by 2020 they 
are only 3% to 4% higher than they were in 1995 (versus a 9% increase in the 
base case). With such low rates of wage growth, the continued increase in 
inequality will lead to falling wages for most workers, and will exacerbate the 
widening income inequality in America. 

• Good Jobs Lost: 

In the short run, overall employment growth will decrease by 1.5 to 2.6 million 
jobs in 2006. 

In the long run, 400,000 to 500,000 high paying job opportunities in mining, 
transportation, and public utilities and 180,000 to 340,000 high-wage 
manufacturing jobs would be eliminated in 2020. 

• Trade Deficit Widens 

The GHG policies would increase the trade deficit by up to $240 billion. 
Deficit increases of this size would have huge impacts on traded goods, 
especially manufacturing-sector products. 

• Energy Prices Skyrocket: 

Emission policies will sharply increase energy prices in the U.S. In the first 
DRI scenario: 

• By 2010, gasoline prices will rise to $1.73 per gallon, 33% more than it 
will cost with no treaty; 
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• By 2020, the price per gallon will jump to $2.06 per gallon or 43% 
more than it will cost with no treaty; 

• Natural Gas prices will increase 129% in 2010 and jump 157% by 
2020; 

• Coal prices will rise 482% in 2010 and jump a staggering 761% by 
2020; 

• Electricity prices will increase 66% in 2010 and 94% in 2020. 

Energy prices increase even more sharply in an alternative scenario which 
assumes more restrictive limits on emissions. 



Biography of 
CECIL E. ROBERTS, JR. 

Cecil Edward Roberts, Jr., a sixth-generation coal miner and one of the Iabor 
movement's most stirring orators, became president of the United Mine Workers of 
America on October 22, 1995, having served as vice president of the union since 
December 1982. Roberts succeeds Richard L. Trumka, who was elected 
secretary-treasurer of the AFL-CIO. 

In 1984, Roberts served on the UMWA negotiating team that won the first 
'17f .onal coal industry agreement in 20 years without a strike. Again in 1988, he was 

1. • baru&illing team that secured major contract gains without a strike. In 1984 
anti 1987, he headed the union's negotiating team that won contract improvements 
from coal operators in the West. He played a key role on the negotiating team which 
won a 1993 agreement with the Bituminous Coal Operators Association, ending a 
bitter 8-month selective strike. The agreement included major gains in-job security, the 
largest pension increase in UMWA history, and the Labor-Management Positive 
Change Process that empowers UMWA members with a voice in coal mining 
operations. 

In 1989, Roberts was the on-the-scene leader and day-to-day negotiator in 
:he UMWA's militant 10-month strike against the Pittston Co., which had cut off health 
benefits to its retirees and was trying to walk away from its obligations to the UMWA 
Health and Retirement Funds. For his role in that successful strike, Roberts received, 
the Rainbow Coalition's Martin Luther King award as well as awards from Citizen 
Action and the Midwest Academy. 

Born to Evelyn and Cecil E. Roberts, Sr., on October 31, 1946, Roberts grew 
up on Cabin Creek in Kanawha County, WV. His great-uncle, Bill Blizzard, was a 

• ,:;!,;!'.1.ary organizer during the West Virginia mine wars of the 1920s and a UMWA 
p:esident under John L. Lewis. Both of his grandfathers were killed in the 

mines. 

After college and military service in Vietnam, Roberts began work at Carbon 
Fuels' No. 31 mine in Winifred, W.Va., in 1971. He worked for 6 years in a variety of 
underground jobs including general inside laborer, shuttle car operator, unitrack 
operator, greaser, beltman and mechanic. 

His fellow Local Union 2236 members elected him to the local's mine, safety. 
;ld political action committees. He became active in the Miners for Democracy 
' 1E : c;Ment that restored control of the UMWA to its membership in December 1972. 



In 1976, he taught contract education classes for District 17. He served as an 
investigator for district and International attorneys in the Carbon Fuels lawsuit which 
ended in a major UMWA victory when the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that an 
International union cannot be held liable for unauthorized work stoppages in which 
only local unions are involved. 

In 1977, his local elected him a delegate to the District 17 convention, where 
e chaired the constitution committee. The same year, he was elected vice president 

0 f District 17 by a 2-to-1 margin. In May 1981, he was reelected without opposition. 

On November 9, 1982, Roberts was elected vice president of the UMWA, 
again by a 2-to-1 margin, running on a slate headed by Trumka and including John J. 
Banovic, who was elected secretary-treasurer. The Trumka-Roberts-Banovic team 
was reelected without opposition 5 years later. 

- 
On November 10, 1992, Roberts was reelected by an 80-percent margin to 

his third term as vice president. Trumka was reelected president and Jerry D. Jones, 
- r,.i'ary-treasurer. 

In December, 1995, Roberts assumed the UMWA presidency, following 
Richard Trumka's resignation tobecome the AFL-CIO's new secretary-treasurer. 
Subsequently, Jones was named vice president and Carlo Tarley was appointed by 
Roberts to be the UMWA's new secretary -treasurer. 

In August 1997, Roberts was elected by acclamation to a new, five-year term, 
winning the support of 99 percent of the locals participating in the union's nominating 
orocess. He is once again joined at the union's helm by Vice President Jones and 
Secretary-Treasurer Tarley. Also of note, for the first time in UMWA history, the entire 
leadership team's slate, including tellers and auditors, ran unopposed. 

In addition to serving as UMWA president, Roberts has also held office or 
worked on behalf of several other organizations over the years, including serving on 
the Committee for Employer Support of Veteran Employment and the West Virginia 
Employment Opportunities and Economic Development Commission. In 1985, he was 
elected president of the National Council of the Holmes Safety Association. 

Roberts has also served on the boards of directors of Blue Cross and Blue 
".~: - pf Southern West Virginia and the Cabin Creek Clinic in Cabin Creek, W.Va., 

a nci on the Advisory Committee of the Black Lung Program at the Cabin Creek Clinic. 
He has been elected as General Vice President of the National Council of Senior 
Citizens by their Executive Board. He has also been appointed to serve as a member 
of the West Virginia University Institute for Labor Studies and Research Advisory 
Board in 1996. He is a member of the Vietnam Veterans of America and the American 
Legion. 



Roberts graduated in 1964 from East Bank High School in East Bank, W.Va. 
He was drafted into the U.S. Army in May 1966, serving a year in Vietnam with the 
196th Light Infantry Brigade, Americal Division. After his military service, he attended 
Beckley Junior College for two years, majoring in sociology. In 1987, he graduated 
from West Virginia Technical College. 

Roberts is 'married to the former Carolyn Sue Stewart, They have a son, Kyle 
Edward, a daughter, Melissa Dawn, and two grandsons, Aaron and Brandon. 
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Peabody Biography 

PETER B. LILLY 

Present Position: President and Chief Operating Officer, Peabody Holding Company, Inc., 

St. Louis, Mo., July 1995-present. 

Responsibilities: Responsible for overseeing Peabody Holding's North American coal 

operations that produce approximately 143 million tons of coal annually. 

Executive Vice President, Peabody Holding Company, Inc., St. Louis, Mo., 
1994-1995. 
President, Eastem Associated Coal Corp., Charleston, W.Va., 1991-1994. 

President, Kerr-McGee Coal Corporation and Senior Vice President, Kerr-
McGee Corp., Oklahoma City, Okla., 1989-1991. 

Vice President-Marketing and Planning, Kerr-McGee Coal Corporation, 

Past Positions: 

1988-1989. - 
General Manager, Galatia Mine, Kerr-McGee Coal Corporation, 

Harrisburg, Ill., 1983-1988. 
Director of Administration, Kerr McGee Coal Corporation, 1981-1983. 
Manager-Maintenance Planning, Kerr-McGee Coal Corporation, 1980-

1981. 
Management Consultant (Coal Industry), Emory Ayers Associates, New 

York,-N.Y., 1977-1980. 

U.S. Military Academy, West Point, N.Y., B.S. General Engineering and 

Applied Science, 1970. 
Harvard University, M.B.A., Finance, Industrial Marketing and Operations 
Management, 1977. 
Northwestem University, Kellogg Graduate School of Management, 
Advanced Executive Program, 1988. 

• 

Education: 

Military Service: U.S. Army, 1970-1975, Captain. 

Chairman, West Virginia Coal Association (1993-1994); member,  National 
Coal Council (1989-present); Board of Directors, American Mining 
Congress (1989-1991); Board of Directors, National Coal Association 
(1989-1991 and 1995-present); Board of Advisors, West Virginia 
University, Morgantown, W.Va. (1991-present); and Young Presidents' 
Organization. 

Activities: 

Born: 
- _ — "`"`" - - " " 

(b)(6) —  

Immediate Family: Brenda, wife; Lauren Elizabeth, daughter, born Peter Ernst, 

son, bom 

Peabody Holding Company, Inc. 
701 Market Street, Suite 700 
St. Louis, Missouri 63101-1826 
Phone: (314) 342-7780 
Fax: (314) 342-7720 

Office Address: 

8/97 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

PROM: 

SUBJECT: 
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Authariamion fbr Olobal climate Ad 

As you know. the Magda:Won is currently negotiating an int:readout agreement on global 
Walla,  Policy that would have devastating COSINQUEICCS for Amaicans. To send the 
Administration a masurge, we will be Mooing advertising in selected publications to demonstrate widespread mum abow its entrant poticy direction hurling to mandatnry greenhouses gu 
reductions. in het. you may already have signed onto On earlier ad tailed Mots of Pain. No 
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Someone just leaked us the advance text of a auto industry ad against global 
warming action. 
Headline: , 
"MR PRESIDENT: 95 U.S. SENATORS AND MILLIONS OF AMERICAN CAN'T BE WRONG 

Subhead: 
"The Global Climate Treaty Doesn't Make Sense for America or The World" 

Text: 

"This December, the Clinton Administration is likely to sign onto a UN-global 
climate agreement that will hurt-American families and workers. They call 
it an "environmental" agreement. But it's not. It's really one of the most 
important economic and trade agreements the US will ever be asked to sign. 

"The agreement will force Americans to go on a severe energy diet -- while 
letting countries like China, India and Mexico off the hook. A US Dep. of 
Energy study says that becauae it will be cheaper to make things like cars, 
steel, cement and chemicals overseas, that's where American jobs will go. 
And the price of nearly everything -- food, clothing, gasoline, and other 
everyday necessities -- will go up. 

"Not everybody's fooled by this seemingly harmless "environmental" agreement. 
In July, 95 US senators voted for a resolution warning the Administration 

not to sign onto a one-sided agreement that would hurt the US economy. And 
millions of Americans represented by the organizations listed above agree. 

"Mr. President, here's our two cents worth on the issue: don't rush into an 
unwise and unfair UN agreement that's bad for America. Let's take time and 
get this one right." 



From: Brandon MacGillis To: Mr. Todd Stem 

OZONE ACTION 
1636 Connecticut Ave, NW 
Washington, DC 20009 
Phone 202-265-6738 
FAX 202-986-6041 

Date: 9/18/97 Time: 6:36:28 PM Page 1 of 1 
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MEDIA RELEASE 
For further information contact Kelly Sims (202) 265-6738 

REPORT RELEASED PROVIDING 24 REASONS WHY EARLY ACTION IS 
NECESSARY TO PREVENT GLOBAL WARMING 

September 18, 1997 - Washington, DC - Ozone Action released a report today 
detailing the case for early and substantial action to combat the threat of global 
warming. The report provides 24 reasons why early and strong reductions are a 
fundamental element of a coherent strategy to deal with the threat of global 
warming. On October 6, the Clinton Administration is scheduled to hold a White 
House conference on climate change before announcing a long-awaited policy 
decision on climate change. 

To date, the Administration has rejected an early target and has no stated policy on 
the amount of the emissions reduction target. Moreover, the Administration 
advocates a system of "borrowing" which would allow any nation to "borrow" 
emissions from future generations, thereby further delaying real reductions. 

"The Clinton Administration will be judged upon whether it sets an early and strong 
target for emissions reductions. If it does not, a climate change treaty signed this 
December could do more harm than good," said John Passacantando, Executive 
Director of Ozone Action. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
states that to stabilize the climate at current levels, carbon emissions would have to 
be reduced by 50-70%. "A 20% reduction of carbon emissions below 1990 levels 
by 2005 would be a responsible first step towards these goals," said 
Passacantando. 

For a copy of the report, or a list of the 24 reasons, please contact Kelly Sims, 
Science Policy Director, at Ozone Action. 

### 
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M:EDIA ADVISORY 

CLIMATE TREATY DEBATE INTENSIMS WITH 
DEBUT OF NEW AD CAMPAIGN 

WitAT: News conference previewing a new advertising campaign 

aimed at increasing Americans understanding of thc proposed 

United Nations global climate plan. 
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WITEN: Tuesday. September 9, 1997 
10:00 a.m. 

WHERE: First Amendment Lounge 
National Press Club 
14th and F St., N.W. 
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Catherine Pulley (202) 383-9744 
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8:30 a.m.-Noon. PUBLIC HOUSING - The Urban 
Institute hests a 

forum on "Community Building in 
Public Housing.n 

mignlights: 
9 a.m. Tom Kingsley, director, and Art Naparstek, 

senior 

associate, The Urban Institute. 
9:10 a.m. sen. Barbara Mikulski, D-Md. 

9:30 a.m. Kevin Marchman, acting assistant 
secretary, HUD. 

10:15 a.m- Elinor Bacon, deputy assistant 
secretary, HUD, and 

panelists Sharon Harrison Brown, Oaklandi 
Ricardo Diaz, Milwaukee: 

Pat EsparZa, El Paso; mei. Mosley, Akron, and 
Harry Thomas, Seattle. 

Location: The Urban Institute, 5th Floor, 
Conference Room A, 

2100 M St. NW. 
Contact: 202-857-8709. 

9 a.m. COMPUTERS-LEGISLATION - Sen. Mike Enzi 
of Wyoming holds a 

computer demonstration to show technology being 
used to conduot 

legislative business throughout tho country_ 

Location: room 290, Russell. 
Contact: Coy Knobel, 202-224-3424. 

9:30 a.m. SENTENCING GUIDELINES - Sen. Edward 
Kennedy, D-Mass., 

and Rep. John Conyers, Jr., D-Mich., sponsor a 
symposium on federal 

sentencing guidelines, with federal judges, lawyers 
and former 

prosecutors Joseph DiGen0Va and John }fields. 

LOCatiOn: Room 2141, Rayburn_ 
Contact: Melanie Sloan, 202-225-6906. 

• 

10 a.m. SIERRA LEONE - The National Press Club hosts 
Mrs. 

Patricia Kabbah, First Lady of Sierra Leone, beginning 
a two-week 

public awareness tour in the United states and 
detailing events in 

her country since a military junta took control 
in May, 1997. 

Location: National Press Club. 
Contact: Annie Howell, 201-434-8515, or Jennifer Bones, 

202-434-8570. 

10 a.m. CENSUS-NEW COMPUTER - Federal and local 
government 

officials dedicate the Bureau of the Census' new 
computer facility, 

with Rep. Steny Hoyer, D-Md.; Lee price, Commerce Department; 

Martha Farnsworth-Riche, Bureau of the Census; Nelson 
Alcalde, 

GSAINCR; William Kirwan, president, University of 
Maryland, and 

Gary' Allen, Mayor, City of Bowie. 
Location: 17101 Meltord Blva., Bowie, Md. 
Contact: Cherie McClung or christina Braswell, 202-708-5101. 

Note: Above item also listed in the Metro Daybook. . 

10 a.m. GLOBAL CLIMATE - Citizen groupa, labor, 
agriculture, 

small buiness and industry organi2ations hold a news 
conterence to 

discuss an advertising campaign on the proposed U.n. Global 
Climate 

Treaty. 
Location: National Press club. 
Contact: Richard Pollack, 301-421-4748, or Catherine Pulley, 

202-383-9744 

10 a.m. GAS CONNECTORS - The Consumer Product Safety Commission 

ho.lds a news conference to issue a warning about dangerous 
gas 

connectors that connect home appliances to gas lines. 

Location: CSPC offices, 4th floor hearing room, 4330 
East West 

Highway, Bethc5da. 
Contact: kathleenv Segala, 301-504-0580. 
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Climate Change Press Guidance 
September 9, 1997 

BACKGROUND: A major industry ad campaign was launched today on the issue of global 
warming. The first ad suggests that the United States is about to sign a UN agreement that would 
force developed countries to accept binding greenhouse gas emissions targets while exempting 
developing countries altogether. 

. The United States has consistently maintained that meaningful obligations from developing 
countries must be a cornerstone of any treaty we sign. 

• 

, • The U.S. position on developing country obligations goes well beyond what other nations 
have put forward in the negotiations, and we have indicated further additions to that 
position arc likely. 

• Broad bipartisan support (reflected in President Bush's signing and the Senates ratification 
of the 1992 Framework Convention on Climate Change) exists for the basic concept that 
developed and developing nations cannot be expected to assume the same obligations in 
tackling this problem. A similar differentiated approach has worked effectively in 
addressing the problem of ozone depletion. , 
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From: Paul Risley WHCCTF Fax: 202 343 1163 Voice: 202 3430486 To: Jonathan A. at: Staff Secretary Page 2 of 2 Tuesday, September OS, 1907 5:51:17 PM 

White House Climate Change Task Force 
734 Jackson Place, NW • Washington, DC 20503 

202/343-1060 • fax 202/343-1163 

TO: Todd Stern 
Staff Secretary 

CC: Natalie Wymer 

THROUGH: Dirk Forrister 
Chair, White House Climate Change Task Force 

FROM: Paul Risley 
White House Climate Change Task Force 

DATE: Tuesday, September 9, 1997 

RE: Additional information regarding Industry Ad Campaign 

1. A staffcr at Environmcntal Mcdia Scrviccs (Arlic Sehardes group) rcports that a group with a namc 
similar to "Climate Change Coalition" has reserved radio time fo rpurchase on Washington DC's 
WMAL for the last week of September, first week of October. The reserved buy is for a total purohase 
of $ 90,000, though the price has not been paid yet. 

Experienced radio ad buyers say that a two week, 90 K purchase on WMAL is a serious buy -- but it 
could represent either a large overall media campaign (if they bought similar amounts of time on other 
comparable Washington DC radio and tv stations), or it could be indicative of a modest media campaign 
(if WMAL was the largest radio station on whioh they've bought time). 

2. The PR firm representing the coalition that unveiled today's ad campaign is Shandwick & Associates 
-- a firm that lists former Senator Don Reigle of Michigan as its' Washington Office head. Richard 
Pollack is employed by Shandwiok. Pollaok worked for Ralph Nader in the 1970s, directing Nader anti-
nuke activities. He most recently worked as a producer for ABC's "Good Morning America." 
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Why We're Concerned 

The United Nations is rushing to finalize an international climate treaty by December 1997 
that will have major impacts on the U.S. economy, jobs and lifestyles. Because the treaty 
exempts 132 of 166 nations, it will have little or no environmental benefit. 

List of Sponsors 

O Air Transport Association of America 
O American Automobile Manufacturers Association 
O American Corn Growers Association 
O American International Automobile Dealers Association 
O American Petroleum Institute 
O American Plastics Council 
O The American Portland Cement Association 
O American Trucking Associations 
O Association of American Railroads 
El The Center for Energy and Economic Development 
O Coalition for Vehicle Choice 
O The Fertilizer Institute 
O National Association of Farmer Elected Committees 
O National Association of Manufacturers 
O National Automobile Dealers Association 
O National Black Chamber of Commerce, Inc. 
O The National Cattlemen's Beef Association 
O National Grange 
O National Mining Association 
ID National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
O The Seniors Coalition 
cl The Small Business Survival Committee 

• 
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The U.N. Climate Change Treaty 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change 

International negotiations are underway aimed at curbing greenhouse gas (ghg) emissions. A 
treaty, to be finalized by the end of 1997, is expected to require "legally-binding" cutbacks in 
energy usage by developed nations only. 

Summary of the Rio "Climate Change Treaty" 

The U.N. Climate Change Treaty http://www.elimatefacts.org/treaty/index.html 

Concerned about the possibility of global warming, the U.S. and other nations met in Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992, under the auspices of the United Nations, at the "Earth Summit" and signed 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). The UNFCCC 
calls on industrialized nations to aim to voluntarily limit their greenhouse gas emissions to 
1990 levels by the year 2000. The parties agreed to continue to periodically review the need 
to consider additional cornmitments. 

The "Berlin Mandate" 

In 1995 in Berlin, the UNFCC member nations agreed to negotiate setting new commitments 
for limiting greenhouse gas emissions after the year 2000 for devloped nations. A11 
"developing" nations (132 out of 166) are exempted from further commitments. This "Berlin 
Mandate" process is aiming at finalizing a treaty or protocol at Kyoto, Japan (December 
1-10, 1997). Proposals under discussion would require "legally-binding" cutbacks in energy 
usage. 

Treaty Text 

The U.S. Negotiating Position 

The U.S. Administration has said it would support "quantified and legally-binding" emission 
targets, an international emission trading system, and creation of a United Nations-type body 
that would oversee monitoring and enforce compliance. The U.S. has not yet specified its 
proposed targets and timetables, however, it did agree to the Summit of Eight official 
communiqué (released June 22, 1997), which says these nations intend to commit to "binding 
targets that will result in reductions of greenhouse gas emissions by 2010." 

Other Nations' Proposals 
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Other nations also have proposed a wide range of reduction targets and timetables from 
1990 levels. These proposals would be applicable only to the U.S. and other developed 
nations. The major proposals include: 

O The European Union — a 7.5% emission reduction by 2005 and a 15% 
reduction by 2010; 

O Brazil — a 30% reduction by developed countries by 2020; 
O The Alliance of Small Island States — reduce developed country CO2  by at 

least 20% by 2005; - - 0 The United Kingdom — a 20% reduction in greenhouse gases by 2010. 

Further listing of proposals 
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The U.N. Climate Change Treaty 
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Fairness Concerns 

Fairness Concerns 

Four Out of Five Nations Are Exempt 

The agreement would be binding only on the U.S. and other industrialized nations. 132 out 
of 166 nations — e.g., China, India, Brazil, Mexico, south Korea, most OPEC nations and 
others — are exempt under present rules and have made it clear they will not agree to any 
commitments. Nations not affected by the UN proposals account for about half of the 
current carbon emissions and will account for about 75% over the next century, so that 
reductions by developed countries only will have little enviromenntal benefit. 

Oil producing and other developing nations have proposed that they be reimbursed for the 
economic losses they would suffer if the industrialized world cuts back on its use of fossil 
fuel. The negotiating text before the UN includes a proposal for developed countries to 
compensate oil producing and other nations, which will not be bound by the agreement, for 
"social and economic losses arising from implementation of the present instrument" and 
developing countries "shall have a claim ... for the loss of income from export of fossil fuel 
products, raw material other than fossil fuels or finished or semi-finished goods." 

Unless all nations participate in an agreement, global emissions levels will continue to rise. 
This means that Americans could end up making sacrifices for little or no environmental 
benefit. 

Bert Bolin, Chairman of the UN committee to study climate science, said, "It is obvious ... 
that no reasonable future reductions by [developed] countries would stabilize global 
emissions." 

34 Countries Committing to Emissions Reduction Targets and Timetables  

132 Exempt Countries  

Loss of U.S. Sovereignty 

The U.S. has indicated its support of a United Nations body to oversee the assessment of 
compliance and to implement restrictions. 

Other countries also are suggesting they know best how Americans should live — e.g., the 
U.K.'s Foreign Secretary, Robin Cook has said "the lifestyle of America and elsewhere 
cannot be contained much beyond another quarter of a century." 
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"Even though anthropgenic global warming may never occur, policy proposals now under 
consideration are sure to begin melt-down of national sovereignty. Legally binding measures 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions must be enforced to be meaningful. The enforcement 
must come from outside the borders of sovereign nations...Aside from the inevitable 
economic costs that must be borne by every nation, the diminution of national sovereignty is 
a price every nation should question before adopting any legally binding protocol to solve a 
suspected problem that may not exist." (eco-logic Bonn, March 6, 1997, published by 
Sovereignty International, Henry Lamb, editor.) - 
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Fairness Concerns 

34 Countries Committing To Emissions Reduction Targets And 
Timetables 
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Fairness Concerns 

132 Exempt Countries 

Parties Exempt Under the Berlin Mandate From New Commitments 
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34 Countries Committinz to Emissions Reduction Tarzets and Timetables  
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Science Concerns 

Science Concerns 

"The headlines a year and a half ago positively brimmed with assurance: "Global Warming: 
No Longer in Doubt," "Man Adversely Affecting Climate, Experts Conclude," "Experts 
Agree Humans Have Discernible Effect on Climate," "Climate Panel Is Confident of 
Man's Link to Warming." The official summary statement of the UN-sponsored 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report that had prompted the 
headlines seemed reasonably confident, too: "... the balance of evidence suggests that there 
is a discernible human influence on global climate." But as negotiators prepared to gather 
in Bonn in July to discuss a climate treaty that could require nations to adopt expensive 
policies for limiting their emissions of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases, many 
climate experts caution that it is not at all clear yet that human activities have begun to 
warm the planet or how bad greenhouse warming will be when it anives." (Science, May 
16, 1997) 

While potential global climate change is an issue of concern, it is crucial that public policy 
is based on taking the right actions at the right time. The science and economics say theres 
time to do this right -- it is not prudent to rush to take short-term actions that would 
severely impact the economy and preclude more cost-effective long-term solutions. It is 
fair to say that the science still is not in and there are remaining uncertainties about the 
causes, timing and complete effects of climate change. The models used to develop global 
warming projections are still evolving and cannot yet take into account major factors --
e.g., cloud and ocean processes, sunspots, and natural variations in the climate. Further 
research is needed not only to improve the accuracy and reliability of the models, but also 
to further our scientific understanding of climate systems and the causes and effects of 
climate change. 

AN. 

"Delaying the implementation of emissions controls for ten to twenty years will have little 
effect on atmospheric concentrations [of greenhouse gas emissions]." (U.S. Congress 
Office of Technological Assessment) 

The Greenhouse Effect Explained 

The "greenhouse effect" is a natural process that allows the earth to be warm enough to 
sustain life. Gases in the atmosphere act like a blanket and trap or slow down some 
infrared radiation, or heat, emitted by the earth, thus warming the earth's surface. Water 
vapor makes up about 97% of all greenhouse gases (ghgs). The remaining 3% is 
composed of primarily of carbon dioxide (CO2), methane and nitrous oxide. Man-made 
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global emissions of carbon dioxide are less than 4% of total (natural plus man-inade) 
annual emissions. Apparently, nature also removes slightly more carbon dioxide than it 
emits every year, effectively cutting the annual rate of growth of atmospheric carbon 
dioxide concentration in half. The concern is whether increasing amounts of man-made 
greenhouse gases may be warming the earth enough to significantly change weather 
patterns. Man-made CO2 comes primarily from deforestation and burning fossil fuels such 
as coal, oil and natural gas. Methane and nitrous oxide come from a variety of sources, 
including mining, farming and waste disposal. 

More Detailed Explanation 

What We Know About the Science 

Is The Earth Warming? 

There is conflicting scientific data over whether there is a warming trend. Global surface 
temperature estimates indicate a rise of between 0.3 and 0.6 degrees C (0.5 to 1.1 degrees 
F) since the late 19th century. This change is within the range of natural variability. Most 
of the warming in the surface measurements occurred before 1940, well before any 
significant increase in man-made ghg emissions. However, National Aeronautic and Space 
Administration (NASA) satellite measurements show no net warming over the past 18 
years -- in fact, they show a slight cooling trend over the last eighteen years. 

Are Humans Causing the Warming? 

The Scientific "Consensus"  

What are the Effects If Any? 
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Science Concerns 

Detailed Greenhouse Effect Explanation 

The Greenhouse Effect 

The greenhouse effect does exist - it's a naturally occurring phenomenon. 
Certain gases in the atmosphere act like a blanket and trap infrared radiation, or 
heat, that would otherwise escape from the earth's atmosphere into outer space. 
The greenhouse effect keeps the earth warmer than it would otherwise be - 
without it life on earth would not be possible. 

The controversy is over whether or not a build-up of greenhouse gases from 
human activities is causing the earth's temperature to rise beyond natural levels, 
and what the effects of this might be. 

The greenhouse gas that is most abundant, and has the largest effect on climate, 
is water vapor. Water vapor makes up 97% of all greenhouse gases. Of the 3% 
of greenhouse gases not comprised of water vapor, the largest component is 
carbon dioxide. About 4% of the carbon dioxide going into the atmosphere is a 
result of man's activities, but it is this piece, and the fact that it is increasing, 
which is causing concern, Most of the "man-made" carbon dioxide comes from 
burning fossil fuels such as coal, oil and natural gas. 

These are hydrocarbon fuels, made of various combinations of hydrogen and 
carbon atoms. When they burn, the hydrocarbon molecules are broken apart, 
producing energy, and the separated hydrogen and carbon atoms combine with 
oxygen from the air to result in carbon dioxide (CO2) and water (H20). 
Because the fossil fuels had been trapped far beneath the surface of the earth, 
the release of this carbon dioxide represents an addition to the amount of 
carbon dioxide in the air. 

- - 

Once released from beneath the earth's surface, the carbon atoms become a part 
of a complex and little understood series of events known as the carbon cycle. 
Over time, much of the carbon dioxide is absorbed into plants when they 
breathe, and that carbon becomes stored in the body of the plant itself. When 
plants are burned, such as in wood stoves, or when alcohol made from plants is 
burned, the carbon dioxide that results does not automatically represent a 
man-made addition to the greenhouse effect, since the carbon in plants 
originally came from the air, and was therefore already a part of the carbon 
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cycle that transfers carbon back and forth between the atmosphere and the 
surface of the earth. Burning vegetation only increases the greenhouse effect if 
it is done on a massive scale without offsetting growth of replacement 
vegetation. Unfortunately, ongoing massive deforestation in developing nations 
has not been offset by new forest growth elsewhere, and therefore does 
currently represent a significant portion of man-made greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

While carbon dioxide accounts for about two thirds of man-made greenhouse 
gas emissions, methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O)) and certain specialty 
chemicals account for the remaining portions. Measurements show that 
greenhouse gas concentrations in the air are increasing. Since pre-industrial 
times (i.e., about 1750), concentrations of carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous 
oxide have grown by about 30%, 145% and 15%, respectively. 

The administration's support for drastic action is being carried under the banner 
of science. Yet, the science is very far from certain. The arguments are based 
on computer models that still leave much to be desired. Even so, analyses based 
on what have been learned so far are available to guide us in policy decisions. 
In fact, three relatively independent combined climate and economic 
calculations have recently been developed that are essentially in agreement, and 
two points worthy of note emerge from these analyses. 

The first is that appreciable effects of global warming are not likely to occur 
before 100-150 years or so from now. Even then, the effects are not nearly as 
severe as once predicted. The sea level rise is predicted to be about one foot 
and the average global temperature change will amount to about one degree 
Centigrade (about two degrees Fahrenheit). 

The second is the remarkable conclusion that no real benefit is to be derived by 
applying corrective measures much before 30 to 40 years from now. 

In tracing the various possible projections of increasing atmospheric carbon 
dioxide, it becomes evident that a choice among them need not be made before 
that time. Since very little climate change would occur by then, a choice of 
correctives could wait. Of course, the interval would also provide additional 
technical advance in choice of energy sources and energy efficiencies. 

In the face of scientific developments, it is clear that no rational justification 
can be presented to the Congress or the American people for rushing into a 
binding agreement that will unilaterally cut our energy usage. Not when that 
agreement could have a devastating effect on our economy, our standard of 
living, and our future ability to compete in the global marketplace. For now, 
there are no firm answers, and we should not act as if there are. (Dr. William 
A. Nierenberg, Long Beach-Press Telegram, July 27, 1997 "Global warming: 
In search of good science, good policy") 
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Science Concerns 

Are Humans Causing the Warming? 

Even though a 1995 UN science report said that "the balance of evidence suggests a 
discernible human influence on global climate," it also noted an inability to quantify that 
influence and many remaining uncertainties -- stating, for example that "our ability to 
quantify the human influence on global climate is currently limited because the expected 
signal is still emerging from the noise of natural variability and because there are 
uncertainties in key factors." These include the magnitude and patterns of long term natural 
variability. 

The argument that there is human-caused climate change rests on estimates generated by 
complex computer models, which attempt to reproduce little understood climate processes. 

O The 1995 UN science report computer projections were for a temperature increase of 
2.5 degrees C (4.5 degrees F) by 2100 and a sea level rise of 50 cm (20 inches). This 
1995 projection scaled back their 1992 estimates of temperature and sea level 
increases by 33% and 25%, respectively. More recent computer projections have 
lowered the temperature projections to 2 degrees C (3.6 degrees F). 

O Important processes such as clouds, oceans, aerosols, sun spots and the hydrological 
cycle (evaporation, snow, ice, precipitation, soil moisture, etc.) are not well 
understood fundamentally, nor can they be reflected reliably in models because of 
uncertain science and computational limitations. "[Current climate] models just don't 
handle processes like clouds, water vapor and precipitation systems well enough to 
accurately predict how strong global warming will be." Dr. Roy Spencer, NASA 
Marshall Space Flight Center. 

O Scientists at MIT have said that "unfortunately current models are both uncertain 
predictors of the climate response to human influences and inadequate tools for 
assessing natural variability. In addition, data on global climate and human influences 
in past decades and our understanding of the cooling effects of aerosols are far from 
ideal." (H.D. Jacoby, R. G. Prinn, R. Schmalensee, MIT Joint Program on the 
Science and Policy of Global Change, "Needed.. A Realistic Strategy for Global 
Warming", July 1997.) 

O An article in the May 16,1997 issue of Science reflects the growing skepticism and 
realization that it may be a decade or more before human effects can be discerned 
about natural climate variability. It states that "many climate experts caution that it is 
not at all clear that human activities have begun to warm the planet -- or how bad 
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grednhouse warming will be when it arrives." One senior climate modeler said "the 
more you learn, the more you understand that you don't understand very inuch." 

Is the Earth Warming? 

The Scientific "Consensus" 

What are the Effects If Any? 

- 
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The Scientific "Consensus" 

The U.S. Administration states that the science is "clear and compelling," based on the 
supposed consensus of 2,000 (and sometimes 2,500) scientists that "the balance of evidence 
suggests a discernible human influence on global climate." This statement comes from the 
'Summary for Policymakers' of the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 

The IPCC published three reports of published research on climate change in 1995 on: 
science; impacts, adaptation and mitigation; and economics. The contributors and reviewers 
of all three volumes total about 2,100, relatively few of which are specialists in atmospheric 
physics. Most are economists, social scientists, policy experts, and government 
functionaries. 

Chapter Eight of the report, "Detection of Climate Change and Attribution of Causes" 
which provided the background for the "discernible impact' statement, had four lead authors 
and 32 contributors (not 2,000). After it had been peer-reviewed and approved by the 
contributors, the chapter was modified so as to change the tone, creating considerable 
controversy. 

From this material, the 'Summary for Policymakers' was written. As one of the IPCC lead 
authors, Keith Shine said, "We produce a draft, and then the policymakers go through it line 
by line and change the way it is presented... It's peculiar that they have the final say in what 
goes into a scientists' report." 

Robert Reinstein, former chief State Department negotiator on the climate treaty under 
President Bush agrees that the wording of the summary was negotiated at length by 
international delegations. "Because of this," he said, "the summary must be considered 
purely a political document, not a scientific one." 

Ben Santer, one of the lead authors of the controversial Chapter Eight, said, "It's 
unfortunate that many people read the media hype before they read the chapter. [ think the 
caveats are there. We say quite clearly that few scientists would say the attribution issue 
was a done deal." 

In July 1996, over 100 European and American scientists issued the "Leipzig Declaration," 
warning that there is still no scientific consensus on the subject of climate change. "On the 
contrary," the statement says, "most scientists now accept the fact that actual observations 
from earth satellites show no climate warming whatsoever." 

1 of 2 09/10/97 09:41:12 

, 

- 



What are the Effects If Any? 

A great deal of recent media attention has been focused on the possible connection between 
global warming and extreme weather events. In fact, the 1995 UN science report stated that 
"overall, there is no evidence that extreme weather events, or climate variability, has 
increased, in a global sense, through the 20th Century." (Section 3.5, pg. 173.) 

O Hurricanes and Tornadoes 
O Heat Waves  
O 12D20121 
O Sea-Level Rise 
O Agriculture  
O Health  

Hurricanes and Tornadoes 

Although some people have argued that hurricanes are becoming stronger and more 
frequent and that droughts and floods are becoming more common, recent work by 
scientists worldwide dispute this hypothesis. Observational data show that the frequency of 
both hurricanes and violent tornadoes have not increased in recent decades. Sound 
theoretical arguments have been advanced that indicate even if global warming does occur, 
the frequency and aerial extent of hurricanes are not likely to increase. (Macdonald, 
Norman J., and Sobel, Joseph P., Changing Weather? Facts and Fallacies about Climate 
Change and Weather Extremes, Accu- Weather, Inc., 1995, page 3.) 

There is basically no trend of any sort in the number of hurricanes experienced in any of the 
four regions [central Atlantic, east coast of the U.S., Gulf of Mexico, and Caribhean Sea, 
for the period 1947 to 1987] with respect to variations in temperature. (S.B. Idso, R.C. 
Balling, Jr., and R.S. Cerveny, "Carbon Dioxide and Hurricanes: Implications of Northern 
Hemispheric warming for Atlantic/Caribbean storms," Meteorology and Atmospheric 
Physics, Vol. 42 (1990), p. 261. 

Heat Waves 

The 1995 UN science report found that there was no evidence of an increase in extreme 
maximum temperatures across the United States. (IPCC Climate Change 1995, Working 
Group 1, section 3.5.2.4.) 

Drought 

Recent droughts in the Southwest and the excessive rainfall in the East are related to 
certain unusual features of the jet stream. There is substantial evidence that variations in 
the jet stream and associated drought conditions over the Southwest were due in part to 
abnormally cold sea temperatures over the central and eastern equatorial Pacific. (Doel, 
Randall M., NOAA Environmental Research Laboratories, Climate Diagnostic Center.) 



Sea-Level Rise 

The much-feared threat of a future sea-level rise is diminishing, according to published 
scientific estimates, and there is a good chance that a warming may cause sea level to drop 

-- as increased evaporation from the ocean puts more ice on the polar caps. Fred Singer, 

Ph.D., President, Science and Environmental Project (Wall Street Journal, April 30, 

1997, Global Warming Chills Out.) 

While sea levels have always fluctuated throughout history, increases in global average 

temperatures have the potential to impact sea levels in three ways. Water expands in 

volume as its temperature increases above current levels, and this "thermal expansion" is 

the primary driver of predictions of rising sea levels. In addition, any melting of the polar 

ice caps could augment the sea level rise. Offsetting thes factors, higher average 
temperature could result in an increase in precipitation. This could have the effect of 
removing water from the sea through evaporation, and depositing the water via increased 
snowfall in polar regions, resulting in a buildup of water stored as accumulated snow and 

ice away from the sea. Current estimates are that sea levels have risen five to ten inches 

over the past 100 years, with the UN's scientific panel on climate change predicting in 

1995 a 20 inch increase over the next 100 years. This prediction compares to their 1990 

estimate of a 26 inch increase over 100 years. Models which assign more importance to 

the precipitation effect predict smaller sea level changes and some models even show a sea 

level decrease. 

Agriculture 

"Global changes in temperature and precipitation patterns during the next century are not 

likely to imperil food production for the world as a whole." U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Economic Research Service, June 1995. 

"The effects of the increasing atmospheric level of CO2 on photosynthetic capacity for the 

enhancement of food production and the output of rangelands and forests, appear far more 

important than any detectable change in climate." Sylvan H. Wittwer, "The Global 
Environment: It's Good for Food Production," 1997. 



Health 

"Fewer than 50 years ago malaria was endemic in many mid-latitude countries of the 
temperate zones and occasionally reached as far north as the Arctic Circle. The 
Netherlands, which last time we checked was a tad north of the tropical rain forests, wasn't 
declared malaria-free until 1970." Dr. Paul Reiter, Global Warming and Mosquito-borne 
Disease in the US., The Lancet, 1996. "Singapore, which is located just 2 degrees from 
the equator, reported no deaths from malaria in 1994. Malaysia, just next door, suffers 
from endemic malaria and dengue fever. The difference is not the climate, but the wealth 
of the two areas." Thomas Gale Moore, WHO Cares!, World Climate Report. 

- 
- "Simple steps, such as screens on windows, the elimination of standing water, and 

suburbanization (which reduced population density and thus the risk of transmission) were 
largely responsible for eliminating mosquito-borne diseases. As evidence, we previously 
reported on a 1995 dengue pandemic that infected a Mexican state that borders Texas. 
Reynosa, Mexico reported 2,361 cases; the entire state of Texas reported eight cases. The 
only reasonable explanation for the difference is living standards. Where people enjoy 
good sanitation and public education, have the knowledge and the willingness to manage 
fresh water around households, implement programs to control mosquitoes, and employ 
screens and air-conditioning, these mosquito-borne diseases cannot spread. If the climate 
does warm, these factors will remain." Thomas Gale Moore, "The Big Scare", World 
Cliniate Report, December 30, 1996. 

"Evidence for the importance of context can be found in the historic extent of malaria. 
Between 1780 and 1840 virtually all people living in Ontario, as far north as Ottawa, 
suffered from a disease ... now recognized as being benign tertian Malaria ... Few 
climatologists would argue that there has been significant regional cooling in Ontario since 
1840, so why did the incidence of malaria change from being almost universal to afflicting 
fewer than one patient per decade? Today, Ontario continues to host three species of 
anopheline mosquitoes capable of transmitting malaria. However, the large swamps in the 
south of the province have been drained, other surface waters are well managed, and 
disease surveillance leads to rapid isolation of patients and severance of the parasite-host 
cycle essential to further transmission of the disease. It is clear that public health measures, 
case management, and land use play a [more] significant role in determination of the 
prevalence of malaria than climate." Hadi Dowlatabadi, "Assessing the Health Impacts of 
Climate Change," Degrees of Change Newsletter, Global Change Integrated Assessment 
Program, Carnegie Mellon, September, 1996. 
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Economic Concerns 

ECONOMIC CONCERNS 

How the Kyoto Treaty Would Affect Us 

"It is a fact that limiting carbon dioxide emissions will mean significant changes in energy 
use and energy sources." (Senator John Chafee, Committee on Environment and Public 
Works hearing, July 17, 1997.) The tie between energy usage and economic growth is 
well-documented. Using coal, oil and natural gas is a large source of man-made 
greenhouse gas emission but provides our lowest cost sources of energy. Thus global 
climate policy has the potential of completely upsetting the economy. Even with 
market-based measures and trading -- which could result in relatively more cost-effective 
approaches -- great harm could be done to the world's economy and jobs if the targets and 
timetables are too stringent. The American people have the most to lose under drastic 
energy cutback plans. Greenhouse gas emissions caps and cuts will put the U.S. on an 
energy diet. To return U.S. emissions to 1990 levels by 2010 would require a more than 
20% cut in energy use. A proposal by the European Union to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions by 15% by 2010 would mean the U.S. would have to cut energy use by more 
than 30%. 

How the Treatv Would Affect the Economies of Nations 

How the Treaty Would Affect the Average American 

Frequently Asked Questions 

The Government's Abandoned Economic Models 

- 

The U.S. Administration repeatedly assured Congress and the American public that no 
actions would be taken without a thorough understanding of the economic impacts as 
determined through an open public process. Three economic models were developed, but 
the government recently announced it is scrapping its attempt to use these three economic 
models for analyzing options. "The effort to develop a model or set of models that can 
give us a definite answer as to the economic impacts of a given climate change policy is 
futile," said Janet Yellen, chair of the President's Council of Economic Advisors to a 
House Subcommittee. Ms. Yellen told the House Commerce Subcommittee that 
government efforts to craft a model "was not successful." 

Home I Why Were Concerned I U.N. Treaty I Fairness Concerns I Science Concerns I 
Economic Considerations I Americans Speak Out I What You Can Do I Other Sites 

2 of 2 . 09/10/97 09:57:32 



How the Treaty Would Affect the Economies of Nations http://www.climatefacts.org/economic/econnations.html 

Economic Concerns 

How the Treaty Would Affect the Economies of Nations 

Reputable economic studies have estimated that proposals under consideration could mean 
a loss of economic growth of hundreds of billions of dollars per year for the United States. 
Both developed and developing nations will be impacted by proposals to reduce energy 
usage. 

A U.S. Department of Energy study conducted by the Argonne National Laboratory 
concluded that constraints on developed nations — and not on developing nations — would 
mean output and employment would drop in the basic chemicals, iron and steel, petroleum 
refining, aluminum, paper and cement industries. If fuel prices were raised significantly, the 
study said that operations and jobs in these sectors probably would move to developing 
countries. The study predicted the following effects if fuel prices rose dramatically due to a 
high tax on carbon-based fuels: 

O About 20 - 30% of the basic chemical industry would move to developing countries 
within 15 to 30 years. 

0 All primary aluminum smelters in the U.S. would close by 2010 if the tax was 
expanded to all forms of energy. 

O The study concludes that the "imposition of increased energy costs will devastate 
the U. S. steel industry without a significant decrease in worldwide energy related 
emissions from steel making" -- that production will be simply shifted to developing 
countries such as Brazil, Korea, Mexico and maybe China because U.S. costs will be 
higher. It estimates that employment in the U.S. steel industry would drop by 65%. 

O Domestic paper production would be displaced by imports. 

O Output of U.S. petroleum refiners probably would drop 20% due to demand 
reduction. 

O Between 23-35% of the cement industry would shut down, with imports displacing 
domestic production. 

How the Treaty Wold Affect The Average American 

Freqentlv Asked Questions 
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Consumer Goods 

Refined petroleum products -including gasoline/home 
heating oil 

Electricity 

Natural Gas 

Price Increase 

$0.50 per gallon 

1.93 cents/kWh 

$2.255 per MCf 

%Increase 

38% / 48% 

23% 

46% 
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Economic Concerns 

How the Treaty Would Affect The Average American 

Reputable economic studies have estimated that such an "energy diet" would result in 
higher electricity and home heating costs, bigger bills at the gas pumps and more expensive 
transportation. Charles River Associates, an independent economic research company, has 
projected that to just return the U.S. emissions to 1990 levels by 2010 would have the 
following impacts on U.S. consumers: 

0 Energy price increases will, unfortunately, impact most severely those who can least 
afford it — the working poor and those on fixed incomes. 

Examples Of Possible Effects Of Mandatory Reductions In Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions To Achieve A 20% Reduction : 

O Consumers  
O Senior Citizens  
O Labor 
O Small Business  
O Farmers and Ranchers  
O Outdoor Enthusiasts  
O Travel, Tourism, and Hospitality 
O Local Governments  
O Motorists  

How the Treaty Would Affect the Economies of Nations 

Frequently Asked Ouestions 
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Consumers 

❑ Higher home utility bills. 
❑ New zoning rules to discourage suburban development, and force people to use 

mass transit. 
❑ Smaller housing units that require less energy. 
❑ Forced carpooling. 
❑ Higher costs for consumer goods (particularly those with high petroleum content — 

such as cosmetics or those that require more energy in the manufacturing process), 
due to higher energy costs for manufacturers. 

❑ Higher costs for food, due to higher fuel costs for farmers, food processors, 
restaurant owners. 

❑ Higher costs for leisure activities such as travel, restaurant food, movies, etc. 
❑ Higher costs for medical care to cover increased energy costs of hospitals, clinics, 

doctors' offices. 
❑ Higher taxes to cover local energy cost increases. 

Senior Citizens 

❑ Less mobility due to higher gasoline/travel costs. 
❑ Less disposable income due to higher costs for basics such as food, medical care, 

home heating and air conditioning, etc. 
❑ Less availability of full-size sedans. 

Labor 

❑ Potential loss of thousands of jobs if production would move off-shore to Mexico, 
China, Brazil, Indonesia and other developing nations not subject to mandatory C02 
reductions. 

Small Business 

❑ Restrictions on the availability of, and higher prices for, full-size pickup trucks and 
cargo vans. 

❑ Higher gasoline prices. 
❑ Increased costs of doing business due to higher prices for supplies, utility bills and 

shipping. Energy-intensive businesses will be particularly hard hit. 
❑ New federal regulations and paperwork burdens. 

Farmers and Ranchers 

❑ Higher fertilizer prices. 
❑ Limitations on production. 
❑ Requirements for no-till soil preparation. 
❑ Limitations and restrictions on livestock production to reduce methane emissions. 
❑ Further restrictions on timber harvesting. 



Outdoor Enthusiasts 
• 

0 Higher fuel prices that will affect pleasure boaters, fishermen, motorcyclists, 
snowmobilers, campers, etc. 

O Higher prices for all recreational equipment, due to higher energy costs for 
manufacturers. 

0 Possible restrictions on boating and other activities using gasoline or diesel motors. 

Travel, Tourism, and Hospitality 

O Higher costs of operation due to higher utility bills, higher food costs, higher 
transportation costs. 

O Higher prices for air, rail and bus travel due to higher fuel taxes. 
o Possible drop in business due to higher prices, higher fuel costs to patrons, and 

overall reduction in discretionary income. 

Local Governments 

O Higher costs for educational systems to pay for increased cost of gasoline for school 
buses, higher costs for food, higher utility bills, etc. 

O Reduced highway revenue due to reduced gasoline sales. 

Motorists 

o Reduced vehicle choice and utility, higher federal gas mileage standards for new 
cars, pickups, minivans, and sport-utility vehicles would necessitate significant 
downsizing, diminishing safety. Heavier cars and trucks needed to carry people, 
goods, and equipment and tow boats and trailers would be restricted. 

o Higher gasoline taxes. 
O New mileage taxes or tolls. 
O Possible restrictions on driving. 
o Higher prices for new cars and trucks. 
O Less funding for highway construction improvements. 
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Economic Concerns 

Frequently Asked Questions 

An independent study by Charles River Associates of how a treaty would affect the U.S. and 
other nations answered the following questions: 

0 HOW AMBITIOUS IS A GOAL OF STABILIZING EMISSIONS AT 1990 
LEVELS? 

One proposal being considered in the current UN negotiations would cap carbon 
emissions from industrial countries at 1990 levels from 2010 onward. By 2010, 
emissions from the U.S. and the European Union are forecasted to exceed 1990  levels 
by 20% in absence of such limits. By 2030, U. S. emissions could exceed the cap by 
50%. Other countries, with no obligation to cap their emissions, will continue to 
increase their emissions as their energy use expands, diluting any effect of the caps on 
industrialized countries. 

0 WHAT ARE EMISSION CAPS AND TRADING AND HOW DO CARBON 
TAXES FIT IN? 

To enforce a cap of U.S. carbon emissions at 1990 levels, regulators could impose a 
tax or establish a tradable permit ("ration coupon") system. The tax or permit price 
required in 2010 would be $177 per ton of carbon. As the economy grows, this tax or 
permit price would rise to over $400 per ton by 2030. Since energy is used in the 
production of every good and service in the economy, carbon taxes or permit prices 
would show up in the prices of all household goods, electricity, and heating expenses. 

- 

El WHAT IS CARBON LEAKAGE AND WHAT DOES THAT MEAN FOR 
OECD COUNTRIES EMISSION LIMITS? 

The industrialized countries will have to increase their energy prices to induce reduced 
energy consumption. This reduction in demand will cause energy prices to drop in the 
rest of the world, causing energy-intensive industries to relocate to countries with 
lower energy prices. This "carbon leakage" from industrialized to non- industrialized 
countries means that any gains made by developed countries to reduce their emissions 
would be significantly offset by additional increases in developing nations. For every 
three tons of emissions reductions in the industrialized countries, there will only be 2 
tons reduction in total global emissions, maybe less. 
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O WHAT IS THE EFFECT OF EMISSION LIMITS ON U.S. ECONOMIC 
GROWTH? 

If the U.S. agrees at December's Kyoto meeting to cap emissions at 1990 levels from 
2010 onwards, losses in gross domestic product (GDP) will begin immediately as 
consumers reduce their savings and businesses change their investment plans to 
prepare for a future with much more expensive energy. The rate of growth in the 
economy will decrease, as incentives for investment are reduced and funds are diverted 

- into projects for replacing fossil fuels rather than producing goods and services for 
consumers. 

O WHAT WILL BE THE IMPACTS OF EMISSION LIMITS ON ECONOMIC 
GROWTH FOR WORLD REGIONS? 

The impacts of requiring developed countries to stabilize emissions at 1990 levels by 
2010 would have very different impacts in different world regions. For the 
industrialized countries, emission limits will have clearly negative effects since these 
countries will bear the cost of reducing emissions. Developing countries will have 
mixed impacts, with an overall negative effect. They will benefit from lower world 
energy prices due to the developed countries' reduced demand for energy, but with 
developed nations less well off, demand for goods produced in developing countries 
will decline. Prices of exports from developed countries will rise due to increased 
energy costs. OPEC experiences the greatest losses, due to reduced energy exports 
and lower world energy costs. 

O WHAT WILL BE THE EFFECTS OF EMISSION LIMITS ON 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE? 

Emission limits on developed countries only will reduce demand for imports, and make 
goods produced more expensive. Lower energy costs will shift investment in energy 
intensive industries away from the developed countries and toward countries without 
emission limits. Energy intensive industries in the U.S. will lose world markets to their 
competitors in countries without emissions limits. 

How the Treaty Would Affect the Economies of Nations 

How the Treaty Would Affect the Average American 
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Americans Speak Out 

Americans Speak Out 

A diverse group of Americans are speaking out about their concerns on the impact that 
this treaty would have on their lifestyles, jobs and economic well-being. 

O Small Business  
O Labor Unions  
O Lower Income Citizens  
O Farmers/Ranchers  
O Business and Trade Associations 
O Motorists  
O Recreation  
O Public Policy Groups  
O Elected Officials 

O State and Local Officials  
El Federal Officials  
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Motorists 

National Motorists Association 

American mobility has been, and is, crucial to the development of the U.S. 

economy. Because this mobility would be severely restricted by large 

increases in gasoline taxes and increases in federal fuel economy standards for 

cars and light trucks, the National Motorists Association opposes the current 

climate treaty negotiations that mandate greenhouse gas emission caps. We 

further believe that the dubious foundations on which the "global warming" 

theory is based does not justify the economic and social dislocation to be 

— created by these proposed treaty provisions. 
400. 

Small Business 

SmaH Business Survival Committee 

The impact of an international treaty that would require the United States to 

meet binding greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets would be a 

bureaucratic nightmare for the small business community. Any energy-

intensive business — bakeries, dry cleaners, auto repair shops - even ironically 

recycling shops would be forced to operate smaller, less business-useful 
vehicles, pay higher gas taxes and a new carbon tax, and be required to 

navigate yet another layer of federal regulations and mandates — the obvious 

consequence would be the destruction of American jobs and businesses. 

US Chamber of Commerce 

Requiring binding targets and timetables to reduce worldwide emissions of 

greenhouse gases would result in higher energy prices and lead to a wide 
variety of restrictions on economic growth in the U.S. If the U.S. were 

required to comply with aggressive efforts to cap emissions, the resulting 

economic dislocation and negative impact on small businesses would far 

outweigh any potential environmental benefit. Additionally, this would be a 

largely self-defeating policy that leaves all developing countries exempt from 

any meaningful discipline to curb emissions. 



Recreation 

American Recreation Coalition 

Almost every American enjoys some form of outdoor recreation — time spent 
which yields improved physical and mental health, stronger family and 
community bonds and better job performance. Recreation often requires 
durable vehicles with rugged frames, strong suspension, ample cargo space, 
higher ground clearance, engines with ample torque, good towing capabilities 
and off-road capabilities. If the trucks, vans and sport utility vehicles so vital 
to America's recreation community today lose these unique features, as could 
be the case if a mandatory greenhouse gas emissions controls resulted in 

— markedly higher vehicle fuel economy standards, the opportunities and quality 
of experience for American recreationists would be sorely degraded. 

National Marine Manufacturers Association 

Mandatory emissions controls on carbon dioxide emissions would mean 
higher motor vehicle fuel economy standards for U.S. vehicles. I-Egher 
Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards would mean smaller, lighter cars 
and trucks that would be unable to pull most boats and trailers. This would 
produce disastrous and unintended consequences for boat builders, trailer 
manufacturers and thousands of small boat dealers by reducing the availability 
of vehicles with adequate and safe towing capabilities. 

Recreation Vehicle Industries Association 

Americans love to recreatz — it's a great part of the American lifestyle. Many 
Americans drive to their favorite beach or campground or national forest in a 
recreational vehicle which is large enough to be comfortable and 
accommodate the family. Our members are concerned about mandatory 
greenhouse gas emissions controls that would raise the price of gasoline and 
force Americans into smaller lighter vehicles and restrict their ability to enjoy 
the great outdoors. U.S. negotiators should refuse to sign onto a treaty that 
requires compulsory reductions in carbon dioxide emissions. 

National Association of RV Parks and Campgrounds 

The National Association of RV Parks and Campgrounds, reprzsenting 3,300 

facilities in the United States, believes that there is not enough evidence, at 
this time, that global climate change is occurring to the extent that it would 
have catastrophic consequences. We oppose any international treaty that 
would force the U.S. to act prematurely in regards to global climate change. 
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Labor Unions 

Since developing countries don't face the same commitments it could mean U.S. 
businesses will be at a competitive disadvantage. If U.S. production is restricted by caps 
on energy usage, the result could be a flow of production and jobs overseas with little or 

no reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Transportation Trades Department of the AFL-CIO 

(from A Sensible And Fair Policy On Greenhouse Emissions.) "The U.S. 
should not be asked to shoulder an unfair level of responsibility that would 
jeopardize our economy and the millions of industrial and transportation jobs 
it supports .... Companies wishing to avoid emission control requirements will 
simply move their operations to countries that were able to evade the 
provisions embodied in the Berlin Mandate .... The Clinton Administration is 
supporting an emission control program modeled after the 1990 Federal acid 
rain law. In order to meet the goals of this program, an increased energy tax 
on carbon fuels several times larger than all current state and federal energy 
taxes combined, or an equivalent permit (rationing) trading program, would 
have to be imposed on consumers of fossil fuels. The negative impact this 
would have on our economy cannot be overstated. It is clear that the use and 
transportation of coal would be greatly curtailed if not eliminated, gasoline 
prices would skyrocket, and the increased cost of basic electricity would be 
felt in the production of almost every consumer good .... The entire economy 
would be placed at risk with little or no environmental benefit." 

Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO 

(Resolution on U.N. Climate Change Negotiations, adopted by IUD 
November 13, 1996) -- The exclusion of new commitments by developing 
nations under the Berlin Mandate will create an uneven playing field in favor 
of developing nations such as China, India, Mexico and Brazil in the 
competition for jobs and economic growth. Such an uneven playing field will 
cause the loss of high-paying U.S. jobs in the mining, utility and 
manufacturing sectors. Processes which generate carbon emissions will be 
transferred to the developing world along with the jobs, thus providing little 
or no real benefit to the environment. The Industrial Union Department of the 
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AFL- CI0 calls upon the Congress and the President of the United States to 
refrain from entering into or ratifying any treaty amendment or protocol that 
causes the loss of U.S. jobs; and that the U.S. renegotiate the Berlin Mandate 
to ensure that all nations have appropriate commitments to reduce carbon 
emission to prevent the transfer of jobs and emissions to the developing 
world. 

AFL-CIO Executive Council 

(February 20,1997 Statement on U.N. Climate Change Negotiations) -- By 
exempting developing nations from any further commitments, the Berlin 
Mandate ensures that there will be no meaningful worldwide effort to stabilize 
atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide. We believe the parties to the 
Rio Treaty made a fundamental error when they agreed to negotiate 
legally-binding carbon restrictions on the United States and other 
industrialized countries, while simultaneously agreeing to exempt high-growth 
developing countries like China, Mexico, Brazil, and Korea from any new 
carbon reduction commitments. As much as 60 percent of global carbon 
emissions are expected to come from such countries in the next few decades, 
with China becoming the single-largest emitter in the near future. The 
exclusion of new commitments by developing nations under the Berlin 
Mandate will create a powerful incentive for transnational corporations to 
export jobs, capital, and pollution, and will do little or nothing to stabilize 
atmospheric concentrations of carbon. Such an uneven playing field will cause 
the loss of high-paying U.S. jobs in the mining, manufacturing, transport and 
other sectors. Carbon taxes, or equivalent carbon emission trading programs, 
will raise significantly electricity and other energy prices to consumers. These 
taxes are highly regressive and be most harmful to citizens who live on fixed 
incomes or work at poverty-level wages. As corporations shut down domestic 
factories, mines and mills as a result of higher energy costs, will have 
additional incentives, beyond the search for cheap labor and anti-labor 
regulatory regimes, to locate new capacity off-shore, in countries with no 
carbon reduction commitments. Carbon emissions, therefore, will be to the 
developing world along with the jobs, thus providing no real benefit to the 
environment. The AFL-CI0 Executive Council further urges that in the 
ongoing negotiations to amend the Rio Treaty on climate change, the United 
States insist upon the incorporation of appropriate commitments from all 
nations to reduce carbon emissions; and seek a reduction schedule compatible 
with the urgent need to avoid unfair and unnecessary job loss in developed 
economies. The President should not accept and the Congress should not 
ratify any amendment or protocol that does not meet these standards. 

American Federation of Labor - Congress of Industrial Organizations 
(AFL-CIO). 

Statement by Bill Cunningham to the FCCC Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin 
Mandate Bonn, Germanv, March 5, 1997. (0n behalf of the AFL-CI0, the 
Australian Council of Trade Unions, the International Federation of Chemical, 
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Energy Mine and General Workers' Unions.) " ... we as organized labor find 
it amazingly that harsh, arbitrary flat rate reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions are being, proposed and contemplated without regard to their 
impact on working, people. It is unquestionably the case that harsh uniform 
reduction targets will impose high costs, indeed punishments, on particular 
regions and particular countries. And these countries will not just be 
developed nations in Annex 1. In a global market place, the impacts of what is 
done by developed countries will flow through to many developing nations. 
There is ample evidence that many developing nations will suffer adversely 
from uniform action by the developed world. That such flat rate reductions 
are being contemplated is even more galling when we find that there is no 
scientific evidence that flat rate reductions by the developed world will solve 
the greenhouse problem. In fact it might even exacerbate it. Energy-efficient 
industries may be closed down in some countries to be replaced by 
less-efficient industries in others. If the enhanced greenhouse effect is a global 
environmental problem that must be addressed, and there seems consensus 
here that it is, then measures to address it must also be global. The burden 
must also be shared, and shared equitably. If there is industry restructuring, 
that must be done, then labor will do its share. And let there be no mistake, 
whatever happens with respect to greenhouse, it will be working people who 
finally pay, most of the cost. Whatever taxes Governments raise, whatever 
regulations they impose. whatever measures business introduces - it will be 
working, people who finally must implement the changes and pay much of the 
cost. We therefore urge you to exercise caution. The global environment is at 
stake here today, but not only the environment. And not only business profits 
or government revenues either. You hold in your hands the power to destroy 
the jobs, incomes and livelihoods of millions of working people. And beyond 
them, the many millions more in their families and communities, and the 
service industries dependent on them. The precautionary principle is one that 
is often cited here, but all-too-often only with only with regard to science and 
the environment. But people do not recover rapidly either from reckless 
decision making. Industries and people must not be arbitrarily penalized for 
limited and possibly negligible environmental benefit. 

United Mine Workers 

"This is a debate about trade and jobs .... The Senates 95-0 vote of approval 
for the Byrd-Hagel Resolution of Climate Change (S. Res. 98) isn't just good 
news for UMWA families, but for the more than one million Americans who 
stand to pay with their jobs for a UN climate change treaty which, as currently 
proposed, simply cannot work. Clearly, the Senate understands that this is no 
longer a debate about the environment, but about trade, jobs and America's 
economic future .... By exempting China and other countries from any 
restrictions at all on greenhouse gas emissions, the proposed UN treaty would 
have the effect of encouraging impacted industries to simply shut down, pack 
up and head overseas. In other words, the global climate won't change ... but 
America's economy will. 
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Lower Income Citizens 

The National Black Chamber of Commerce 

"Constraints on energy use would be particularly harmful to those 
Black-owned businesses seeking to enter the marketplace; as well as individuals 
on fixed incomes, those living in rural areas and/or who are otherwise 
dependent on personal transportation for work and other worthwhile social 
activities, and those Black-owned businesses who depend on transportation to 
compete effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of higher fuel 
costs." Resolution on Global Climate Change, adopted August 3, 1997. 

Consumer Alert 

Scientific uncertainty about both the levels of mankind's contribution to 
greenhouse gas emissions and the global warming theory should act as a brake 
on discussions of stringent steps developed countries would have to take to 
reduce carbon dioxide emissions. What policy makers are ignoring are the 
probable effects of their hasty actions on people in developed countries — they 
will be the ones who bear the costs of tight restrictions, high energy taxes. and 
higher prices for energy use. Loss of jobs and lower living standards for many 
will impact the poor the hardest. 

Jack Kemp 

"This burden of drastically increased heating, cooling and transportation costs 
could hardly come at a worse time for lower-income families. The working 
poor, and people just getting off welfare and beginning, to pay their own way, 
are already challenged to make ends meet in today's economy. But our 
diplomatic negotiators have spared little attention for the potentially 
devastating consequences that their proposals would have for millions of lower 
income Americans." Wall Street Journal, July 25, 1997. 

Full Text of Editorial 
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Farmers/Ranchers 

American Farm Bureau Federation 

Binding and enforceable controls on greenhouse gas emissions that would 
apply only to developed countries would severely disadvantage U.S. farmers 
and ranchers in today's global markets. Without proper scientific and 
economic analysis and assessment, U.S. farmers and ranchers may be placed 
at a serious disadvantage with agricultural producers in countries which do 
not plan to reduce greenhouse gases. 

National Grange 

The National Grange is opposed to mandatory caps on emissions of carbon 
dioxide. The small business people and farmers that comprise our membership 
are very concerned about the likely increases in the price of basic fuels and the 
predictable negative impact on the availability and price of work vehicles that 
would result from attempting to comply with the treaty as it is now being 
negotiated. We are particularly concerned that this climate treaty negotiation 
will be inordinately costly to our membership who make their livelihood in 
farming. 

Holstein Association of America 

The Holstein Association of America is opposed to attempts to cap 
greenhouse emissions and is concerned about the resulting increase in energy 
prices. Our membership is comprised of farmers and breeders who are not 
able to pass along the increased cost of business that will occur as energy 
taxes are raised. An additional concern is the probable increase in fuel 
economy standards that will also result from efforts to implement this 
international treaty. 

National Association of Farmer Elected Committeemen 

Climate change energy proposals can potentially increase input costs to 
America's food producers and cause economic burdens to them and their 
rural communities. The Administration and Congress evaluate the scientific, 
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economic, environmental and social impact of imposing global environmental 
regulations on America's farmers and rural communities before entering into 
any such treaty or agreement. Any international treaty or agreement on global 
warming and greenhouse gas emissions should not cause unprecedented and 
unfair economic hardships for America's food and fiber producers. Any treaty 
or agreement on global climate changes and greenhouse emissions should not 
place America's food producers at an unfair disadvantage against its 
international economic competitors. 

O Small Business  
O Labor Unions  
O Lower Income Citizens  
O Farmers/Ranchers 
O Business and Trade Associations 
O Motorists  
O Recreation  
O Public Policv Groups  
O Elected Officials 

O State and Local Officials 
O Federal Officials  

Home  I Whv Were Concerned  I U.N. Treaty  I Fairness Concerns  I Science Concerns  I 

Economic Considerations  I Americans Speak Out  I What You Can Do  I Other Sites 

- 
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Business and Trade Associations 

Associated General Contractors 

The climate change treaty currently being negotiated to require drastic curbs 
in carbon dioxide emissions would result in higher energy prices and higher 
motor vehicle fuel economy standards. The membership of the Associated 
General Contractors of America is comprised of businesses that would be 
negatively impacted by any rise in the price of energy, and in particular are 
concerned that efforts to raise fuel economy standards would restrict the 
availability of work vehicles necessary in the construction industry. 

National Association of Plumbing-Heating-Cooling Contractors 

The contracting industry is comprised of small business people who rely 
heavily upon the availability and relative low cost of vans and other work 
vehicles. For this reason, the National Association of Plumbing, Heating and 
Cooling Contractors opposes an international treaty capping emissions of 
carbon dioxide. This treaty will lead to higher U.S. motor vehicle fuel 
economy standards and unnecessary energy taxes. 

Emergency Nurses CARE 

Binding controls on carbon dioxide emissions could lead to higher vehicle fuel 
economy standards. And safety experts agree that higher fuel economy 
standards would mean smaller, lighter cars and trucks that provide less 
protection to their occupants in crashes. 

National Concrete Masonry Association 

The National Concrete Masonry Association is concerned that the 
international climate treaty negotiation to set binding targets and timetables 
for carbon dioxide emissions reduction could increase transport fuel costs and 
restrict the availability of vehicles necessary for our members to operate their 
businesses efficiently and profitably. 
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Public Policy Groups 

Committee for A Constructive Tomorrow (CFACT) 

With 25,000 supporters nationwide and a scientific advisory board that includes 
some 45 recognized experts from universities and laboratories around the 
world, CFACT stands firmly opposed to an international agreement that would 
mandate cuts in so-called "greenhouse gas" emissions. Accurate satellite 
measurements and recent temperature records in the Arctic reveal global 
cooling, not warming, over the past five decades. In addition, only 3% of the 
carbon dioxide emitted into the atmosphere comes from man-made sources, so 
any forced reductions of man-made CO2 would have a negligible impact at 
best. Since any proposed cuts in greenhouse gases would not be based on 
sound science and would have a major, indeed catastrophic negative impact on 
people worldwide, CFACT urges the nations of the world to reject these 
ill-advised mandates. , 

Coalitions for America 

The international treaty now being negotiated to require mandatory reductions 
in carbon dioxide emissions will hit every American where it hurts — in the 
pocketbook. The United States should not sign up to any treaty that will place 
us at a competitive disadvantage in the world market and place us at the mercy 
of an international regulatory body to settle enforcement disputes. 

Competitive Enterprise Institute 

The push to restrict greenhouse gas emissions is portrayed as an attempt to 
protect our planet. In fact, it would weaken the two major forces that enable 
civilization to protect itself— economic growth and technological advancement. 
The scientific basis for global warming fears are exceedingly slim, but the 
human costs of these proposed policies are far, far greater than their advocates 
acknowledge. These policies would cripple the economies of the developed 
world and relegate the Third World to perpetual poverty. They are totally 
unjustified. 
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State and Local Officials 

American Legislative Exchange Council 

Congress must evaluate the economic, environmental, and societal impact of 
imposing involuntary limits on greenhouse gas emissions before moving any 
further with complying with the Rio Treaty. If the Congress finds compliance 
entails great cost and possible adverse consequences to the environment and 
society, it should take such steps as are appropriate to withdraw from the Rio 
Treaty, pursuant to Article 25 of that Treaty. 

National Black Caucus of State Legislators 

RESOLUTION 97-28, approved Dec. 7, 1996/). WHEREAS, energy use is 
the foundation for economic growth and a rising standard of living; and a 
growing body of economic studies demonstrate that any U.S. effort to 
significantly limit near-term greenhouse gas emissions, would slow economic 
growth, cost hundreds of thousands of American jobs, and reduce investments 
in more energy efficient technologies or facilities; and mandatory constraints 
on fossil fuel use would raise the cost of monthly electricity, heating and 
cooling bills; limit personal mobility; and could seriously disrupt our economy 
and our lives, as did gasoline lines and high energy prices in the 1970s and 
early 1980s; and constraints on energy use would be particularly harmful to 
those on fixed incomes; those living in rural areas and/or dependent on private 
vehicles to transport themselves and their families to work, school and stores; 
and those whose businesses could no longer compete as effectively against 
their foreign counterparts as a result of the higher cost for fuel. THEREFORE 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE 20TH ANNUAL LEGISLATIVE 
CONFERENCE OF THE NATIONAL BLACK CAUCUS OF STATE 
LEGISLATORS (NBCSL), ASSEMBLED IN BILOXI, MISSISSIPPI, 
DECEMBER 3-7,1996, That the NBCSL dedicates itself to educating its 
members, constituents and others that there is no compelling scientific reason 
for near-term limits on greenhouse gas emissions; and that the economic 
results of such limitations would lead to an increase in living expenses through 
job loss and the higher costs of essential items such as food and clothing, and 
the NBCSL supports climate policies that are balanced and cost-effective 
measures that do not unfairly burden the citizens of a particular community, 
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state of country and the NBCSL is opposed to any global climate proposals 
that are not justified by sound science and sound economic policy. 

The Southern Legislative Conference 

The negotiations are quietly in process and the endpoint is quickly 
approaching with very little input from the states' policymakers. However, the 
consequences of a treaty on the U.S. economy have not been fully analyzed 
and understood. This issue has particular relevance now as states are 

- beginning to focus on economic development strategies to enhance their 
competitiveness globally. Energy use is the foundation for economic growth 
and a rising standard of living. A growing body of economic studies 
demonstrate that any U.S. effort to significantly limit near-term greenhouse 
gas emissions could slow economic growth, cost hundreds of thousands of 
American jobs, and reduce investments in more energy-efficient technologies 
or facilities. Ill-advised policies on climate change could raise the cost of 
monthly electricity, heating, and cooling bills; limit personal mobility; and 
could seriously disrupt our economy. Further, ill-advised policies could be 
particularly harmful to those on fixed incomes; those living in rural areas 
and/or dependent on private vehicles to transport themselves and their families 
to work, school, and stores; and those whose businesses could no longer 
compete as effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of the 
higher cost for fuel. Indeed the outcome of a legally-binding agreement could 
impose a heavy burden on U.S. economic growth. Southern states will be 
burdened by the loss of manufacturing jobs. as the incentive to move industry 
abroad to those exempt high-growth developing countries would be 
heightened. New jobs in Mexico and China and Brazil will likely mean lost 
jobs in the U.S.A. The Southern Legislative Conference supports climate 
policies that are balanced and rely on voluntary, cost-effective measures that 
do not unfairly burden the citizens of a particular community, state of country. 
Also, the members of The Southern Legislative Conference believe that the 
U.S. should not agree to any international global climate proposals that are 
not justified by sound science and sound economic policy. (Global Climate 
Resolution, The Southern Legislative Conference, Sponsored by Rep. Denny 
Dobbs, Georgia.) 

The Western Governors' Association 

We urge that the President and the U.S. Department of State international 
negotiating team to proceed cautiously with regard to new aims and 
post-2000 commitments for greenhouse gas mitigation strategies that would 
place an undue cost burden on energy consumers of the states while 
supporting agreements for globally applicable provisions that will significantly 
reduce the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions. The Western Governors' 
Association supports a national policy on global climate change that is 
consistent with efforts to develop cost-effective alternative energy sources 
and more efficient use of energy. (Western Governors' Association, 2/4/97, 
Resolution 97 - 002, SPONSOR: Governor Schafer) 
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Resolution of the American Legislative Exchange Council 

Whereas, the short- comings and failures of the GCMs in their ability to 
replicate current conditions or predict fiiture conditions are well-known and 
acknowledged within the climatological community; and there are dramatic 
differences between climate conditions as observed during the last 100 years 
and climate conditions calculated using the GCMS; and policy makers cannot 
make informed judgments about "dangerous anthropogenic interference with 
the climate system" for the further reason that there is wholly inadequate 
information concerning positive and negative impacts resulting from any 
assured climate change; and a strategy to arbitrarily limit greenhouse gas 
emissions can be self-defeating since limits on emissions necessarily lead to 
higher prices for energy; and urges the U.S. Congress to evaluate the 
economic, environmental, and societal impact of imposing involuntary limits 
in greenhouse gas emissions; and embrace as a central part ofthe U.S. climate 
change action strategy the proposition that the single best policy for the U.S. 
economy, and its citizens, and for the environment, is one of low cost and 
abundant energy; and that if Congress finds compliance with the Rio Treaty 
entails great cost and discourages low cost and abundant energy from 
domestic sources that Congress take such steps as are appropriate to 
withdraw from the Rio Treaty, pursuant to Article 25 of the Treaty. 

Midwestern Legislative Conference of The Council of State 
Governments 

Supports climate policies that are balanced and cost-effective, and that do not 
unfairly burden the citizens of a particular community, state or country and is 
opposed to any global climate proposals that are not justified by sound silence 
and sound economic policy. 

Southern Legislative Conference 

The outcome of a legally-binding agreement could impose a heavy burden on 
U.S. economic growth. Southern states will be burdened by the loss of 
manufacturing jobs, as the incentive to move industry abroad to those exempt 
high-growth developing countries would be heightened. New jobs in Mexico, 
China and Brazil will likely mean lost jobs in the U.S. The U.S. should not 
agree to any international global climate proposals that are not justified by 
sound science and sound economic policy. 

❑ Small Business  
❑ Labor Unions  
❑ Lower Income Citizens  
❑ Farmers/Ranchers  
❑ Business and Trade Associations 
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Americans Speak Out - 

Federal Officials 

Senate Resolution 98, cosponsored by 65 Senators and approved by the Senate in a 95-0 
vote on tbd date. S. Res. 98 maintains that the United States should not sign any 
agreement which would 1) mandate new commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions for developed countries, unless the agreement also mandates specific scheduled 
commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for developing countries or that 
2) cause economic harm to the U.S. economy. 6.9.2.1. Full Text of S.Res.98 (Attached) 

Senator Trent Lott (R-MS) 

There is no guarantee those nations will be any more interested in curtailing 
energy use then than they are now. Today, China is accelerating its use of 
fossil fuels, and by 2015, will likely pass the U.S. in total carbon emissions. Is 
it fair to let them offthe hook now while we are subject to such stringent 
regulations? American taxpayers must be assured that any new environmental 
programs actually provide benefits and are grounded in sound science. We 
must not enter into any agreement which puts us at a significant disadvantage 
in the global arena. (8/18/97) 

In a letter to President Clinton, dated July 17, 1996, six Democratic Senators 
said ... "We are deeply concerned about some of the proposals that have been 
put forward to require binding emission targets and timetables, as well as 
harmonized policies and measures to achieve those targets and timetables ...". 
"These proposals would result in significant economic penalties and 
dislocations (e.g., job losses, reduced international competitiveness, and 
diminished economic productivity). Indeed, it has been estimated that some of 
the proposals under consideration could have serious implications for the U.S. 
economy and our international competitiveness: our gross domestic product 
could be reduced by $200 billion; 600,000 Americans could lose their jobs, 
and consumers could be faced with overnight gasoline tax increases of 500 
per gallon or more." "Because an adequate basis of analysis and assessment is 
not complete, we believe that it is premature for the United States to agree to 
any particular numerical target or date for carbon dioxide emission reductions, 
or for the United States to agree to any particular mandatory policy or 
measure related to carbon dioxide emissions. Since developing countries are 
projected to have rapid growth in their emissions of greenhouse gases, we 
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believe that any future agreement that the United States enters into must 

adequately address the role of developing countries in meeting the common 

obligations of the Climate Treaty for all countries to develop and implement 

national programs to address greenhouse gas emissions. We would find it 
difficult to support an unbalanced agreement-one that does not fairly treat the 
respective obligations of the developed world and the developing world with 

regard to greenhouse gas emissions. Such an unbalanced agreement would be 

unjustified on the merits as a response to the potential for future climate 

change. Moreover, an unbalanced agreement would harm U.S. 
competitiveness and prosperity, and would thus be politically untenable. For 

our part, we are prepared to support continued appropriations for the Global 

Environment Facility and for country studies to facilitate efforts to develop an 

international framework in which all countries play a meaningful and 
commensurate role." (Senators Bennett Johnston, John Breaux, Robert Byrd, 
Wendell Ford, Howell Heflin, Byron Dorgan) 

Frank E. Murkowski (R-AK), Chairman of the Senate Energy and 

Natural Resources Committee 

"If the climate change negotiations were strip poker, our negotiators would be 

down to their skivvies, he said." "They are playing blind- man's poker. They've 
anted-up without even knowing the stakes of the game," said Murkowski, 

"and millions of Americans could pay through job losses and higher energy 

taxes without any meaningful impact on global emissions." According to 
Murkowski, legally binding commitments that apply only to developed nations 

will export jobs to developing countries who do not have to comply with 

emission limits, placing the U.S. at a competitive disadvantage, while failing 

to address the explosion of greenhouse gas emissions produced by nations 

such as China and India. Chairman Murkowski said that the continuing 

erosion of the negotiating position is likely to result in a treaty amendment or 

a new protocol that the Senate will be unable to ratify. "Our negotiators have 
once again been outmaneuvered by the developing nations. It human-induced 

climate change is not a problem, then we will have agreed to unilateral 
measures that will harm our economy and competitiveness without positive 

benefits. But if human- induced climate change is eventually proven to be a 

problem, we will have exempted the developing nations the future big emitters 

from a sharing in the burdens of greenhouse gas reductions", Murkowski said. 

"It is a win/win situation for the developing nations, and a lose/lose situation 

for the U.S. taxpayers and the economy," the Chairman added. (Press 
Release, date tbd, Senator Frank Murkowski, Chairman, Senate Committee 

on Environment and Natural Resources.) 

"The Senate Subcommittee on International Economic Policy, Export and 

Trade Promotion ... has held extensive hearings on the potentially serious 

economic harm of a U.N. treaty and the uncertain science that underpins it." 

"We are dealing with an issue that has potentially drastic consequences for 

America. We must approach this issue seriously, deliberately seek the most 

sound information and not rush into signing a treaty that would provide a 
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"solution" to an "unclear problem. The course of action we take will have a 
lasting impact on our economy, environment, energy use, economic growth, 
trade, jobs, global competitiveness, national defense and, perhaps most 
important our national sovereignty.". (Senator Chuck Hagel, Letter to the 
Editor, Washington Post, July 15, 1997. Cosponsor of Senate Resolution 98.) 

"The big carbon dioxide emitters of the developing world, including -- in 
addition to China --- India, Mexico, Brazil, South Korea, and Indonesia, 
cannot expect to continue their extremely inefficient methods for fossil fuel 
combustion, producing huge, growing quantities of carbon dioxide, and at the 
same time insist that only the developing nations agree to legally-binding - targets and schedules for limiting these gases," Senator Byrd said. "If 
developing countries are not also on the hook, industries may be tempted to 
move their facilities, their jobs and their potentially even greater emissions 
overseas, where they would not be subjected to the same types of 
environmental constraints. We have seen too much of that kind of industrial 
exportation already in West Virginia," Byrd said. "The developing world 
should be encouraged to expand Its own industries in an environmentally 
responsible manner, knowing that it, too, must prepare to meet limits on 
greenhouse gas emissions, and not sink to the temptation for quick and dirty 
development by harboring Industrial fugitives from the developed world's 
mandatory controls," Byrd said. "What Is good for the developed goose 
should be good for the developing gander, in that both should be responsible 
for their actions if the effort to clean up the global barnyard is to be anything 
other than a halfway effort," Byrd said. "Without the participation of the 
developing world, the goals of the treaty will be largely frustrated, since the 
amount of carbon dioxide which will be produced by the developing world 
will exceed, In total, that produced by the developed nations very soon, by the 
year 2015," said Byrd. (News from Senator Robert C. Byrd, West Virginia, 
June 12, 1997. Cosponsor of Senate Resolution 98.) 

O Small Business  
O Labor Unions  
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What You Can Do 

Sample Letter 

Dear Senator: 

I am very concerned that the United Nations climate change negotiations 
scheduled to end in December 1997 will hurt the United States. We must not 
agree to any plan that binds U.S. _consumers and industry to expensive energy 
cutbacks, jeopardizing our nation's economic growth, our jobs, and our global 
competitiveness. 

In light of the current state of the science, I seriously question whether any 
agreement is necessary this year. We have time to more fully understand the 
implications of climate change, develop appropriate technological responses, 
and negotiate meaningful roles for all nations. 

No plan should be agreed to that mandates new commitments to limit or 
reduce greenhouse gases for the United States unless it also mandates new 
specific scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
for developing nations within the same compliance period. Without them, we 
would damage our ecpnomy for no environmental benefit. 

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. 

Sincerely yours, 

Contact Your Elected Officials 

If you want to be kept informed, click here 

Home I Why We're Concerned I U.N. Treaty I Fairness Concerns I Science Concerns I 
Economic Considerations I Americans Speak Out I Wltat You Can Do I Other Sites 
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U.S. Senate Directory 
Click on your state below for the names, mailing addresses, phone, fax and e-mail addresses for your 

senators. For a list of tips on writing to your senators, click here. 

O Alabama O Louisiana O Ohio 
O Alaska O Maine O Oklahoma 
O Arizona O Maryland O Oregon 

_ O Arkansas O Massachusetts O Pennsylvania 
O California O Michigan O Rhode Island  
O Colorado O Minnesota O South Carolina 
O Connecticut O Mississippi O South Dakota 
O Delaware O Missouri O Tennessee  
O Florida O Montana O Texas 
O Georgia O Nebraska O Utah 
O Hawaii O Nevada O Vermont  
O Idaho O New Hampshire O Virginia 
O Illinois O New Jersey O Washington 
O Indiana )2 New Mexico O West Virginia  
O Iowa O New York O Wisconsin  
O Kansas O North Carolina O Wyoming 
O Kentucky O North Dakota 

Alabama 

Senator Jeff Sessions (R) 

Mailing address: United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510 
District Office Phone: 334-265-9507 
Washington, DC Phone: 202-224-4124 
Fax: n/a 
E-mail: senator@sessions.senate.gov 

Senator Richard C. Shelby (R) 

Mailing address: United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 20510 
District Office Phone: 205-759-5047 
Washington, DC Phone: 202-224-5744 
Fax: 202-224-3416 
E-mail: senator@shelby.senate.gov 
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Other Sites On CHmate Change 

Weve compiled the following links as a potential resources that can supplement the 
information available on the Global Climate Information Project site. We do not take any 
responsibility for the information presented at these sites, nor to the availability of these 
sites. 

The Science & Enviromental Policy Project: www.his.com/--sepp/ 

Competitive Enterprise Institute: www.cei.org 

World Climate Report: www.nhes.com 

Global Climate Coalition: www.worldcorp.com/dc-online/gcc/ 

NASA Current Atmospheric Temperatures: 
www.ssl.msfc.nasa.gov/newhome/essd_strat temp.htm 

"Cooler Heads" Coalition: www.globalwarming.com 

George C. Marshall Institute: www.marshall.org 

American Petroleum Institute: www.api.org/globalclimate/starta.htm 

"The Junk Science Home Page": www.junkscience.com 

Home  I Why Were Concerned  I U.N. Treaty  I Fairness Concerns  I Science Concerns  I 

Economic Considerations  I Americans Speak Out  I What You Can Do  I Other Sites  
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THE U.N. GLOBAL CLIMATE 
TREATY ISN'T GLOBAL 

Americans Will Pay the Price 

The United Nations is negotiating 

a climate treaty that will require 

severe restrictions on the amount 

of energy we use. And it puts the 

entire burden on the U.S. and a 

few other countries. 

50 Cents More for Every Gallon of Gasoline 

Economists predict that reducing our energy use by more 

than 20% will require price increases for most types of 

energy. Natural gas could go up 45%, electricity costs could increase by 

20%, and gasoline prices could go up by 50 cents a gallon. 

Most Countries Are Exempt 

Americans will pay more for everything that requires energy to 

transport or manufacture, while 132 of 166 countries, including India, 

China and Mexico, are exempt. 

It's Not Global and It Won't Work. 

Paid tor br Air Transport Aseociation of America, American Automobile Manufacturers Aseociation, American Corti Growers Aasociation, American Farm Bureau Federation, American international Automobile Dealers 
Association, American Plastic. Council, American Portland Cement Alliance, American Trucking Associations, Association of American Railroads. Center for Energy and Economic Developinent. Coalition for Vehicle Choice, 

The Fertilizer Institute, National Association of Farmer Elected Committees, National Association of Manufacturer., National Automobile Dealers Association, National Black Chamber of Commerce, Inc., National Cattlenien's 
Beef Aaaociation, National Grange, National Mining Association, National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, The Seniors Coalition, The Small &legless Survival Committee 



"Cost More" 
60 SECOND RADIO 

SFX: Low music builds under the announcer sections. The eavesdropper sounds like 
he's somewhere in the real world. 

ANNOUNCER 
The U.S. is preparing to sign a United 
Nations global climate treaty. 

CURIOUS 
(as if he's overheard the announcer) 

UN climate treaty...global warming right? 

ANNOUNCER 
(as if she hasn't heard him) 

But their global treaty isn't global. 132 out 
of 166 countries are exempt. So while we're 
forced to lower energy use by more than 20%, 
countries like India, China and Mexico are not. 

SKEPTICAL 
So...how will that work? 

ANNOUNCER 
For the U.S. to meet these reductions, 
economists predict drastically higher prices 
for most types of energy. Natural gas and 
electricity will cost more. Gasoline and home 
heating oil could increase by as much as 50-cents 
a gallon. And higher energy costs mean higher 
costs for food, clothing -- most things we need. 

INDIGNANT 
So we pay higher prices and those other countries 
are exempt? 

ANNOUNCER 2 
The UN's proposal isn't global and it won't work. 
Call toll free and find out more. 1-888-54FACTS. 
1-888-54FACTS. Paid for by more than 20 concemed 
organizations, including (sponsors). 



"Imagine That" 
60 SECOND RADIO 

SFX: UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
We hear the sounds of a large meeting in progress. Voices in all languages. A 
gavel is heard. 

ANNOUNCER 
The U.S. is preparing to sign a United Nations 
climate treaty that would force us to cut our 
energy use by more than 20%, while exempting 
countries like China, India and Mexico. 

SFX: MIDDLE CLASS HOME 
Kids, a dog, and the TV make up the sounds of a busy home. 

ANNOUNCER 
Economists predict that energy costs could 
skyrocket. Just imagine the impact on our lives... 

SFX: ADDING MACHINE 

HUSBAND 
Whoa! We can't afford this. 

WIFE 
What hon? 

SFX: MORE ADDING MACHINE 

HUSBAND 
Our electric bill is up over 20% and our 
gas bill is 45% more. 

SFX: GAS STATION 
The "ding, dine tells us we have arrived. An individual gets out of a car 
and prepares to fill it up. An engaged gas pump reminds us they are spending 
money. 

ANNOUNCER 
And gasoline prices could go up by 50 cents 
a gallon. 



"Imagine That" - page 2 

WIFE AT THE PUMP 
Fifty cents more a gallon? 

SFX: SUPER MARKET 
Beeps and cash register noises are evident. 

ANNOUNCER 
Increases in energy costs will make food, 
clothes, almost everything we buy, more 
expensive. 

HUSBAND AT THE REGISTER 
That's my total? For three bags of groceries? 

ANNOUNCER 
The UN climate proposal costs more, isn't 
global and won't work. Ca11 toll free and 
find out more: 1-888-54FACTS. 1-888-54FACTS. 
Paid for by more than 20 concerned organizations, 
including (sponsors). 



Global Cllmate information Project 
Air Transport Association of America 
American Automobile Manufacturers Association 
American Corn Growers Association 
American Farm Bureau Fecleration 
American International Automobile Dealers Association 
American Petroleum Institute 
American Plastics Council 
American Portland Cement Alliance 
American Trucking Associations 
Association of American Railroads 
Center for Energy and Economic Development 
Coalition for Vehicle Ch . owe 
The Fertilizer Institute 
National Association of Farmer Elected Committees 
National Association of Manufacturers 
National Automobile Dealers Association 
National Black Chamber of Commerce, Inc. 
The National Cattlemen's Beef Association 
National Grange 
National Mining Association 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association 
The Seniors Coalition 
The Small Business Survival Committee 
United Mine Workers of America, AFL-CIO 
United Transportation Union, AFL-CIO 



Fact Sheet On The U.N. Climate Plan 
Life exists on Earth because of a natural "greenhouse effect" that traps heat in the atmosphere and maintains liv-
able temperatures. The issue is whether man-made greenhouse gases, which account for less than 4%, are 
causing "global warming." Although the science is still uncertain, the U.N. is leading negotiations on a plan that 
would require legally binding energy cuts by only 34 of the 166 nations that are participating in the negotiations. 
The target for conclusion of these negotiations is December 1997. 

ON THE ECONOMICS 

O To retum the U.S. to 1990 emission levels would require a cut in energy usage of more than 200/0. 
Economists say this could mean natural gas price increases of 45%, 'electricity cost increases of more 
than 200/0, and gasoline price increases of 50 cents a gallon. 

O The Argonne National Laboratory, under contract for the U.S. Department of Energy, studied what 
impact constraints on developed countries only would have on six large energy-intensive industries 
subject to foreign competition. They found that 60 to 1000/0 of U.S. primary aluminum production 
capacity would disappear, that the chemical and steel industries together would lose 300,000 jobs, 
and that domestic oil would lose 200/0 of its output, as many U.S. refineries became non-competitive 
and shut down. 

ON THE ROLE OF DEVELOPING NATIONS 

Negotiating countries, including the U.S., have already agreed under the Berlin Mandate that no new commit-
ments will be asked of developing countries. However, developing nations must be part of the solution for any 
climate plan to work. 

O "It is obvious... that no reasonable future reductions by Annex I (developed) countries (alone) would 
stabilise global emissions" - Bert Bolin, Chairman of the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), February - March 1997 IPCC Report _ 

O "If the United States not only stabilizes emissions but reduces greenhouse gas emissions by 50 percent, 
and if every other industrial country also reduces greenhouse gas emissions by 50 percent, and the 
developing countries continue on their current path, then worldwide greenhouse gas emissions will, 
by the year 2030, increase by 250 percent" - Al Gore, April 7, 1992. 

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE 

O We have time to do this right The U.S. Congress Office of Technology Assessment has said, "Delaying 
the implementation of emissions controls for ten to twenty years will have little effect on atmospheric 
concentrations (of greenhouse gas emissions.)" 

O Instead of setting binding targets in December, let's do first things first: 

* Accelerate scientific research on the causes, effects and timing of climate trends. 
* Thoroughly analyze the impact of any proposed climate plan on jobs, trade, consumers and 

the U.S. economy and competitiveness. 
* Accelerate research on advanced technologies that hold the promise of 

improved energy efficiency without hurting consumers or the economy. 
* Create programs that can help developing nations cut carbon emissions 

without jeopardizing their growth. 
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Global Climate information Project 

4110  Why We're Concerned 

O The U.N. Climate Change Treaty 

410 Fairness Concerns  

O Science Concerns 

0 Economic Considerations 

410 Americans Speak Out 

411)  What You Can Do 

0  Other Sites on Climate Change 
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