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Toe U.S. government is involved in United Nations negotiations pursuant to the "Berlin 
Mandate" for an amendment to the Rio Treaty on Climate Change. Toe 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. 

Toe 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 commibnents. 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. Toe 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 unevenj,laying 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 
~ost harmful to citizens who live on fixed incomes or work at poverty-level wages. 

As corporations shut down domestic factories, mines and mills as a result of higher energy 
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costs, they will have additional incentives, beyond the search for cheap labor and anti-labor 
regulatory regimes, to locate new capacity off-shore, in countries with no carbon reduction 
commitments. Carbon emissions, therefore, will be transferred to the developing world along 
with the jobs, thus providing no real benefit to the environment. 

The U.S. government has not completed a thorough economic analysis of the effects of a 
treaty amendment on the U.S. economy, even though U.S. negotiators have been at the 
bargaining table for over 18 months and have agreed to a December 1997 deadline for reaching 
agreement on this far-reaching treaty amendment. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council calls upon the responsible agencies of the U.S. 
government to provide it and its atfiliates with any existing studies of the economic impact of 
future treaty obligations and, further, make available the results of the economic modeling effort 
currently being undertaken by the government within 30 days of completion. 

The AFL-CIO Executive Council further urges that in the ongoing negotiations to amend the 
Rio Treaty on climate change, the United States insist upon· the incorporation of appropriate 
commitments from all nations to reduce carbon emissions; and seek a reduction schedule 
compatible with the urgent need to avoid unfair and unnecessary job loss in developed 
economies. The President should not accept and the Congress should not ratify any amendment 
or protocol that does not meet these standards. 
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. . .. . 

A SENSIBLE AND FAIR POLICY ..... • ON GREENHOUS_E EMISSIONS . 

As the international community takes steps to reduce the levels of greenhouse gases in the 
environment, the United States should_ not be asked to shoulder an unfair level of responsibility that 
would jeopardize our economy and' the millions of industrial and transportation jobs it supports. In 
1992, the United States signed tht! Rio Framework Convention on Climate Change which required 
a reduction in gtccnhouse gases such as carbon dioxide to 1990 levels by the ycar2000:· 1n 1995, . 
the United States and other parties to the 1992 climate convention agreed in the "Berlin Mandate" 
for a process of new negotiations to establ~h emission reduction goals for.the ne~ century. · The 
Berlin Mandate calls for developed countries, such as the ·united States,-to take the lead in 
combating climate change, but cxclu~es developing nations from any new obligations to further 
reduce greenhouse emissions. 

This double stnndard mcam that while global warming is an intcmational problem and· that 
most of the world's future growth of carbon emissions will come from hish•srowthcountries like 
Mexico, China, and Korea, the U.S. is being asked to do more than its fair share. Even more 

. troubling is the fact that the problem of global wanning will not be adequately addressed. 
Companie~ 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 United Nations is currently conducting negotiations that will determine the magnitude 
of the reductions that the U.S. will have to undertake under the Berlin Mandate and the timetable 
required for meeting these objectives. In these negotiations the C'Jinton Administration is supporting 
an emission control program modeled after the 1990 Federal acid rain law. In OrdCJ' to meet the goals 

• of this pro~ an increased energy tax on carbon fuels several times larger than.all current state 
and federal · energy taxes combined, or an equivalent pennit 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. 
aasoline prices w~uld skyrocket. and the increased cost of basic electricity would be felt in the 
production of almost every consumer good. The Department of Commerce has estimated that a . 
carbon tax sufficient to reduce CO2 emissions by 2001. would result in 800,000 jobs lost by the year 
2000 and -1. 7 million Jobs by 2010. An independent research corporation -found,--that--1.4 million 
American jobs could be "severely at risk" under a carbon tax of S24 per ton. . This includes over • 
132,000 rail workers. 76,300 transit employees, 157,000 involved in water transportation. and 
625,200 aviation workers. The entire economy would be placed at risk with little or no · 
environmental benefit. Transportation labor is not opposed to reasonable steps that will reduce 
greenhouse gases, but we cannot support policies that unfairly hann American workers while 
allowing less developed nations to avoid any responsibility for solving this global problem. • 

TIUNSPORTA.TION TRADES DEPARTMENT, AFL.Cm 



· · -:-./. ::':~<L· ·;lJr1 
· . THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: .,~ ·-~(,: f;t.:¥~. 

, . . . •. :/; :·'.:.il:ii~ : 

IIThat transportation labor call on the Clinton Administration to renegotiate the terms of th~S~iif [~~-~{ 
Berlin Mandate so that all nations bear an equal level of responsibility for addressing the · 
concerns arising out of greenhouse emissions; 

■That 1TD will urge the Clinton Administration and the Congress not to accept any treaty 
or other agreement that will force the U.S. to adopt policies that will damage our economy 
and result in massive job loss; and • · · • • 

• IIThat TIO will educate and inform· transportation workers about the damage the Berlin . 
Mandate could have on the financial health of the transportation industry and the security of 
thousands of jobs. : • • 

Resolution No. 2-97(1) 

(Adopted Fcbnwy 15, 1997) . 

FOR MORE INFORMATION CALL: 202•628•9262 



, . 

IUD Resolution On • • 
U.N. CLIMATE CHANGE NEGOTIATIONS 

• The United States is involved in United Nations Negotiations pursuant to the 
"Berlin Mandate" for an amendment to the Rio Treaty on Climate Ch~nge. 

The Berlin Mandate specifically excludes developing nations froin emission 
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 has not completed a thorough economic analysis of the 
effects of a treaty amendment on the U.S. economy; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: 

That the Industrial Union Department of the AFL-CIO calls upon the Congress 
and the 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'·a11 nations have 
appropriate commitments to reduce carbon emission to prevent the transfer of jobs and 
emissions to the developing world. • 

Adopted by IUD November 13, 1996 
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"UN Map" 
30SECONDTV 

1. GRAPIDC: THE WORLD ACCORDING TO THE UN 

2. PAPER MAP OF THE WORLD 
Pan across a map of the world. A pair of hands takes hold of the map and begins 
to cut it. 

ANNOUNCER, V.O. 
The U.S. is preparing to sign a United 
Nations treaty on the global climate. 

3. CLOSE ON SCISSORS CUTTING MAP 

4. SUPER: 132 OF 166 COUNTRIES EXEMPT .. SOURCE: UNITED 
NATIONS 

ANNOUNCER, V.O. 
But their global agreement isn't global. 
132 of 166 countries are exempt. So 
while the United States is forced to make 
drastic cuts in energy use, countries like 
India, China and Mexico are not. 

5. PIECES OF THE MAP 
Cut out pieces of the map fall to the floor. We read the names China, India, 
Mexico, and other countries that are exempt from the treaty. 

6. SUPER: SOURCE: UNITED NATIONS AND U.S. DEPT. OF ENERGY 

ANNOUNCER, V.O. 
Countries responsible for almost half the 
world's emissions won't have to cut back. 

7. REVISED MAP 
A pair of hands holds up the map. There are many countries cut out of it. The 
U.S. and other developed countries remain on their own. 



"UN Map" - page 2 

8. 

9. 

SUPER: 

SUPER: 

1-888-54FACTS 
www .climatefacts.org 

SPONSORED BY: 
(List of sponsors) 

ANNOUNCER, V.O. 
Check it out for yourself. It's not global 
and it won't work. 



I Global Climate Information Project I News 
For Immediate Release 

Contact: Richard Pollock or Candida Sampson 
202-383-9700 

NEW AD CAMPAIGN AIMS TO INCREASE 
AWARENESS OF PROPOSED 

U.N. CLIMATE TREATY 

Washington, D.C., September 9, 1997 -A diverse group of more than 20 organizations today 

introduced the first in a series of national television, print and radio advertisements aimed at 

increasing public awareness of the proposed United Nations climate treaty scheduled to be decided 

this December in Kyoto, Japan. 

Supported by organizations representing small business, industry, agriculture, labor and 

citizen groups, the ad campaign highlights the fact that the proposed treaty would cause the United 

States and other developed countries to have to significantly cut energy usage. The proposed treaty, 

however, would exempt developing countries such as Brazil, China, India and Mexico -some of the .. 
world's high growth !ndustrial players. The sponsors are concerned that the treaty is not global and 

would not work. 

With only 34 out of 166 countries required to make energy reductions under the proposed 

treaty, there can be very little environmental progress. Nations n~t affected by the U.N. proposals 

contribute approximately half of the world's current carbon emissions and will account for about 75 

percent over the next century. 

The campaign echoes concerns raised recently in a resolution passed 95-0 by the U.S. 

Senate urging rejection of a treaty that would exclude developing nations or severely damage the 

U.S. economy. 

(more) 



Even the least onerous of the major treaty proposals on the table would require a U.S. energy 

cutback of more than 20 percent Economists predict that this would translate to a 20 percent rise in 

electricity costs, a 45 percent hike in natural gas prices and an increase of 50 cents a gallon for 

gasoline. In addition, a recent study by the Argonne National Laboratory for the U.S. Department of 

Energy found six major U.S. Industries -aluminum, cement chemical, oil, paper and steel -would be 

severely affected, resulting in job loss and increased prices. 

Created by Goddard*Claussen/First Tuesday, the ads will begin airing on September 10 on 

CNN's "Business Today" and will include accompanying national print and radio spots. In addition to 

the ads, the sponsors have activated a toll-free telephone number, 1-888-54-FACTS, and a website, 

http://www.climatefacts.org, which provide up-terdate information on the proposed U.N. climate 

treaty. 

Sponsors of the campaign include the Air Transport Association of America, American 

Automobile Manufacturers Association, American Corn Growers Association, American Farm Bureau 

Federation, 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 Devel~pment Coalition for 

Vehicle Choice, The fertilizer Institute, National Association of Farmer Elected Committees, National 

Association of Manufacturers, National Automobile Dealers Association, National Black Chamber of 

Commerce, Inc., 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, and United Transportation 

W~rkers, AFL-CIO. 



- 1 Selected Quotes I 

"It is obvious that the signing of this treaty will severely tie the hands of farmers and hamper their ability to make a 
living and feed the world. The ACGA calls on the Administration to re-examine the climate-change treaty and 
make sure that any agreement calls for only voluntary reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, weighing the cost 
to industry.• 

-Gary Goldberg, National President American Com Growers Association 

"Global climate change requires global solutions. The U.S. cement industry wants to do its p~ but unless all 
nations are involved, we will gain nothing environmentally, yet we will jeopardize the economic well-being of the 
United States by restricting our ability to provide for domestic Infrastructure needs.■ 

-Richard C. Creighton, President American Portland Cement Alliance 

"Simply put agreeing to a treaty based on unsound science is a dangerous gamble that could devastate U.S. 
industry and cost many hard-working Americans their jobs.• 

-Allen R. Schaeffer, Vice President for Environmental Affairs, American Trucking Associations 

"The proposed Kyoto treaty is like a card game where the deck is stacked. American workers are being dealt a 
losing hand through the negotiating process. In the end, there will be no real environmental benefit and America's 
working families will be forced to pay higher energy and consumer costs _while we export U.S. jobs to countries 
that are exempted from action under the treaty.■ 

-Stephen L Miller, President Center for Energy and Economic Development 

"NADA is extremely concerned with the international negotiations concerning global warming which could dra­
matically affect CAFE standards. NADA is heavily Involved with legislative efforts to force the Administration to 
reject international treaty provisions that allow some nations to escape responsibility for reducing greenhouse 
gases, thereby placing a greater burden on the U.S.■ 

-Frank McCarthy, Executive Vice President National Automobile Dealers Association 

"Skyrocketing fuel costs are the worst nightmare of every senior citizen who lives on a fixed income and marshals 
their resources to take care of themselves and have a little left over to visit their families. It is a knife that cuts past 
the quick and into their very hearts." 

-Nona Wagner, The Seniors Coalition 

"As it currently stands, the climate agreement will impose major new production costs on U.S. agricultural produc­
ers. It will severely disadvantage farmers in international markets and disrupt family farm and ranch operations.• 

-Bob Stallman, American Farm Bureau Federation (President Texas Farm Bureau) 
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF F.ARMBR ELBCTBD COMMITTEEMEN 

RESOUTilON ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

WHEREAS, America's farmers and rural communities ae directly affected by inttmat:ional 
environmemal t:reatie& and apeemmt:s ooncauing global climate cbanzes and greenhouse 
gas emissions; and 

WHEREAS, America's agriculture producers c:ompde eamomkally against both 
developed and developing countries; and 

WHEREAS, the impact of international treaties and a&rcemeuts on America's food 
producers is immediate and affects their economic livelihoodS in veey direct ways; and 

WHEREAS, climate chance eneqy ~ can potentially increue input costs to 
America's food producena and cause economic burdens to them and theinmal 
communities; and 

WHEREAS. the scientific evidence to quantify the human influence on global climate is 
uncertain; 

NOW1HBREFORE BE rr RESOLVED, that the NaticnalA.rsodllllon of FanMr Ekat.d 
Ctmrmiltetml!ll urges that the Administration and C.OOircu csvaluate tho scientific, 
ec:onomic, mvilonmcnral and IOcial impatt of~ global environmental regulations 
on America's farme:s and rma1 communities before enteriDg into any such treaty or 
agl'Mnfflt; and • • 

BE rr PUR'JBER RESOLVED, that any i11temational trmty or agrecmeat on global 
warmm, ~ gas emissions mould not cause uapcecede4ted and unfair 
eoooonuc • for Amaica's food and fiber producea; and 

BE rr FUR.1HER RESOLVED, that any treaty ar ~ on global CU.mi1te changes and 
greenhouse emissions shNld not place America's food pmducm at an unfair disadvantaee 
apimt its imcmanonal economic competitcn. ,,, 

JUL 28 ' 97 \ l : 52 



Iowa -American 
Growers Association 

.. .. ........,....._- ....... . 

Augu•t 19, 1997 

.The Honorable W1lli~m 
1
• Clinton 

Pre•ldent of the Unit•~ states 
'rhe Wh1 te House I 
Waohington, o.-c. 20500. 

Dear Bit: 

As a concerned c1t1aen 10£ Iowa, and a reprea&ntative of Iowa corn 
producera aervlng on t~• bo~rd of d1rectora of tha American corn 
Growers, l wo~14 urge Y,lou to reconsider your colNl\itmenta to the U.N. 
Climate Chang~ Tr•aty. 

It 11 ro,y belief thle treaty, while having good intantlons, will not 
~el1ver th• d~slred rea~lta of reducing gr••nhouse gaa amlaa1ons, but 
could have the opposi te1 ef feet. Allowing agr 1cul ture producere of 
th.ltd world and develop

1
1ng aountrle• to be exempt h:om proposed rule• 

~nd regulatlo~s while f~rcing u.s. Producers to comply, will cause a 
significant shift in wo~ld pro~uc~1on of the basic ag commodltles. 
Hult1-Nat1ona1 compan1• who purchaa• ag commodities will ah1ft thei~ 
source of •upply to 4Ee

1 
s of the world that ar• not ~egulated. There 

would probably be• l•xrie shift of processing tac1l1t1ea from the U.S. 
to these developing cou txies as well. 

It ls a prove~ fact tha
1 

a growing corn crop le a tremendoue user of 
c:ar.bon d1oxlde as well r• a aink for many other pollutants, lncludin9 
sulfur. Any program or treaty that ahlfts corn production from the 
U.S. to other pa~t• of the world would only add to our pollution 

:::::::::na lridl~ate u.~. Producor-•- ;ould face production coet 
increases of so, or mor~, Iowa and U.S. farmer• ere already facing 
tremendoua financial p~~s•ur• due to the phasing out of any 'safety 
net' •upport of prlces or their commodities. Any further lnQ~•••• 1n 
production coats will dive thousands of faxmera f~om the land. 
Resulting loss of u.s. gxicultural productlon would have a ne9•tlve 
impact on our b~lance o t:z:ad•, • 

In closing l would urge 
would advaxa ■ly affect 
representative·• in any 

C:harlezs Pyatt 
Pr~aident, Iowa Ch•pter 
Amex1c.n Corn G~owexs 
2637 Floyd Line St. 
Gxeene, IA ,0636-8900 

you to con•1de:z: all aspects of any t~eaty that 
erican agriculture and 1nclude agricultural 

rlscusslona ot such treaties. 

I 

soc1at1on 

P.O. Box 481 • Greene, Iowa 50636 • (515) 823-5881 
I 
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Statement by Bob Stallman 
President, Texas Farm Bureau 

Press Conference on Global Climate Change 
September 9, 1997 

Good morning. I am Bob Stallman, a rice farmer from Colorad0 County, Texas. I am president 
of the Texas Farm Bureau. Today, I am representing the American Farm Bureau, the nation's 
largest organization of farmers and ranchers. 

Farm·Bureau is very concerned that the proposed climate agreement threatens U.S. agriculture. 
U.S. and international negotiators are pressing for legally binding reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions. New regulatory controls for agriculture have been proposed. They include new taxes 
on fuel and fertilizer, forced mileage requirements for light trucks and other motor vehicles, 
controls on planting, cultivation and harvesting and production of crops and livestock. 

These new regulations may be counter-productive. U.S. farmers are already leading the world in 
conservation tillage and efficient use of fuel and fertilizer--practices which significantly reduce 
greenhouse gases. Imposition of new, heavy-handed, "one size fits all" regulations will interfere 
with these economically efficient and environmentally advanced farm management plans-­
production practices which have significantly reduced greenhouse gas emissions when compared 
to practices in other countries. 

Fuel cost increases imposed by the treaty mean big hardships for family farms like mine. A sixty 
cent-per-gallon increase in diesel and gasoline and 50 percent hike in electricity costs are 
possible, according to some analysts. More conservative estimates by the Commerce Department 
say that a 26 cent per gallon increase in motor fuel costs is likely. Fuel and energy-related inputs 
such as fertilizer and pesticides account for about one-fourth of farm operation expenses. 

Farmers will be dealt a double-blow overseas. No controls would be placed on some of our 
strongest competitors in international agricultural markets. More than 130 countries, including 
Mexico, China, South Korea, Chile, India and Argentina, are exempt. Some of these developing 
countries have lower labor and production costs and would be given a major competitive 
advantage. • 

The agreement makes no sense. It won't help the environment and it will hurt the economy. By 
the administration's own projections, carbon dioxide emission increases from developing 
countries will soon out pace those of the United States or other developed nations. Such 
measures would create a giant cloud over the future viability and competitiveness of U.S. 
agriculture. 

As it currently stands, the climate agreement will impose major new production costs on U.S. 
agricultural producers, severely disadvantage farmers in international markets and disrupt family 
farm and ranch operations. Farm Bureau welcomes this unprecedented opportunity to join with 
industry, labor and consumer interests in opposing the proposed climate agreement. 



-=· AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERAT/ONGt 
225 TOUHY AVENUE• ~RK RIDGE• ILLINOIS• 60068 • (847) 685-8600 • FAX (841) 685-8896 

600 MARYLAND AVENUES. W • SUITE 800 • WASHINGTON, DC. • 20024 • (202) 484-3600 , FAX (202) 484-3604 

Internet: http\ twww.tb.com/ 

What is Farm Bureau? 

The American Farm Bureau Federation is the world's largest voluntary organization of farmers 
and ranchers. More than 4.7 million family members belong to county or parish Farm Bureaus 
which. in turn, comprise state Farm Bureau organizations in all 50 states and Puerto Rico. 

AFBF represents all commodity interests and is involved in all issues which are of concern to the 
nation's farmers and ranchers, including taxation, property rights and services to the farm 
community. It is farm people joining together to solve common problems. 

The organization has never been a government agency and is not politically partisan. rather it 
seeks support on a bipartisan basis. As the nation's largest farm organization, AFBF has 
established programs that are directed by policies developed and voted upon by farm 
representatives at the county, state and national level. 

The president, vice president and members of the board of directors must be farmers and are 
elected by voting delegates from state Farm Bureaus. The president is a full-time executive who 
directs the day-to-day operations of the organization and speaks as the official voice of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 

In 1919, a small group of farmers from a dozen states gathered in Chicago and founded the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. Their goal was to speak for themselves through their own 
national organization. It soon became local, statewide, national and international in its scope and 
influence. 

Through the years thousands of elected leaders served on county and state Farm Bureau boards. 
with many serving as voting delegates in state and American Farm Bureau Federation business 
meetings. Membership is on a family basis in all states. Payment of dues is voluntary and 
includes county, state and AFBF membership. 

# 



OFFICERS: 

BOB STALLMAN 
President 

DONALD PATMAN 
Vice President 

DELMAS McCORMICK 
Secretary-~ 

P.O. Box 2689 • Waco, Texas 76702-2689 • 254-772-3030 

DAVID NOBLE 
o.lhut 
DELMAS MLCORMICK 
Floydada 
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Wichita P.U. 
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Omaha 
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BOB ST ALLMAN 
President. Texas Fann Bureau 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS: 
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Ranger 
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Beaumcnt 
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Tupley • 
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Roel,an,n 
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Runge 
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Portland 

Voting delegates of the Texas Fann Bureau elected Bob Stallman as the organizations' eighth 
president on December l, 1993. Stallman joined the TFB board as District 11 director in December 
of 1987, and was elected vice-president in 1991. He was elected to the American Fann Bureau 
Federation Board of Directors in January, 1994. 

A third generation rice fanner, Stallman began fanning in 1975. He fonned a family 
partnership with his father and brother. In 1989, he took over the family fanning operation when 
the partnership was dissolved. 

Stallman has been an active Fann Bureau leader since 1975 and served the Colorado County 
Fann Bureau in various leadership positions as well as several Texas Fann Bureau statewide 
committees. 

The Colorado County fanner graduated from Columbus High School and received a Bachelor 
of Arts degree with honors from the University of Texas in 1974. 

He is a past member of the Columbus ISO board of trustees, serving six years, and was 
president and vice-president. Stallman was selected as 1986 "Man of the Year in Agriculture" by 
the Columbus Rotary Club. 

In 1996. he was appointed to the Citizens· Committee on Property Tax Relief by Governor 
George W. Bush, and was appointed to the Commission on 21st Century Production Agriculture 
by House Agriculture Committee Chainnan Pat Roberts. 

He has served on the American ·Fann Bureau Federation Fann Bill Task Force. Texas 
Department of Agriculture Fann Bill Task Force. National Center for Food and Agricultural Policy 
Working Group on Price and Income Stability, and the 1995 Texas Rice Task Force. 

He is a member of the Texas A&M College of Agriculture Development Council and serves 
as co-chainnan of the Texas Agricultural Summit Executive Committee. 

The Texas Fann Bureau is the largest fann organization in Texas, with over 300.000 family 
members. 
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Jhe National Black Caucus of Stare Legislators 

RESOLUTION 97-28 

Global Climate Change 

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

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

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

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

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

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

WHEREAS, constraints on energy use would be particularly harmful to those on fixed 
incomes; those living in rural ar,as 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 BJLOXI, MISSJSSJPPI, DECEMBER 3-7, 1996, That the 
NBC SL dedicates itself to educating its members, constituents and others that there is 
no compelling scientific reason for near-tenn limits on greenhouse gas emissions; and 
that the economic results of such limitations would lead to an increase in living 
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expenses through job loss and the higher costs of essential items ~uch as food and 
clothing; and 

BE JT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the NBCSL supports climate policies that are 
balanced and cost-effective, and that do not unfairly burden the citizens of a particular 
community. state, or counny; and 

BE 1T FURTHER RESOLVED, that the·NBSCL is opposed to any global climate 
proposals that are not justified by sound science and sound economic policy; and 

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

PROPOSED RESOLUTION SU8MITTED BY: 
Representative Bettye Davis (AK) 

RESOWTIONAPPROVEOWEDNESDAY, 0ECEMBER4, 1996 BY: 
Committee on Transportation and the Envil'tlllment 

COMMITTEE ACT10N CERTIFIED BY: 
Representative Bettye Davis (AK), Chair 
Committee on Transportation and the Environment 

RESOLUTION RATIFIED INPLENARV SESSION, SATURDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1996. 

RATIFICATION CERTIFIEJ) BY: 
RapresentatiVe Lois DeBeny (TN), President 

Page57 
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NATIONAL BLACK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC. 

RESOLUTION 

on 

Global CUmatt Chance 

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

PAGE 02 

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

WHEREAS, many in the scientific community recognize that CWTent climate models cannot 
accurately forecast the timing. magnitude or likely re~onal impacts, if any, of human 
activities on global climate generally, and 

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

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

\VHEREAS, a growing body of economic studies demonstrate that any U.S. effort to 
significantly limit energy use through taxes, caps or limits on greenhouse gas emissions, as 
proposed by the Administration, would slow economic growth. cost hundreds of thousands 
of American jobs, especially in urban areas seekin& to revitalize, and would further reduoe 
or delay investments in more energy-efficient technologies or facilities~ and 

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

WHEREAS, urban communities are the venue for 98 percent of all Black-owned 
businesses; and 
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WHEREAS, mandatory constraints on fossil fuel use would raise the cost of monthly 
electricity, heating and cooling bills; limit personal mobility, and could seriously disrupt 
urban economies and our lives, as did gasoline lines and high energy prices did in the 1970 • s 
and early 1980's; and 

WHEREAS, con.w-aints on energy use would be particularly hannful 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 transportalion for work 
and other worthwhile sooial activities, and those Black-owned businesses who depend on 
transportation to compete effectively against their foreign counterparts as a result of higher 
fuel costs; 

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AT THE NATIONAL BLACK CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE'S (NBCC) 51H A.~NUAL BUSINESS CONVENTION, ASSEMBLED 
IN DENVER, COLORADO, JULY 31 THROUGH AUGUST 3, 1997, that the NBCC 
dedicates itself to educating its members, constituents and others that there is no scientific 
reason for limits on greenhouse gas emissions; and that the eoonomio implications for urban 
areas and speoifioally Black-owned businesses would lead to an increase in costs and lost 
jobs, as well as higher living expenses in tenns of such essential items as housine, food and 
clothing; and 

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

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

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

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

~~:eoow•~c=Ju-ktf~-------

~~ C. AL~ ARTHUR A. FLETCHER 
;~~ENT/CEO NATIONAL DIRECTOR 

CJ/;/ J 7 <g/x/y 7 

AUG 8 '97 15: 10 7039313942 PAGE.003 



N ~ ff"' National Association 
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97- 177 CONTACTS: 
RICHARD SEIBERT (202) 637-3157 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE ROB SCHWARZWALDER (202) 637-3090 

NAM PRESIDENT JERRY JASINOWSKI, 
IN TESTIMONY TO HOUSE INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE, 

URGES REJECTION OF PROPOSED GLOBAL CLIMATE TREATY 

WASHINGTON, D.C., July 24, 1997 - In testimony today before the full House 

Committee on International Relations, National Association of Manufacturers President 
Jerry Jasinowski urged Members of Congress to reject proposed U.S. participation in 

the proposed treaty on global climate change. 

"We should avoid a herd mentality that says, 'Sign first, ask questions later'," 

said Jasinowski. "The Administration' s proposal is based on woefully inadequate 

research and analysis. It is driven not by compelling scientific data, economic analysis 
or a coherent management strategy, but by a desire to obtain a treaty for its own sake. 

There should be much more thorough public debate and much more comprehensive 

scientific analysis before our country agrees to an international treaty dealing with 
worldwide emissions of carbon dioxide. 

"The policies articulated in the proposed treaty would hurt the health of our 

economy, make our industries less competitive internationally, cost American jobs, 
significantly raise prices for consumers and encourage greater output of damaging 

greenhouse gases from developing countries. These are hardly the results advocates of 

either economic growth or an improved global environment should seek," Jasinowski 
noted in his testimony to the Committee. 

Following is a summary of Jasinowski's comments; for the complete text. call 
Rob Schwarzwalder at {202) 637-3090. 

"First, the science on which the treaty is based is, at best, highly uncertain. 
With over 97 percent of carbon dioxide emissions coming from natural sources, we 
simply lack the scientific data needed to determine how human activity affects global 

climate over time. 

"Second, the economic effects of the proposed treaty on industries, workers 
and consumers would be profoundly negative. Less than two weeks ago, the 
Department of Energy released a report prepared by the Argonne National Laboratory 

-MORE-
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stating that six energy-intensive industries, which account for over 70 percent of the 
manufacturing use of energy for heat, power and electricity generation, would 
experience substantially higher fuel prices. This means not only loss of production and 
higher costs to consumers, but lost jobs. 

"Third, enactment of the treaty, without compliance in the developing 
world, will not only hurt American competitiveness, but will encourage greater 
pollution in the nations which lack basic environmental protections. Within the 
next five decades, developing nations are expected to contribute 76 percent of total 
greenhouse gas emissions and up to 85 percent of the projected worldwide increase in 
carbon dioxide emissions. 

"Fourth, the Administration's proposal lacks a management framework. 
We lack information about how this climate modification program would work. What 
is the regulatory or tax mechanism for implementing the program? Who monitors 
compliance, and who will enforce it? The Administration has not provided a coherent 
management strategy. 

"Fifth, we are making steady, demonstrable progress in the reduction of 
carbon dioxide emissions. Between 1950 and 1985, carbon dioxide emissions per unit 
of our gross domestic product fell 1.3 percent a year as a result of more energy-efficient 

technologies and lifestyles in our country. 

"Contrary to the opinion of some extreme environmentalists, the resources of 
American business are not limitless. People really do lose jobs. Companies really do 
shut their doors. And corporations really will move overseas for the sake of their 
economic survival. 

"Plunging ahead in the name of environmental purity, without the benefit of 
scientific support, without concern for economic impact and with disregard for the 
effect of one' s policies on people in the emerging nations of Asia and Latin America, is 
the worst form of arrogance," Jasinowski concluded. 

-NAM-



Squlll 

~~~~ 
~\: Commltlae 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
September 8, 1997 

News 
CONTACT: Diana Banister 
Craig Shirley & Associates 
(800) 536-5920/(703) 739-5920 

Sllll lUSINESI IUIVIIIL e111ma JOINS 
DIVEBSE COllffllN IN IIITIINll EIUCATION 

CIMPAIIN ON TIE U.N. GLOBAi CLIMATE TREATY 
Wasbinaton, D.C. - Citing the devastating effects the treaty would have on small businesses, 
Karen Kerrigan, President of the Small Business Survival Committee is joining with a diverse 
group of business, agriculture, labor union and citizen groups in an ad campaign to increase 
public awareness of the Global Climate Treaty. 

To reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the treaty would require the United States to cut energy 
usage by nearly 20 percent. Economists predict this would translate to a 20 percent rise in 
electricity costs, a 45 percent hike in natural gas prices and an increase of .SO cents a gallon for 
gasoline. 

"Small busmes1n c11nnot survive the16 dl'IUtic illcnaes,,. says Kerripn, "110, can tJ,q cxlst 
when ·11tllllo1s, of jobs t1re expol'tH to tkvelopmg co11at,ws a" 'l'ff•lt of this trtNJty." 

., 
The U.N. mandates only apply to the United States and 33 other developed countries. 
Developing countries such as China, Brazil. India and Mexico are exempt from the treaty even 
though they contribute approximately half of the cw-rent carbon emissions and will account for 
about 75 percent over the next century. 

Karen Kerrican ts participating In a joint press tonferente to unveil the ■ew ad campaign 
on Tuuday, September 9 at 10:00 a.m. at the National Press Club. 

"We've come together to inform the American people of tu extre11tely J,armful effects this 
treal)I co#ld have on '"" country," says Kerrigan. "Whtie Pusident Clinto11 1111d Vice Prelldent 
Gore 11re attempting to sc11re Americans i11to suppo1'tlng this treaty, we are trying to pruvule 
the/acts." 

For information regarding the ad campaign or to schedule an interview with Karen Kerrigan, 
phone Diana Banister at (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 



CHARLTON 
RESEARCH 
COMPANY~ 

PUBLIC OPINION ON 
GLOBAL CLIMATE ISSUES 

Tracking Public Opinion and Attitudes i\lay 1997 

Charlton Research has been examining public perception on environmental issues including global 
climate change for the past decade. Charlton Research recently conducted a nationwide public opinion 
study regarding global climate issues to gauge attitudes among the general public on the current debate on 

global climate change. This survey was sponsored by (he ~mall Business Survival Committee. 

~ ® CHARLTON RESEARCH COMPANY Page I 



A MAJORITY oF AMERICANS Do NoT FEEL REPRESENTED ON GLOBAL CLIMATE PoLicY 

Although there has been extensive media coverage 
of global climate issues, public knowledge of US glo­
bal climate policy is low. Only four percent of re­
spondents said they were familiar with US global 
climate policy. Respondents do not feel they are be­
ing adequately represented on this issue. In fact, 
seven-out-of-ten respondents feel government offi­
cials are making decisions that will affect them with­
out regard to public opinion on global climate is­
sues. (See Figure 1) 

Furthermore, the public does not want government 
to take immediate steps to reduce global warming 
concerns. Instead, nearly three-fourths of respondents 
said the government should continue voluntary pro­
grams, continue research and avoid any treaty com­
mitments that would lock the United States in to long­
term costly programs if environmental benefits are 
not assured and costs would be high. (See Figure 2) 

GLOBAL CLIMATE lssUES NEED ro BE 

ADDRESSED INTERNATIONALLY 

The environment is an international issue· for the 
American public, and Americans feel strongly that 
it should be addressed by all nations. Respondents 
do not feel that the United States and Europe should 
be the only nations to limit energy use. Instead, all 
nations, including developing countries such as 
China, India and Mexico, need to address global 
warming concerns. (Figure 3) 

Further, the public strongly opposes United States 
taxpayers bearing the financial burden for develop­
ing nations to obtain new technologies so they can 
limit their emissions of carbon dioxide. 

~ ® CHARLTON RESEARCH COMPANY 
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AMERICANS Do NoT F EEL REPRESENTED ON 

GLOBAL CLIMATE POLICY 

Have adequate 
lnfonn■tlon 

23% 

Fig. , 

Which one of the following policy options would you select: 

Government making 
decisions regardless of 

.. your oplonlon 
• 70¾ 
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GOVERNMENT SHOULD Avom LoNG-'fERM 

GLOBAL CLIMATE POLICY PROGRAMS 

Flg.2 

Which one ol the followfng policy opClona WOIAd you select 

U.S. ahould take 
Immediate stepa 

21% 

U.S. ahoulcl continue voluntary 
program, and conduct more 

reaearch 
73% 
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■ -v 

□-­
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GLOBAL WARMING CoNERNS NEED To BE 

ADDRESSED Bv ALL COUNTRIES . 

Global warming concerns need to be addressed on a global scale by an countries Including 
China, India and Mexico and not just by a select few countries such as the US and Europe. 

Agnie 
86% 
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GLOBAL CLIMATE Poucv MusT NoT HINDER US EcoNOMIC GROWTH 

Global climate policies must have their foundations in sound economic policy and must not hinder economic 
growth. Three-fourths of respondents favor global climate policies that are market-based and cost effective. 
In addition, three-fifths oppose the Administration's international permit proposal. (See Figures 4 and 5) 

PUBLIC OPPOSES A SYSTEM OF INTERNATIONAL 

PERMITS FoR ENERGY UsE 

POLICIES SHOULD BE MARKET-BASED 

AND COST-EFFECTIVE 

Do you favor or oppose a proposed a system cl lntamallonlll pem,lts '"1de< which 
countries would be given an eneigy-use quo1a. 

Favor 
30% 

Policies developed to address global wanning concerns should be marl<et-based 
and oost effective. 

Agree 
75% 

·­··­a-- ■-
■-
a --Flg. 4 

0ppoH 
81% lil-

111- Disagree 
19% Ill 01o¥••••• 

Fig. 5 Ill-

AMERICANS OPPOSE INCREASED GASOLINE PRICES AND MANDATORY ENERGY REsTRICTIONS 

Respondents were asked a series of trade-off 9uesti0Ds on potential methods to reduce energy use. In every 
situation, Americans opposed paying more for gasoline and other energy needs. For example, 53% of respon­
dents favor giving up the use of motor vehicles one or two days every week versus only 29% of respondents 
who favor the government increasing the ptjce of gasoline by 50 cents per gallon. Respondents were also 
more willing to reduce home heating and 
air conditioning by regulating their thermo­
stats rather than paying 50% more to heat 
and cool their homes. 

Respondents were also read a list of energy 
saving measures that could be used to re­
duce energy consumption and address glo­
bal warming. Eighty-eight percent of re­
spondents were not at all willing to allow 
the government to limit the size home they 
could buy. Eighty-two percent of respon­
dents were also not at all willing to pay 75 
cents more per gallon of gasoline, and 68% 
opposed a 50 cent per gallon of gas increase. 
(See Figure 6) 
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INDIVIDUALS UNWILLING To MAKE FINANCIAL 

AND LIFFSrYLE SACRIFICES 

Now I am going to read you • list of things that you could personally do to addre11 the Issues of global 
wanning. Please tell me on a scele of one to ten with one meaning "not at an wllllng" and ten meaning 
·extremely willing" how wllllng you would be to ... 

tJ i t ,1I .ill fl r d( 1.1 1( !y Extr1 rrcly Don I 
\, I 111J \,,Im ) ~.ill ri g kn O\J 

< > ~ r' "() 

Let the government Omit the size home you buy aa 6 4 2 

Pay 75 centt more per gallon of gasoline 82 10 8 

Pay 50 cents more per gallon of gasoline 68 18 13 

Agree to a rationing plan- reducing vehlcle ue 57 23 18 2 
to 1-2 days a~ 

Index home mortgages so that people who 56 20 21 3 
live cloH to work wlll pay leH Interest 

Commit your famlly to use vehlcle leas and 51 26 20 3 
public tranSDOrtatlon, Wllklna, Ind blklna more 

Reatrlct drivers' license, to people 45 20 32 3 
over 21 and under 80 

Fig.I 
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METHODOLOGY 

A national telephone survey was conducted from May 17 - 23, 1997 among 800 adults 18 years and 
older. The margin of error for a sample of this size is ±3.5%. The sample was proportionate to the 
country's demographics, including geography, gender and ethnicity . 

. , 

Charlton Research Company is a research and consulting firm which has been developing campaign and 
communications strategies for business and political clients since 1983. The company specializes in analyzing 
changes in today's socio-political and economic environments. By combining research findings with public 
policy issues and political insights, we provide clients with timely, cost-effective, intelligence and advice. 

If there are any immediate issues or projects on which Charlton Research Company could be of assistance to 
your organization, please contact Charles F. Rund, President, or Tracey Soeth, Marketing Director. 

~ ® CHARLTON RESEARCH COMP ANY 

1460 Maria Lane, Suite 410 • Walnut Creek, CA 94596 • 510/274-5900 phone • 510/937-9895 fax 
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SMALL BUSINESS 1GROWTH -STRATEGIES 

-,:'.JIIIJ!l~!.@]118$ tf: •. .11~11 businesses stewing 
tt)e'liders;-le4Jiy.U.St policy- : .. :· C8l'bo11:cdt,l)F • . .• :witldi past policy of supporting figure has stunned businesses and 

·1.&&<•A•a ~ -~-- are · riegotiatiiig" ;""'ail • of tli~hiaturif p 'ot· _ • yfo1uitiary restrictions to meet workers alike. United Mine Workers of 
}Jli~~~-~ ~M>-P1tl tr~~~~.1redthat~"Y-ou:-_!~- be ~~~s_ed :wi • • . !;l iiii emission ~ets, U.S. Undersecretary America President Cecil Roberts said 
~auons to mzu.e Ucuons in " ,.,··:-~:f ftst~~e\ Thnoihy Wirth abandoned that the treaty turned from an envi-
~n!d'us~·gas emfssions; parti.~ly M '.l'f tlfat '. p'oliiy.'·at a '·July ·1996 Gen~va ronmental debate to a trade and jobs 
-ciltbon dioxide. .,.~~- 'en- . ~i:neeting of world leaders. debate because Ameri<:a would be 
(~h:b thoµgh the ~iivironmenial and • • -i,,~f ':Q~go,r_~irig _to Wirth, "The ~c~ence required to reduce its carbon dioxide 
Y;onoihlcJmplications of.such a policy · ~rr/, , .. ~upon·~ ~ take ~~nt action. We emissions, while nations such as 
~ e eiformous, few ' .Americans · are li ,,11Je1fove'that ·circumstances warrant China, Korea, Mexico and India would 
1i1are .that the United_ States Js mov~ l'l-~~[i -~d~pti()ri of re~tic' ~ut binding be exempt. 
!fi{gtBjjfp~rt such i(treaty. ; .• , •. '. • . ;_fl, ~ta-"''•,,. •. ,· • . "The result: no meaningful environ-

' • : rnKore tne: U.S. commits its citizens • t~-~~if~~~-d.)ng nature of the agree- mental improvement, but a significant 
; _ ) a i,Q- future through internation- 5~·ment·wowd·- be particularly costly and cost to American workers and con-
'.~\_ ti:.~aties. there should be .open .. iSSUES _ ,);J>t~~~some for .American business, sumers," said Roberts in a Feb . • 5 
-d.~·oaw;Ji.nd' further research not -only -....,..c;...;;_;;;..=.;;;;.___ o·r · .Userts the Center for the Study of statement. 
?Si global warming, but on the effect of • KAREN . e1f"· Af«erlcan BllSiness: Ail international Countries already enjoying lower 

• tlles(j>oli~~es on con.sum!rs," said KERRIGAN . '' t :i t.' agency·would be established and given labor and production costs would 
~Fran&ts Smith, executive director for 'lii:f l! fAtiie .power:to punish businesses, gov- instantly receive another comp~titive 
:Cl>DBUmerAlert. • . . .. ·. . , . .:;. :· ed -· ~mments;· and other organizations edge because of their exemption from 
d lt'e'dticing carbon dioxide means smog emission:_ >;;/ . . . . , /if?: ··thlit.fail to nieet the targets." the treaty. 
btmiliig4ess oil, gas· and coal. Such a Any effort: to reditte!ta'r~n;.-dic#fde --<·1' 'With the draft protocol pushing for The Center for the Study of 
policy could dramatically affect every will require drastically decreaiirig ·reducing greenhouse gas emissions to American Business is calling on 
industry in 'America - both big and energy consumptiofil;;;That~i'.ilie~b . . 1990levels, Yale University economist Congress to begin an intensive review 

::W.~!f~~ffe~t :~ the lifestyl~ of ~!111~~d~:::~-·· : -~ -~·~ • • '· ~~:~N:S~~~ :::!i~~ ~~g~~~~ ~c~::d~~:de:O shi~~ inc~~~~r~ol~~~ 
: lc'bt~Ameiica's small businesses, the accumula~f(,~ ·:_. \~li,.g • $7 • .trillion. The U.S. international treaty "is likely to have 
t~ea ••. ·;,:. otild be .especially .harsh.- jury~ still out on ':\~v,ircinmen~ Protection Agency has more widespread effects on the people 
En ·~naive efperations such as • are' wariiilng~ • ~~laeied. various taxes, ranging from and the economy of the U.S. than 

• b ·- !_'aey·:•_cle·a~er~, &";to repai_r . • ~uii#i_'.~OJ.i( " U'S~ ::~~ per metric tot>; of carbon many of the issues that now occupy a 
ili manufactuters and, iroru- . • whe:n man~e:. JlS»a, as a way to ·di.scourage more central stage in Washington. 

. . ·'g btis'!!t~he! \Vou_ld :be • iion'#fci:'e~~:•~ :. ' . _·_ ·~ffi>m using energy. Congress should act now before 
- ,hit;..lt:::;·~ • • :/; :' ,. • ... • • · · • ineulir'emeii6f . . iiigi_to the cakulations of iniernational agreements become set 

~i:t~: ~:!!::! -:;:rt!1:!~ltf_ _ _ ~,:'~rwB;~:~;~:n;~~ in the stone of international law." -

:be\ for.ced to operate: much Currently, .tn ·•. . '"-7~1fo1r:'tax would cost the economy Kerrigan is president of the Small 
ie~s'_useful .vehicles, .. Pay _high- sens us rega-~di _· 1-:::' -'~50.' bJl!ion '~f year or 4.2_ percent of its Business Survival Foundation. Write, 
~'ei;·and:a new·catbon tax, all : Respected _sclen ~ :Etgliloas·d~ product :..;. ... .,. : fax (415-398-2494) or e-mail (sanfran-

i~;j-!itii ·t slew of additic>nill • oft.he debaf.ei! .• -: •• ,~~}l j ~~estic job losses ~li1d·--average cisco@amcity.com) her c Io San 
g'Wli,t;-~,,tnandatea. istration offl¢ials t \/1~1 rriillion a year.over 15 years. That Francisco Business Times. ■ 

• • •-·~•~1: .. ~:~1~-.. ,~ ... '~:• • , ,;- ,: , H, .. 



http://www.washtimes.com WASHINGTON, D.C., FRID~Y, ![JNE 20, 1997 1r1r 

How green is unemployment 
By karen Kerrigan 

inforest activist rock star 
Sting topped the charts a few 
ears ago with these lyrics, 

"Every breath you take, every move 
you make, I'll be watching you." 
Today, it's ,no small irony that the 
environmentalist entertainer's bit 
.song could serve asa fitting anthem 
for the Clinton/Gore approach to 
so-called global warming. 

You may be surprised to learn 
that the seven breaths of air you've 
exhaled in reading to ,this point may 
have contributed to global warming, 
albeit infinitesimally. But like count• 
less-other ·esse-ntial activities, the 
very act of breathing produces the 
main villain in the debate over glob­
al climate change: carbon dioxide 
(CO2). 

This highlights the reality ,that .· 
CO2 is an essential part of the ,nal• 
ural process ·and should not be con­
fused with harmful smog and other 
pollutants. Indeed,just two pen:ent 
of so-called greenhouse gases are 
man-made. But for the very reason 
that it is a natural byproduct, CO2 
reductions are not easily achieved 
,thro~htechnological advances like 
those that have so dramatically 
reduced smog emission. Any effort 
to reduce CO2 will require drasti-

Karen Kerrigan is the president of 
the Small Business Survival Com­
mittee in Washington. 

cally decreasing energy consump­
tion. And that's the rub. 

While there's no debate that CO2 
,concentrations have been accumu­
latingm the atmosphere, the jury is 
still ,out on whether these gases are 
warming our planet - or how fast. 
In fact, during the last 40 years, a 
period when man-made CO2 emis­
sions increased significantly, satel­
lite measurements of global tem­
perature show little if any increase. 
So, in weighing the debate, a dose of 
skepticism may be healthy. After 
all, a great many of today's most 
ardent global ·warming doomsayers 
were warning of global cooling just 
two decades ago. 

World leaders, led by U.S. nego­
tiators, have been meeting to grap­
ple with this ,issue for several years. 
Now, with ,critical scientific ques­
tions still unresolved, the Clinton 
administration is putting on ,the 
negotiating table a draft treaty that 
could vastly harm the U.S. economy, 
wreak havoc with small businesses 
and their workers, give U.S. com­
petitors a major advantage in the 
world mar,ketplace, and prove inef­
fective in reducing greenhouse 
emissions. This treaty may wind up 
being oneofthe most massivesrufits 
m the balance of trade our nation 
has ever seen - yet the adminis­
,tration is rushing ahead with its ill­
conceived policy. Arid it is doing so 
in the absence of sound scientific 
consensus or a rigorous evaluation 
of the treaty's economic ,impact on 

American bus'ineilses, consumers, 
and jobs. 

None-the-less Flresident Clinton 
is expected to reaffirm his support 
for a U.N.-controlled effort to regu­
late U.S. 002 emissions atthe Sum­
mit of Eight Conference in Denver, 
Colorado this weekend. Unfortu­
nately, the reaffirmation will be 
missed, or ignored, by the media­
an outcome the Clinton administra­
tion is fully counting on in order to 
pursue cits controversial stealth pol­
icy initiative. If the media did a 
properjob of dissecting the propos­
-al - .and reporting on the wide­
spread and ,growing opposition to it 
- sur,ely the America-n public 
would recoil at the details. That is 
why the details and flaws of the pol­
icy need to be fully exposed. 

As Rep . .John Dingeillhas publicly 
stated, the administration's 
approach to this issue and the treaty 
itself is "badly conceived and poor­
ly ·executed." While Mr. Dingell 
wondertuUy articulates .au the 
treaty's shortcomings, listed below 
are several areas where the Clin­
ton/Gore proposal is fundamentally 
flawed: 

First, the so-called "draft proto­
col" would put the U.S .. at a compet­
itive disadvantage by subjecting 
Americans to stringent and precise 
CO2 reductions while emissions in 
countries like -China and [ndia go 
unimpeded. The proposal sets no 
defined reductions for so-called 
developing countries, which already 

have lower labor and production 
costs. The result is a no-brainer -
business and industry (those that 
can afford to) will move offshore. 
With industry go jobs .. . and lots of 
them. 

The unilateral approach makes 
litt,le "envuionmental sense" 
because it is universally aclcnowl­
edged that the CO2 emission 
increases of countries like China 
and India will far exceed those of so­
called deveft>ped ,countries, .and 
indeed may ()Verwhelm whatever 
CO2 mitigation efforts may be 
undertaken by the US. and other 
nations. For _example, placing 
restraints on U.S. eleetricity gener­
ation When coal-fire<l'electricity for 
China~s 1.2 billion citizens goes 
unabated, amounts to an.act of futil­
ity. 

'Second, the plan would require a 
complicated national accounting of 
man-made CO2, with offsets for so­
called "sinks" that absorb CO2 
emissions. Just how would a Nation­
al Office of Global Warming Emis­
sions (alt.a. Hot Air Headquarters) 
determine whether a ,tree was 
,absorbing naturally . occurring or 
man-made CO2? The complexity of 
such a ,rubric would be mind bog­
,gling even to those most knowl­
edgeable about this issue. And it 
would 1be incomprehensible to the 
men and women who run America's 
small businesses, forced to partici­
pate m this silly accounting exer­
cise. But lest the focal ,pizza parlor 
cheat on its CO2 budget, the ,pro­
posal also requires countries to set 
up "national ·compliance and 
enforcement progi:ams." In this case 
- "every :move you make, I'll be 

watching you" - seems especially 
apt. 

Third, the Clinton/Gore proposal 
would band over international com­
pliance authority to a yet-to-ibe 
defined multilateral secr,etariat, 
with full ,powers ,to penalize nations 
that fail to achieve their binding 

CO2 reductions. The proposal 
apparently would relegate the U.S. 
to only one of a m.1mber of votes 
determining whether nations .are 
complying, and sanctions for those 
who don't comply. That's far weak­
er ,than our standing in the United 
Nations Security Council, where we 
hold permanent veto power over 
measures conflicting with US. inter­
ests. Thus, the administration's 
greenhouse gas proposal would 
place'oureconomic fate in the bands 
of a 1globa1 environmental police 
force. 

Who gets hurt? All of us will, but 
most immediately energy-intensive 
operations like bakeries, dry clean­
·ers, auto repair shops, and ironical­
ly recycling businesses -and ,their 
employees. Based on various 
options already raised by our gov­
ernment, small businesses would 
be forced to operate much smaller, 
less business-useful vehicles (read: 
higher CAFE standards which hap­
pen to kill people), pay higher gas 

truces and a new carbon true, all the 
while coping with a slew of new 
mandates on their operations. 

AU American business-would be 
hurt by the climate change treaty. 
And, ifbusiness is hurt naturally its 
workers will suffer too. A $200-a-ton 
carbon tax, an option that would 
ensure CO2 emissions below 1990 
levels, would cost the U.S. economy 
$350 billion a year in reduced pro­
duction of goods and services cal­
culates Dr. Lawrence Horwitz ,of 
ORI/McGraw Hill. In human tenns, 
1.1 million workers would fosetheir 
jobs each year over a 15-year ·peri­
od. Cutting the tax in half to "only" 
$100-a- ton is still a painful alterna­
tive -520,000 jobs are projected to 
be lost annually. 

With respected scientists falling 
on both sides ,ofthe global warming 
debate, it's foolish to agree toa bind­
ing international treaty which 
immediately gives many of our glob­
al competitors a colossal advantage 
while pushing America towards 
economic chaos. Even some scien­
tists who endorse the theory of glob­
al war.ming say we can wait for ,the 
science to "'fi rm up" before •we 
endorse drastic action. 

The administration's abrupt shift 
in global climate change policy -
from one of voluntary to mandato­
ry compliance - should be raising 
red flags all over Capitol Hill, and in 
the media. The public ,deserves 
·open, honest and vigorous debate of 
such an important matter especial­
ly when the impact of the new treaty 
will lower U.S. living standards, 
restrict lifestyle choices, kill jobs 
and limit the economic freedoms 
and opportunities of all Americans. 
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'l'he result was announced-yeas 95, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Abrall&m 
Allau 
Allard 
A.ahcrort 
Baucua 
Bennett 
Blden 
BIIIPDWI 
Bond 
Bour 
Bru.,u 
Brownb&ct 
Bwnpen 
Burn.a 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Ch&!H 
Cleland 
Coata 
Cochr&n 
Collllll 
Colll"ad 
Coverdell 
Crt.11 
O'Amato 
Ducble 
DeWlne 
Dodd 
Domeruci 
Dorp.n 
Durbin 
£mi 

Bryan 
Feu,ate1.n 

[Rollcall Vot.e No. 20S Leg.] 
Y-.,;.A,S-95 

Ft.lrcloth LUJ&r 
Pelll&'Old Mact 
Ford McC&in 
Fnst McConnell 
Glenn Mltulald 
Oo~ll MoeelsY-.Br&llll 
Graham Mornih&ll 
Gramm Murto.,.tl 
Orualey Murray 
Oren Nlcldu 
11&4rel Reed 
Hatch Robb 
Helma Roberta 
Holllnp Roctefeller 
HatchlUOD Roth 
Hutchl.lon S&ntorum 
lllhofe S&rb&nea 
lnouy~ Seaa1ona 
Jeaorda Shelby 
Jolwaoll Smlth(NH) 
Kemptllorue Smlth<ORl 
Kennedy Snowe 
Kerny Specter 
Kerry SteY9llll 
Kohl Thoma,i 
Kyl Thompaon 
L&ndneu Thurmond 
L&utellbel"C Tomcelli 
Leahy Wuner 
Levin Wellatone 
Llebenu&11 Wyden 
Lott 

NOT VOTING-5 
Orama ~Id 
Ha.rklD 

The resolution (S. Res. 98) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was a~eed to . 
The resolution. With its preamble, is 

as follows: 

Senate 
S . RES. 98 

Whereas the United Natiol18 Framework 
Convention on Climate Chanire Un this reso­
lution referred to a.:, :.n~ ·· c onvention•·i. 
adopted In May 1992. entered into force in 
1994 and is not yet fully implemented: 

Wbereaa the Convention. intended to ad­
dreaa climate change on a global basis. iden­
tifies the former Soviet Union and the coun­
tries of Eastern Europe and the Organization 
For Economic Co-operation and Develop­
ment (OECD). Including the United States. 
as " Annex I Parties", and the remairung 129 
countries. Including China. Mexico. India. 
Brazil. and South Korea. as " Developing 
Country Parties" : 

Whereas tn April 1995. the Convention's 
"Conference of the Parties" adopted the so­
called "Berlin Mandate": 

Whereas the "Berlin Mandate" calls for 
the adoption. as. soon as December 1997. In 
Kyoto. Japan. of a protocol or another legal 
instrument that strengthens commitments 
to limit greenhouse gas emissions b·: :\nnex 
I Parties for the post-2000 period and estab­
lishes a negotiation process called the "Ad 
Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate": 

Whereas the "Berlin Mandate" specifically 
exempts all Developing Country Parties 
Crom any new commitments In such negotia­
tion process for the post-2000 period; 

Whereas although the Convention. ap­
;,roved by the United States Senate. called 
on all si1r11atory parties to adopt policies and 
programs aimed at limiting tbetr greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emiaatons, In July 1996 the Under­
Secretary of State for Global Affairs called 
for the first time for "legally binding" emis­
sion limitation targets and timetables for 
Annex I Parties. a position reiterated by the 
Secretary of State in testimony before tbe 
Committee on Foret1r11 Relations of the Sen­
ate on January 8, 1997; 

Whereas greenhouse ru emiutona ot De­
veloping Country Parties are rapidly blcreaa­
tng and are expected to surpua emtaaions of 
the United States &nd other OECD countries 
as early aa ~15; 

Wbereaa the DeJ)&l't.IDent oC State has de­
clared that it ts critical for the Parties to 
the Convention to include Developing Coun­
try Parties In the next atepe for global ac­
tion and. therefore, baa proposed that con ­
sideration of additional steps to Include lim­
itations on Developing Country Pa.rttes · 
greenhouse gas emtaaiona would not begin 
until after a protocol or other legaJ instru­
ment 1s adopted In Kyoto. Japan In Decem­
ber 1997: 

Whereas the exemption for Developing 
Country Parties Is Inconsistent With the 
need for global action on climate change and 
1s envtronmentally flawed: 

.'Jo. 107 

Whereas the Senate stronglY believes t.bat 
the propoeala under negotiation. because of 
the d1ape.rtty oC t.re&tment between Annex I 
Parties and De•eloptng Countries and the 
:ave! oC reqwred emiaalon reductions. could 
result In serious ha.rm to the United States 
economy, Including stgni{icant job loss. 
trade dl.s&d.v&ntages. lncreued energy and 
col18umer cosr.a. or any combination thereof; 
and 

Whereas it ts desirable that a bipa.rtisan 
group of Senators be appointed by the Major­
ity and Minority Leaders of the Senate for 
t he purpose of monttortng the status of nego­
tiations on Global Clim&te Cbange and re­
porting periodically to the Senate on those 
negotiations: Now. therefore, be It 

Ruolvtd , Tbat It ta tbe sense of the Senate 
that-

(1) the United St&tea should not be a si1r11a­
tory to any protocol to. or other agreement 
regarding, the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Cba.nge of 1992. at ne­
gotiations tn Kyoto in December 1997. or 
thereafter. wbicb would-

( A) mandate new commitments to limit or 
reduce greenhouse gas emtsston.s for the 
Annex I Parties. unless tbe protocol or other 
agreement also mandates new spectrtc sched­
uled commitments to limit or reduce green­
b.ouse gas emtaalons for Developing Country 
Parties within the same compliance period. 
or 

(.l'I) would result tn serious harm to the 
economy of tbe United States: and 

(2) any such protocol or other agreement 
which would require tbe advice and conaent 

of the :;;enate to ratification should be ac­
~ompamed by a detailed explanation of any 
:cir1slatlon or regulatory actlol18 that ma;; be 
~equ1red to implement the protocol or other 
.urreement and should also be accompanied 
:Jy an analysis of the detailed financial costs 
:ind other impacts on the economy of the 
t:nited States which would be Incurred by 
t he imolementatlon of the protocol or other 
,.creement. 

:;Ee. 2. Secretary of the State shall trans­
:-:1 1 t a. copy of t b1s resoiution to the Presi­
ien t . 
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GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE TREATY 

Potential Economic Impact of the Global Climate Treaty on the Agricultural Sector 

This analysis would suggest that a scenario of higher energy prices would have a significant negative 
impact on the agricultural sector at nearly all levels. Total annual U.S. farm production expenses would rise 
over $ 10 billion under the low energy price scenario and more than $20 billion under th~ Q.igh energy price 
scenario. Given that U.S. net farm income has averaged $42.7 billion per year over the 1991 to 1995 
period, this would represent a 24 percent and 48 percent decrease in net farm income under ·the respectiye 
low/high energy price scenarios. 

Certainly the high energy price scenario has the potential for causing an economic downturn in the 
. agricultural sector that could parallel the experience of the mid-1980s. Not only would net farm income be 
• impeded in the short term but a downturn in land prices would shrink asset values and, most likely, result in • 
another mini-Depression in the farm sector. The increased production costs are expected to reduce profits 
and income to farmers, and invariably slow farm loan and mortgage repayments. Consequently, this 
scenario also would bode poorly for lenders who are extending credit to farmers. 

Although the low energy price increase scenario would be less dramatic, it would still have a significant 
hnpact on agriculture. Depending on how it was implemented, it would probably produce a situation of 
stagnation with low profits and slowly declining land prices over an extended period of time. 

Another outcome of either scenario would be the increased consolidation of agricultural production. Many 
small farmers who typically have a higher average cost of production would be forced to sell to large 
farmers. Young farmers just starting or those farmers who have recently taken on increased debt to expand 
their operations could find themselves in an unprofitable situation that might force them to abandon 
agriculture. Not only would this impinge on lenders but it also would have an adverse economic impact on 
small towns and rural America in general. 
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Background: 
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GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGET~EATY. 

There is concern by some scientists that "greenhouse gas" emissions are causing increases in average global 
temperatures and adverse changes in the world's climate and weather. Greenhouse gases include carbon 
dioxide, nitrous oxide and methane. 

The global climate change theory is controversial. Although the scientific body of the United Nations 
recently agreed that human actiyities appear to have a measurable effect on global temperatures, .there is 
disagreement on the magnitude of the change, the role greenhouse gases play and the relative contribution 
from humans vs. natural causes. 

Controversy notwithstanding, the U.S. State Department is leading efforts by 160 nations in establishing 
legally binding, numeric limits on greenhouse gases. 

Treaty History: 
In 1992, leaders from more than 100 nations signed an agreement known as the Framework Convention on 
Climate Change that called for voluntary, non-binding measures to limit greenhouse gases. The agreement, 
also called the "Rio Treaty," was ratified by the U.S. Senate in 1992. 

In 1995, in Geneva, Switzerland, parties to the agreement took a dramatic new tack and committed to 
establishing mandatory, legally binding caps on greenhouse gases. The parties also agreed that these new 
limits would apply only to "developed" countries and will not apply to "developing" nations such as China, 
Mexico, India or South Korea. 

The United Nations attributes more than 20 percent of all human-caused greenhouse gases to agricultural 
production. Included in U.N. regulatory proposals are new taxes on fossil fuels and fertilizer, prescribed 
changes in cultivation practices, and restrictions on production amounts for some crops and livestock. 

The treaty would then be referred to the Senate for ratification and potential adoption into the U.S. law. 

Fann Bureau Position: 
Farm Bureau will oppose any climate change agreement that unfairly disadvantages American farmers and 
ranchers in the production and trade of agricultural commodities. Farm Bureau supports voluntary 
measures to reduce greenhouse gases until mandatory, enforceable, limits are justified. 
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GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE TREATY 

How the Global Climate Change Treaty Developed: 

May 1992 Adoption of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, . 
New York. 

June 1992 Convention signed at the Earth Summit, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. -

October 1992 Convention ratified by the United States. 

March 1994 Convention enters into force. 

March/ April 1994 First Conference of the Parties, Berlin. • 

July 1996 Second Conference of the Parties, Geneva 

December 1996 Negotiating session, Geneva. 

February/March 1997 Negotiating session, Bonn, Germany. 

July/ August 1997 Negotiating session, Bonn, Germany. 

What's Scheduled to Happen: 

Oct. 6, 1997 

Oct. 21-31, 1997 

Dec. 1-12, 1997 

January 1998 

The White House will begin an all-out push for Global Climate Change Treaty. 

Final negotiating session, Bonn, Germany. 

Final Global Climate Change Treaty meeting and agreement, Kyoto, Japan. 

Ratification of the final agreement by participating nations begins. 
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· Statement of the Americ~n Farm Bureau Federation 
. Presented by Bryce Neidig, 

President, Nebraska Farm Bureau Federation 
October 8, 1997 

Good morning. I am Bryce Neidig, a farmer from northeastern Nebraska near the town of . 
Madison, where my family and I operate a com, soybean and .alfalfa farm. I am president of the . 
Nebraska Farm Bureau and serve on the board of directors of the American Farm Bureau 

• Federation, the nation's largest organization of farmers and ranchers, which I am representing 
today. 

Few issues have galvanized agriculture like this one. You have heard this morning -from a broad 
range of agricultural interests, including general farm organizations and commodity groups 
representing millions of Americans involved in agriculture. It might surprise you, but we do not 
always agree on all agricultural policy issues. But it's clear that we all have strong concerns • 
about the impact of this treaty on U.S. agriculture. 

Our concerns have ben raised early and often, with negligible results. Last November, Farm 
Bureau and 17 other farm organizations-detailed our concerns with the agreement and requested 
a full economic asses.sment of the agreement on agriculture. We have not received one. 

. . . 

Last November, a bipartisan group of 14 members of the Senate Agriculture Committee 
asked the Administration to provide other basic information before we complete final 
negotiations on the treaty. To our knowledge, little if any information has been provided in 
response to this request. 

However, because of the leadership of Senator Byrd and Senator Hagel. .similar concerns were 
conveyed to the Administration in July through Senate Resolution 98 which passed 95-0 with the 
strong support of labor, consumer, business and agricultural groups. Unfortunately, we still do 
not know the answers to these basic questions. Final treaty negotiations are scheduled in Kyoto, 
Japan, only six weeks from now. 

Lacking information, we have attempted to provide our own. Included in your packets is an 
economic analysis by economists at the American Farm Bureau Federation. 



Preliminary projections are based upon the Commerce Department's projection that a 25-cent 
per gallon increase may result from the agreement. Agriculture is energy intensive. With a 25~ · 
cent per gallon increase, our analysis projects a 24 percent loss in net farm income. Our • . 
economists believe that a 50 cent increase is more likely. This means that fanners will probably · 
take an even bigger hit-- a 48 percent decrease in net fann income. Impacts for individual •• 
commpdities range Jrom a 20 percent reduction in net farm income for soybean producers to an _: 
84.5 percent reduction in net farm inc~me for hog fanners. • 

Economic impacts of this magnitude will hurt smaller, family fanns most. Youngerfarmers, with 
proportionately higheqiebtcould be forced to sell to larger-scale producers. Farm loans could • 
be jeopardized and land values could fall. We believe that the prqposed agreement has the very • 
real potential im:pact of ~ausing an economic downturn. in the agricultural sector that would 
parallel the e"perience of the mid- l 980s. 

I'm a farmer, not a scientist. But I believe there is still a legitimate, active debate about the role 
of human-caused greenhouse gases, their role in climate change and the necessary action. Most 
important, we need to know what will be expected of American fanners and ranchers. 

The current proposal for legally binding reductions in greenhouse gas emissions for developing 
countries is unacceptable to U.S. agriculture. That's why Farm Bureau has created FACT-"' 
Farmers Against the Climate Treaty. We are inviti.ng other agricultural groups to join. FACT is . 

. designed to accomplish changes, delay or withdrawal of the current agreement if our concerns 
. are not met. Specifically, we are requesting that the Administration: 

l) Withdraw U.S: support for legally-binding enforceable reductions in greenhouse gases and 
support continued voluntary efforts as prescribed by the 1992 Rio Summit. 

2) Specify what controls or practices are likely to be imposed on agriculture as a result of legally 
binding, enforceable emissions reductions. 

• '3) Complete a full economic analysis of the proposed agreement's impact on agriculture, 
including how and to what extent emission controls wou.ld disadvantage agricultural producers in 
this country compared to countries with less stringent controls or no controls at all. 

Thank you. Now we .will debut the 30-second T.V. advertisement focusing on agriculture's 
conc~ms with the climate treaty. • Then we will take your questions. 

-30-
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Climate Treaty Would Cripple Farm Economy 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

WASHINGTON, October 8, 1997-- The proposed United Nations Climate-Change 

Treaty has the potential of "causing an economic downturn in the agricultural 

sector that would parallel.. .. the mid-1980s," according to the American Farm 

Bureau Federation. 

Speaking at a news conference here, Bryce Neidig, president of the 

Nebraska Farm Bureau, said the American Farm Bureau Federation was 

launching "FACT: Farmers Against the Climate Treaty." "Few issues have 

galvanized agriculture like this one has," said Neidig, who explained that AFBF 

was inviting other agricultural organization to join FACT. 

Citing an analysis ey AFBF economists, Neidig said the climate treaty, as it 

now stands, would cause at least a 24 percent loss in net farm income. That 

projection, he explained, assumes the imposition of a 25-cent tax on fuels to bring 

the U.S. in compliance with-the treaty's goals for greenhouse gas emissions. 

He _said, however; that industry estimates of a'50-cent per gallon tax increase is 

more likely, which would cause a nearly 50 percent plunge in net farm income. 

(more) 



; . . .. 
' 

-2-

The impacts, Neidig said, would vary by commo~ty. Net profits for corn 
. . . 

growers could be slashed by 23 to 51 percent, depending on the amount of the fuel 
. . 

tax. Net profits for hog producers could be reduced 40-85 percent. 

. . . . 

~Economic impacts of this magnitude will hurt smaller, family farms the · 
. . . . . . . - . . 

most," said Neidig. "Younger fanners, with proportionately higher debt, could be· . 

forced to sell to larger-scale prod~cers. Farm loans could be jeopardized a;nd land 

values could fall." 

-30-
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For Immediate Release: 
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Grange Voices Concern Over Global Climate Treaty 

Washington, DC-Citing the devastating effects the United Nations Global Climate 
Treaty would have on small farmers and ranchers, Kermit W. Richardson, Master 
(President) of the National Grange, joined other ~cultural leaders on Capitol Hill today 
to state his objections to the proposed treaty. 

Richardson explained how the treaty will have major impacts on crop and livestock 
production practices and fuel costs. Richardson also pointed out how the treaty will put 
American agriculture at a competitive disadvantage in world trade because emission 
controls would apply only to the U.S. and developed nations. Developing nations like 
Mexico, China, Chile and India would not have to comply to the treaty. 

Speaking on the inequities of the agreement, Richardson said, "The agreement would be 
binding on only the U.S. and other industrialized nations. China, India, Mexico and 129 
other nations are exempt under present rules, and these countries have made it clear they 
have no interest in participating." Richardson added, "This will put American 
agricultural producers at a serious competitive disadvantage in world trade, knowing that 
emissions controls would apply only to the U.S. and other developed nations. If this 
agreement is to be truly global, it must have the equal participation of every nation." 

Richardson also expressed his concerns that the treaty would result in -higher fertilizer 
prices, higher energy prices, limitations on production and requirements for plowless soil 
preparation-all of which would severely impact farm income. 

Richardson concluded his remarks by stating that the National Grange would like to see 
more extensive scientific examination and public debate on the role greenhouse gases 
play in the climate change debate. "This examination and debate must include the 
agriculture community,'' he said. "The Grange supports and encourages all voluntary 
initiatives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, as well as the acceleration of scientific 
research on the causes, effects and timing of climate trends. However, we will opppose 
mandatory limits on emissions without an extensive debate on the issue." 

Founded in 1867, the National Grange is the nation's oldest general farm organization 
representing 300,000 members in 37 states. 
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November 8, 1996 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

Last summer, participants in the second Conference of Parties of the United Nations' Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) agreed to negotiations for legally binding numeric 
limits on greenhouse gas emissions. This dramatic shift from voluntary to enforceable caps on 
greenhouse gases was led by the U.S. According to your spokespeople, there is now a consensus 
in the world scientific community which demands urgent action to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

There is less than agreement outside the United Nation's scientific body. Furthermore, there is 
still a lively debate among respected scientists about the human versus natural sources of 
greenhouse gases and their effect on climate. Controversy notwithstanding, the climate change 
treaty is moving full -.speed ahead with the Administration's enthusiastic support. A final 
agreement is scheduled lo be completed in December of 1997, with ratification by individual 
countries beginning in 1998. If ratified by the U.S. Senate, the treaty will be binding on the U.S. 
and other developed countries and may be incorporated into U.S. law. However, developing 
countries will not have to comply. 

Of great concern to agriculture are reports under consideration by the U.N. scientific panel which 
blame agriculture for more than 20 percent of human-caused greenhouse gas emissions. 
Specifically, we are concerned about proposals for the following: 

• fuel economy requirements 
• reduction or phaseout of the use of diesel fuel 
• limitations on production per acre for some crops 
• requirements for "plowless" soil preparation 
• mandatory fallowing of crop land 
• limits and restrictions on livestock production to reduce methane emissions 
• restrictions on use of fertilizer 
• restrictions on timber harvesting 
• restrictions on processing, manufacturing and transportation of food products 

Unfortunately, these proposals ignore agriculture's positive role in reducing greenhouse gases by 
removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere through photosynthesis. Most importantly, they 
cavalierly disregard the most valuable function of modem agriculture - feeding a hungry world. 
Ironically, rice production has been singled out as the number one culprit in human-caused 
methane emissions. 

We are very concerned that these recommendations or similar ones will be incorporated in the 
final dim.ate change agreement, ratified and imposed on U.S. farmers and ranchers through U.S. 
laws. Binding and enforceable controls would apply only to developed countries and would 
severely disadvantage U.S. farmers and ranchers in today's global markets. 



, . 

Moreover, we are deeply concerned and surprised that the Administration has not actively 
consulted with agriculture as the agreement has been developed. We respectfully request that the 
Administration take the following actions: 

1) The Administration must fully and actively consult with agriculture. Agricultural 
interests have not been considered by the Department of State and other U.S. agencies which are 
closely involved with the development of the climate change agreement. The agreement must 
include an open and extensive public debate which involves agricultural producers and members 
of Congress, USDA and other agencies. 

2) The Administration should withdraw its support for legally binding and enforceable caps 
on emissions until there is a stronger consensus from the scientific community that they are 
justified. If it is determined that controls are justified, they should be accomplished voluntarily or 
in ways which minimize disruption of U.S. agricultural producers. 

3) The final climate change agreement, scheduled for completion in December of 1997, 
must be delayed to provide sufficient time for consultation with agriculture and for adequate risk, 
cost and benefit assessment. 

Without proper scientific and economic analyses 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. 

If the Administration does not adequately address the above concerns, we may raise them with 
. Congress during the ratification process. 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
AMERICAN CROP PROTECTION ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN SHEEP INDUSTRIES ASSOCIATION 
AMERICAN SOYBEAN ASSOCIATION 
CENEX 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT GROWERS 
NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S BEEF ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL CORN GROWERS ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL COTTON COUNCIL 
NATIONAL FOOD PROCESSORS ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL GRANGE 
NATIONAL MILK PRODUCERS FEDERATION 
NATIONAL PORK PRODUCERS COUNCIL 
THE FERTILIZER INSTITUTE 
UNITED AGRIBUSINESS LEAGUE 
UNITED FRESH FRUIT AND VEGETABLE ASSOCIATION 
USA RICE 
WESTERN GROWERS ASSOCIATION 
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.. The Honorable Al Gore 
Vice Pre•ident 
The White . House 
Waehingt.on, o.c. 

Dear· Mr. Vice President, 

COMMmEEON 
AGRICULTURE. NUTRITION, ANO FOR&STRY 

WASHINGTON. DC 2051MOOO 
202-224-2031 

March l.4, 199~ 

Parm state members of Congress have become increasingly 
concerned with the lack of adequate attention given co 
agricultural concerns as the Adminiatration . work• on the .United 
Nations Framework Convention on climate Change (ONFCC). As you 
know, this treaty, if ratified, could affect U.S. agricultural 
production and competitiveness. • 

American agricultural interests must be adequately 
represented during the upcoming negotiations. This 
representation will ensure the continued aucce■s of farmers and 
ranchero and allow them to maintain their productivity, which 
ultimately benetits consumers. We believe we can addreaa the 
global greenhouse gas issue and protect the environment while 
carefully considering the interests of America's farmer•, • 
ranchero and consumera. However, before the United States ia 

• committed to a . final international agreement -to limit greenhouse 
gases, it is essential that we know more about the treaty's 
impact on our nation's largest- employer and the world's most 
efficient producers of food and fiber. 

We will be closely monitoring the negotiations aa work 
continues on the final agreement before ita aubmiasion to the 
Senate for ratificatio_n. We request an analyaia and briefing by 
the Admini11tration on the following issues as aoon aa possible a • 

l.) The potential. effects of climate change on u.s. 
agriculture and li~eatock production. 

2) Th•eatimated greenhouse gas emissions resulting from 
the.production of crop• and livestock in the U.S. 

3) The net contribution of U.S. forest■ and crops in the 
sequestration of greenhouse gases. 

4) Actions or controls necessary to reduce agricultural 
greenhouse gas emission• to comply with obligations 
that may arise under the treaty and an economic 
analysia of their i~pact ontl'.S. farmera and ranchers. 
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The Honorable Al Gore 
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S) Whether and to what extent greenhouse•gas emiasion 
controls would disadvaneage agricultural producers. in 
this country compared to producera· in other countries 
with less stringent emission controls or no controls at 
all. 

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

We look forward to working with you on this important iasue. 

~~ 
@,t~ 

~~ 
~-~-

' 

Sincerely, 

cc: The Honorable Madeleine Albright 
The Honorable Dan Glickman 

• 



TEL: 202/675-8250 . ';:l ~Tll,IZER l!.!.J INSTITUTE 501 Second Street, N.E., Washington, D.C. 20002 FAX: 202/544-8123 

STATEMENT BY 
THE FERTILIZER INSTITUTE 

October 8, 1997 

Contact: Ron Phillips (media) 202-608-5903 
Everett Zillinger (Government Affairs) 202-608-5913 

In Washington; it is said, it is impossible to kill a bad idea. In 1993when the _ 
Administration proposed a tax on British Thermal Units (Btu) of energy we pointed out 
that an energy tax is a double tax on farmers. That's one reason Congress chose not to 
implement that tax. 

The United Nations Climate Treaty and the Administration's proposed emissions trading 
scheme to comply represent a back door attempt to implement the Btu tax that was 
rejected more than four years ago. That's why we in production agriculture and 
agribusiness strongly oppose the U.N. Climate Treaty as currently proposed. America's 
food producers and agriculture input suppliers and service providers would pay twice­
through direct increased energy prices and through higher costs for the inputs used by 
farmers. The cost of the treaty's misguided policies will cause unprecedented and unfair 
economic hardships for America's food and fiber producers. The U.N. Climate Treaty as 
proposed would result in: 

--A BACK-DOOR BTU TAX-The U.N. treaty is being used to create a back 
door Btu/energy tax for U.S. farmers and citizens. An emissions cap and trading scheme 
as proposed by the Clinton Administration would put a cap on this country's energy use 
and economic growth. A cap on energy use, by design, limits supply and raises prices 
resulting in an energy tax. Increases in gasoline and diesel fuel prices are estimated to 
range from 25 to 60 cents a gallon-a huge increase in the cost of production for farmers 
and agribusiness. Not only do farmers pay these direct energy costs, but then they pay 
again when purchasing the inputs they use in their farming operation. The first attempt to 
create a Btu/energy tax in 1993 was then overwhelmingly defeated in Congress. The 
treaty proposes to go around Congress and impose a Btu/energy tax through a legally 
binding UN treaty. • 

--PERMITTED AGRICULTURE-The current Administration position proposes 
using expensive tradable permits and credits to reduce greenhouse gas emissions for U.S. 
farmers, livestock producers, agribusiness and industry. Farmers and ranchers would be 
forced to spend millions of dollars to purchase these permits and credits in order to 



expand their farming or business operations. Thus, such a scheme would limit new 
efficiencies in agriculture. 

It is particularly galling that this kind of economic destruction would be wreaked upon 
agriculture. Agriculture is the sector that has contributed most to voluntary 
implemeptation of measures that help reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

--Increased intensification and efficiencies have boosted per acre crop production. 
In the past ten years, per acre com production has risen from 114.6 bushels per acre to 
126.4 bushels per acre, thus increasing the sequestration of carbon dioxide-on the same 
amount of land. 

--Since 1990, conservation tillage use has increased from 26.1 percent of acreage 
to 35.8 percent. Each 1 percent increase represents 7.9 pounds per acre in carbon dioxide 
sequestered. 

--Over the past decade, com yields have risen while the average nitrogen rate per 
acre has declined, meaning farmers are becoming more efficient in their use of inputs. 
This greater effici'ency increases production while reducing total energy use. 

--Agribusiness, in addition to working with farmers to produce these 
achievements, has contributed directly. Since 1987, U.S. nitrogen fertilizer producers 
have decreased emissions 74.6 percent while phosphate fertilizer producers have 
decreased emissions 73 .3 percent. 

Voluntary measures do work. The U.N. Treaty on Global Climate Change should 
not be used as a vehicle for more bureaucracy, more regulations and more taxes. 
Furthermore, we object to a strategy that places a double burden on the one sector of the 
economy that is moving to implement voluntary measures. We strongly urge Congress 
not to allow the United Nations to dictate U.S. farm, energy, and economic policy 
through a misguided legally binding international treaty. 
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American Corn Growers Association 
P.O. Box 18157 • Washington, DC 20036 • 202-835-0330 • Fax: 202-429-3741 

Statement of 
Gary Goldberg, National President 

American Corn Growers Association 

Agriculture is at _a crossroads. While we are being asked to look to the world as an open 
marketplace, the proposed Global Climate Change Treaty is shutting the door to dealing 
with our competitors on a level playing field. This is contrary to trade agreements like 
NAFT A and GATT and will cause severe economic hardships on the American 
agricultural producer. 

Under current terms of the treaty, 132 so-called "developing" countries would be exempt 
from the same mandatory restrictions that would be required of developed countries. 
Many of these developing countries, such as Brazil, Argentina, South Korea, China and 
Mexico directly compete with United States farmers. If this treaty demands that we be 
forced to restrict our use of diesel fuel, restrict livestock production, restrict the use of 
fertilizers and herbicides and alter traditional farming practices while farmers in developing 
countries are not placed with those same restrictions, how are we to compete freely and 
fairly? The simple answer is 11 we can't," and that's why the American Corn Growers 
Association opposes the Global Climate Change Treaty. 

Is global climate changes and greenhouse gas emissions a major problem that must be 
addressed this year? That depends on which scientist you visit with. The scientists who 
drafted and approved the Second Assessment Report on climate change from the United 
Nations stated that "no study to date has positively attributed all or part" of the 1 degree F 
rise in the Earth's temperature during the past 100 years to human causes. Sylvan Wittwer, 
Director Emeritus of the Michigan State University Agricultural Experiment Station and 
author of "Food, Climate and Carbon Dioxide" states that 11 to date, our knowledge of the 
climate effects of the rising carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases in the atmosphere 
is inadequate for initiating any global attempt to change the climate. 11 And only 13 percent 
of the scientists responding to a survey conducted by Greenpeace believe that catastrophic 
climate change will result from continued patterns of energy use. 



But in all honesty, is there a problem with greenhouse gas emissions? The answers to this 
question needs to be looked at and studied so that it can be answered with credibility and 
accuracy. No one is saying the potential problems with climate change should be ignored, 
just that scientific analysis should be investigated so that long-term solutions could be 
planned. And if it is found that the problems are that severe, then every country of the 
world needs to play a role in reducing the danger. Exempting 132 countries, which emit 
over 50 percent of all greenhouse gas emissions at this time and increases to 68 percent by 
the year 2025, will not solve the problem and only make it worse by placing more of the 
burden upon the United States. 

Simply put, the current proposals by the United Nations on global climate change will 
have a profound negative effect on the future of American agricultural production and will 
drive tens of thousands of farmers off their lands. Economic studies have shown that the 
amount of energy needed to be cut to meet greenhouse gas emission reductions would 
result in diesel fuel increases of close to 60 cents per gallon, a 52 percent rise in-farmstead 
electrical rate increases and a 14 percent raise in farm input costs. How can the America 
farmer be expected to feed this country and much of the rest of the world with those kinds 
of added costs, especially while our competitors are left free and clear of these same 
restrictions. And how can the American consumer be asked to pay substantially higher 
food costs when these input costs are passed on? 

Probably the biggest disappointment in the entire debate over global climate change has 
been the lack of agricultural input on this issue. Farmers have not been asked to be part of 
the debate, even though we will be required to cut back on emissions. In addition, the 
envi~onmental steps taken by agriculture, such as minimum or reduced tillage, filter strips, 
integrated pest management, reduced fertilizer usage and other conservation practices 
have been ignored. Well we will be ignored no more, and this press conference and the 
many diverse agricultural associations that make up part of this coalition is proof to that 
fact. 

Simply put, the Global Climate Change Treaty is a bad treaty, with harmful restrictions 
and detrimental results. We propose that more scientific study go into researching 
greenhouse gas emissions and that more voluntary measures be implemented. In addition, 
any treaty must measure the economic impact that the treaty would have and that those 
groups, such as agriculture, be brought into the discussion before the fact, not afterwards. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 

Farmers 
Against 
Climate 
Treaty 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE TREATY 

~ Is climate change an accepted scientific fact? 

A.. No. There are concerns that "greenhouse gases" are contributing to increases in global average 
temperatures and cause adverse changes in the world's climate and weather. Although there is data to show 
slight increases in global temperatures, there is disagreement about the magnitude of the change and the 
relative contribution of human vs. natural causes. Despite such controversy, the Global CfuJiate Change 
Treaty is being actively pursued, by the United Nations and the United States. 

~ Why is agriculture concerned with the proposed treaty? 

A.. Of great concern to agriculture are reports under consideration by the United Nations scientific panel 
that blame agriculture for more than 20 percent of human-caused greenhouse gas emissions and U.S. 
agriculture for one-third of all of America's greenhouse gas emissions. Unfortunately, these proposals 
ignore agriculture's positive role in reducing greenhouse gases by removing carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere through plant photosynthesis. Most importantly, the U.N. panel has disregarded the most 
valuable function of modern agriculture--feeding a hungry world. Ironically, rice production has been 
singled out as the No. 1 culprit in human-caused methane emissions. 

~ How would agriculture be impacted by this treaty? 

A,, Suggested control measures for the agriculture industry to reduce greenhouse gas emissions include: 

• Increased fuel economy requirements. 
• Reduction or phaseout of the use of diesel fuel. 
• Limitations on production per acre for some crops. 
• Requirements for "plowless" soil preparation. 
• Mandatory fallowing of cropland: 
• Limits and restrictions on livestock production. 
• Restrictions on timber harvesting. 
• Restrictions on processing, manufacturing and transportation of food products. 

~ What are the major greenhouse gases and what are agriculture's sources of these emissions? 

Ai The three major greenhouse gases are carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide. While the primary 
• cause of increased concentrations of greenhouse gases is the burning of fossil fuels for energy, land use and 
livestock agriculture are considered by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change as major emission 
contributors for the three most prevalent gases. Agriculture sources are as follows: 



Carbon dioxide (CO2) -- agricultural sources include soil tillage, which releases carbon into the 
atmosphere, and fossil fuel use (motor fuel, electricity, heating fuel). 

Methane CCH4) -- agricultural sources are ruminant animals, rice paddies, wetlands, agricultural burning, 
animal waste and fossil fuel burning. 

Nitrous oxides fN20J -- agricultural sources are cultivated soils, fertilizer application, burning· of crop 
residues and fossil fuel use. . 

~ What does agriculture have to offer? 

~ Agriculture and forestry are in the unique position of being the only industries that may be able to act as 
a mitigator for greenhouse gases. Currently, it is unknown as to the extent that agricultural cropping 
practices and conservation reserve lands remove these gases from the air. This process of "sequestration" is 
one that may allow agriculture to be considered a "sink" for such gases. Some suggest that agriculture in 
North America is already a net sink when weighing the industry's sequestration vs. its emissions. To date 
this unique aspect of agriculture is being ignored. 

Ut What is the timetable ,for the treaty and how would controls of emissions be enforced in the 
U.S.? 

~ International parties to the agreement will meet again at a series of discussions throughout the fall of 
1997. Final adoption of the international protocol by the Convention of Parties is scheduled for December 
1997, in Kyoto, Japan. 

• The protocol must then be ratified by participating nations before it is binding. In the United States, 
ratification requires a two-thirds vote by the Senate. It is unlikely that changes can be made once a final 
agreement is reached. After ratified by independent nations, the protocol may be adopted into law and 
carried out through new or existing regulation at the national, state and local levels. 

The potential impact on food and agriculture is real, not theoretical. Freon and methyl bromide were 
banned by the Montreal Protocol, which was incorporated in the 1990 Clean Air Act amendments and 
subsequent regulations. These actions are having a major impact on American farmers and ranchers. 

Ut Why has the Clinton administration committed the United States to a binding international 
agreement to limit greenhouse gas emissions? 

~ In July the Clinton administration told a U .N. climate change conference that voluntary efforts to limit 
greenhouse gas emissions had failed. The administration then proposed legally binding targets and 
timetables to reduce the fossil fuel emission--principally, carbon dioxide and methane--in industrialized 
countries. However, the administration has refused to announce specific U.S. targets and timetables for 
reducing emissions until after the November election. This suggests their proposal is politically motivated-­
it allows them to appear protective of the environment while avoiding public discussion of the high costs 
associated with reducing greenhouse gas emissions. After all, every American would have to substantially 
reduce their use of energy in order to implement the administration's proposal. And there are only two 
ways to forcibly limit energy use--rationing permits or massive new energy taxes. Both would drive up the 
cost of gasoline, electricity, food, manufacturing and transportation. No wonder the administration doesn't 
want the American public to know they have committed the United States to a radical--and costly--shift in 
climate policy. 



' 
, , !b But don't human activities affect climate? 

As Scientists believe it's possible--but like advocates of the "global cooling" theory of the 1970s, 
proponents of man-made "global warming" may be overstating their case. 

!b What other natural causes might affect climate? 

As Solar activity for one. Science magazine recently reported that new ,evidence about sunspot cycles 
places "the sun's fingerprints ... all over the climate record .... The correlation implies that the sun could 
have been responsible for as much as half of the warming of the past century." Other natural causes include 
10,000-year shifts in ocean currents. 

. . 
!b Suppose climate change is happening and we just don't know it. Is anything being done to 
reduce the risk of climate change? • • 

~ Yes. Industrialized countries that signed the Rio Treaty in 1992 developed action plans to return their 
greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2000. Most countries, including the United States, have relied 
on voluntary efforts, such as energy-efficiency improvements in heating, cooling, lighting ~d . .· 
transportation. Resources also are being conserved through various waste-reduction and recycling efforts. 
And industry constantly invests_ in new technologies to reduce energy use. 

!b If scientists do find evidence that human activity significantly affects climate, will developing 
nations need to reduce emissions? 

~ Yes. According to the United Nations, developing countries likely will be responsible for as much as 68 
percent of all energy-related carbon dioxide emissions by 2025 and approximately 76 percent of these 
emissions by 2050. So if climate change is real, developing nations will need to take action . . 
!b But don't we waste lots of energy? 

As No, it's not true, as some claim, that the nat_ion or the world can cut energy use 20 percent to 30 percent 
at no cost. As a U.N. report on climate change points out. these estimates are based on the notion that for 
one reason or another markets don't induce enough energy conservation. This cannot be the case. History 
shows that companies are constantly using energy more efftciently--from 1974 to 1991, energy intensity in 
U.S. manufacturing declined 48 percent while productivity rose 58 percent. This trend toward growing 
energy efficiency will continue. Clearly, companies would go out of business if they wasted 20 percent to 
30 percent of their energy budget. And what family would waste that amount of money on unneeded heat, 
electricity or gasoline bills when that same money could be spent on food, clothing, medicines and school 
supplies? 
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Economic Analysis 

Farmers 
Against 
Climate 
Treaty 

GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE TREATY 

Treaty Threatens to Impose Severe Impacts on Farms 

The higher energy prices that would accompany measures to limit greenhouse gas emissions would 
severely affect farmers and ranchers. According to an analysis by the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
net farm income nationwide could be slashed by 24 percent if the equivalent of a 25-cent gas tax 
were imposed and by 48 percent if a 50-cent tax were enacted. (The 25-cent scenario comes from a 
recent Commerce Department estimate regarding the treaty's impact. The 50-cent scenario comes from 
several industry estimates; The AFBF analysis used both, calling them the "low" energy price increase 
scenario and the "high" increase scenario.) 

"The high energy increase scenario has the potential for causing an economic downturn in the 
agricultural sector that would parallel the experience of the mid-1980s," notes Terry Francl, an AFBF 
senior economist. 

Fann income would be sliced and land prices would fall, causing another "mini-depression" in the 
farm sector, Francl says. Increased production costs would eat into profits and jeopardize farm loan and 
mortgage repayments. The "low" energy price scenario would be less drastic, he says, but would probably . 
induce stagnation in the farm sector, characterized by low profits and slowly declining land prices over an 
extended period. 

Under both scenarios, the nation would see increased consolidation of agricultural production. Smaller­
scale farmers, because of higher production costs, would be forced to sell to larger-scale producers. 
Younger farmers, or those who have taken on debt, "would probably find themselves in an unprofitable 
situation and be forced to abandon agriculture," says Franc!. 

The impacts of higher energy prices vary by commodity. While the increase, by percentage, of a 25-cent 
hike in fuel costs for wheat and cotton is similar, around 13 percent, it translates into a $7 .29 per acre 
increase in production expenses for wheat and a $35 per acre increase for cotton. 

For hog producers, an increase in production expenses from increased fuel costs seems relatively small, 4.9 
and 10.3 percent for the two scenarios. However, that translates into slashed profits of 40 to 84.5 percent, 
depending on the fuel price hike. 

"Livestock feeders and dairy farmers operate on a very thin margin," explains Franc!. "Relatively small 
changes in the cost of production can result in very significant changes in the resulting profits." 



.. . 

~ 
f An analysis of six commodities illustrates the impact of higher energy prices: 

Corn: Production costs would rise 15.5 percent under the "low" increase scenario and 31.7 
percent under the ''high" scenario. Returns, or net profits, to producers would be cut by 
23 and 51.6 percent, respectively. 

Soybeans: Production costs would rise 13. 7 percent under the "low" increase scenario and 27 .3 
percent under the "high" scenario. Returns to produce~ would be cut by 10.3 and 20.5 
percent, respectively. • 

Cotton: Production costs would rise 12. 7 percent under the "low'~ increase scenario and 25.4 
percent under the "high" scenario. Returns to producers would be cut by 24.6 and 49.1 
percent~ respectively. 

Wheat: Production costs would rise 13.4 percent under the "low" increase scenario and 26. 7 
percent under the "high" scenario. Returns to producers would be cut by 28.6 and 57.2 
percent, respectively. • 

Hogs: Production costs would rise 4.9 percent under the "low" increase scenario and 10.3 
percent unµer the "high" scenario. Returns to producers would be cut by 40 and 84.5 
percent, respectively. 

Milk: Production costs would rise 3.8 percent under the "low" increase scenario and 7.5 percent 
under the "high" scenario. Returns to producers would be cut by 26.9 and 53.1 -percent, 
respectively. 
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Potential Economic Impact of the Global Climate Treaty on the Agricultural Sector 

By Terry Francl 
Senior Economist and Commodity Specialist 

American Farm Bureau Federation 
October 1997 

Implementation ofthe Global Climate Change Treaty is expected to increase the prices of fuel and related­
energy products substantially. The American Petroleum Institute estimates that the climate agreement 
could increase prices for gasoline, diesel fuel and electricity by 50 percent or more, depen4ing on the 
emission targets that are prescribed. Cost estimates by the administration have been lower, but the U.S. 
Commerce Department recently agreed that capping carbon dioxide emissions at 1990 levels requires the 
equivalent of a 25 cent-per-gallon fuel tax. These estimates are utilized to set the parameters used in this 
study and will be referred to as the low/high levels in the subsequent analysis. 

Agricultural production is an energy-intensive process. The immediate focus is often on the cost of fuels 
and oils. However, an even more important consideration is in the area of manufactured inputs, fertilizer 
.and pesticides or chemicals. These are very energy-sensitive products. For example, energy (natural gas) 
typically accounts for 75 percent of the cash cost of manufacturing anhydrous ammonia, a basic feedstock 
or ingredient for all nitrogen fertilizer products. Nearly all the manufactured inputs have cost structures for 
which energy is equivalent to 50 percent or more of the underlying cash production costs. Consequently, 
from a farm production standpoint, the increase in fuel and oil costs account for only about 30 percent of 
the total increase in manufactured inputs cost resulting from the higher energy prices. Fertilizer, pesticides 
and other chemicals account for 70 percent of the increase in manufactured inputs cost. 

Study Methodology 

The following projection is based upon static analysis. In other words, a point in time, or baseline, ir, 

selected and the impact of the changing parameter; in this study energy prices, is incorporated. In this case, 
it is assumed that the full impact of the energy price change occurs in year one. Consequently, if the price 
change were stretched out over a number of years, one would look at a baseline relative to the year when 
the total changes were implemented. During the intervening years, there would be a gradual increase in 
agriculture production costs. For example, for the macro analysis a 1995 baseline was utilized. If price 
increases-were incorporated over a five-year period, then this analysis would be comparing the 1995 
baseline to the impact in the year 2000. 

This analysis looks at both the micro and macro impact on agriculture. Six representative commodities 
have been chosen for the micro analysis, four are crops and two are livestock. By looking at the different 
commodities, the range of effects can be measured. Some commodity production is very energy intensive, 
while others are less affected by changes in energy prices. For example, corn and cotton crops use a lot of 
nitrogen fertilizer and pesticides, products that are very energy sensitive with respect to their cost structure 
and prices. Soybean production, on the other hand, is less sensitive to energy cost fluctuations. 



The macro analysis utilizes U.S. farm production expenses for 1995 as the base. From there the impact of 
the change in energy prices, 25 cents per gallon or 50 cents per gallon increase in fuel prices and related 
energy products, is applied.The parameters established are as follows: . 

• Fuel and electricity prices 
Pesticides/chemical 
Fertilizer 
Corn/cotton 
Wheat/soybean 
Custom operations/hauling 
Other expenses 

Micro-Analysis 

Cost Changes 

Lmr. 
25 percent 

· 20 percent 

20 percent 
15 percent 
15 percent 
5 percent 

liid1 
. 50 percent 
40 percent 

40 percent 
·30 percent 
30 percent 
10 percent 

-
The following tables show the impact of the higher energy prices on four crops--corn, cotton, soybeans 
and wheat--and two livestock--hog and dairy. The baseline year is 1994. The 1994 base year production 
cost figures come from USDA's ERS Farm Business Economics Report, 1994, ECI-1995. They represent 
the average U.S. cash production cost. 

The information most relevant to this analysis is in two categories, total variable cash expenses and the 
gross value of production minus variable cash expense or net profit. The following table summarizes that 
information. 

Impact of Higher Energy Costs on Agriculture• 
( dollars per acre/hundredweight) 

lhlu. UlJf. lIJ.dJ. Bau UlJf. lIJ.dJ. 
Com Cotton 

Variable cash expenses 147.08 169.92 193.65 276.95 312.17 347.38 
Percent change 15.5% 31.7% 12.7% 25.4% 

Value of production less 
cash expense (net profit) 

0

99.11 76.28 52.54 143.36 108.14 72.93 
Change -23.0 -47.0 -24.6 -49.1 

Soybeans Wheat 
Variable cash expenses 75.76 86.11 96.45 54.58 61.87 69.15 

Change 13.7% 27.3% 13.4% 26.7% 
Value of production less • 

clfSh expense (net profit) 100.91 90.56 80.22 25.48 18.19 10.91 
Change -10.3% -20.5% -28.6% -57.2% 

Hogs Milk 
Variable cash expenses 38.44 40.32 42.41 l l.35 11.78 12.20 

Change 4.9% 10.3% 3.8% 7.5% 
Value of production less 

cash expense (net profit) 4.70 2.82 0.73 1.60 1.17 0.75 
Change -40.0% -84.5% -26.9% -53.1% 

l. For detail, see Appendix A, B and C. 



Total variable cash expenses increased from 12.7 percent to 15.5. percent under the 25 cents per gallon 
price increase in fuel scenario. Under the 50 cents per gallon price increase scenario variable cash costs rise 
anywhere from25.4 percent to 31.7 percent. Although in percentage terms the changes are much the same, 
when viewed in dollar terms there is a much greater difference. Under the lower energy price scenario, 
total variable cash expenses for wheat increased by only $7 .29 per acre, whereas the cotton variable cash 
expenses increased more than $35 per acre. A similar difference is noted under the high energy price 
scenario. 

Much the same outcome is noted when measured by the gross value of production less cash expenses or 
·net profit .. Under the low price scenario, this number is.reduced by 10 percent for soybeans to more than 
20 percent f~r cotton, com and. wheat. Under.the high price scenario, the net returns to soybean • 
production are reduced 20 percent while net returns for coni, cotton and wheat are all reduced 
approximately 50 percent. 

The impact of higher energy prices cm the livestock side are demonstrated in the analysis of hog production 
and milk production. Total variable cash expenses for hogs increases 4.9 percerit and 10.3 percent, 
respectively, given the low/high energy price scenarios. However, it should be noted that the gross value of 
production less cash expenses, or net profits, are reduced 40 percent and almost 85 .percent, respectively. 
These numbers reflect the fact that livestock feeders and dairy farmers operate on a very thin margin. 
Relatively small changes in the cost of production can result in very significant changes in the resulting 
profits. 

For milk, total variable cash expenses increased 3.8 percent and 7.5 percent, respectively, low/high energy 
price scenario. Likewise, the gross value of production less cash expenses are reduced 26.9 percent and 
53.1 percent, respectively, given the low/high energy price scenarios. · 

It should be noted that in all cases the gross value of production or price received by farmers is based on 
the 1994 year. Obviously, commodity prices vary from year-to-year. For example, milk prices declined 
rather significantly in late 1996 and early 1997. In the case of milk, the higher variable cash expenses would 
have simply exacerbated the losses producers were already experiencing. • 

Macro-Analysis 

The table entitled U.S. Farm Production-Expenses shows the impact of the low/high energy prices on the 
total agricultural sector. As can be s~n by the columns on the right hand side showing the difference, total 
U.S. farm production expenses would rise over $10 billion under the low energy price scenario and more 
than $20 billion under the high energy price scenario. Given that annual U.S. net farm income has averaged 
$42. 7 billion over the 1991 to 1995 period, this would represent a 24 percent and 48 percent decrease in 
the net farm income under the respective low/high energy price scenarios. 

It should be noted that there are a couple of categories of expenses that are expected to decline. Frrst is the 
livestock and poultry purchase category under farm-origin inputs. When farmers who feed livestock bid on 
the feeder animals--calves, pigs or chicks--their bid is predicated on the potential profit of feeding that 
animaVbird. When feed prices increase they compensate by lowering the bid for these young animals. While 
that reduces production expenses it also is an overall negative to gross farm revenues. For the agricultural 
sector as a whole, it is a net loss. 

The other area of reduced expenses, net rent to non-operator landlords, also has some rather ominous 
implications. It is a reflection of the higher cost of production, which means that farmers renting land will 
reduce their bid or the rental rate. (It may be a rather heroic assumption that this occurs in year one, but it 



.' 
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will happen over time if higher expenses reduce profits in successive years.) Associated with this reduction 
is the fact that land prices in general will also come under downward pressures. So this would also be 
viewed as a negative impact ori assets and the farm sector financial balance sheet. 

U.S. Fann Production Expenses 
(million dollars) 

Base Impact of higher· Difference 
Year energy prices 

1.H5. LJlJr. llWJ. Ul1!'.. llub. · 

Feed purchased 24,528 26,000 27;471 -1,472 2,943 
Livestock & poultry purchased 12,557 11,929 11,301 -628 -1,256 
Seed purchased 5,463 ?,791 6,119 328 656 
Fann-origin inputs 42,548 4l,12Q 44,891 .Llll U4l 

Fertilizer & lime 10,034 11,790 13,545 1,756 3,511 
Fuels & oils 5,687 7,109 8,531 1,422 • 2,844 

Pesticides 1.112. 2.2il 10,807 ~ ~ 
· Manufactured inputs 23,440 28,162 32,883 4,722 9,443 

Total interest charges 12,757 13,395 14,033 638 1,276 

Other operating expenses 59,964 62,962 65,960 2,998 5,996 

Capital consumption 19,107 20,062 21,018 955 1,911 
'Taxes 6,891 7,236 7,580 345 689 
Net rent to non-operator landlords 10,873 .l.Q.ill. W1 :fil :.LllQ 
Other overhead expenses 36,871 37,593 38,351 722 1,480 

Total production expenses 175,581 185,832 196,118 10,251 20,537 

Percent change 5.8% 11.7% 



~ .1filM 
Gross value of production: 296.32 

Cash Expenses: 
Fertilizer, lime & gypsum 46.07 
Pesticides 25.22 
Custom Operations 10.05 
Fuel, lube and electricity 1-8.96 

Other 1 
~ 

Total, variable cash expenses 147.08 

Percent change 

Total, fixed cash expenses 50.13 

Total, cash expenses 197.21 

Gross value of production 
less cash expenses 99.11 

Percent change 

U.S. Production Cash Costs 
(dollars per acre) 

Soybeans 
Gross value of production: 

Impact of higher 
energy prices 
Low 1::ti9h 

Cash Expens~s: 
55.28 65.38 Fertilizer, lime & gypsum 
30.26 • 35.30 Pesticides 
11.56 13.07 Custom Operations 
23.70 28.44 Fue'I, lube and electricity . 

~ 51& Other 1 

169.92 193.65 Total, variable cash expenses 

15.5% 31.7% Percent change 

50.13 50.13 Total, fixed cash expenses 

220.05 . 243.78 Total, cash expenses 

Gross value of production 
76.28 52.54 less cash expenses 

-23.0% -47.0% Percent change 

(1) Includes seed, repairs, hired !labor, other variable cash expenses and ginning for cotton. 

Appendix A 

~ 
219.56 

Impact of higher 
energy prices 
Low 1::fioo 

9.25 10.65 12.03 
24.45 29.34 34.23 

3.73 • 4.29 4.85 
7.93 9.91 11.90 

.3MQ 3U2 ~ 

75.76 · 86.11 96.45 

13.7% 27.3% 

42.89 42.89 42.89 

118.65 129.00 139.34 

100.91 90.56 80.22 

-10.3% -20.5% 



Cotton ~ 

Cotton 421.04 
Cottonseed ~ 

Total, gross value of production 4n.39 

Cash Expenses: 
Fertiilizer, lime & gypsum 38.16 
Pesticides 49.87 
Custom Operations 19.59 
Fuel, lube and electricity 31.03 
Other 1 138.30 

Total, variable cash expenses 276.95 

Percent change 

Total, fixed cash expenses 57.08 

Total, cash expenses 334;03 

Gross value of production 
less cash expenses 143.36 

Percent change 

U.S. Production Cash Costs 
(dollars per acre) 

Wheat 

Wheat 
Wheat straw 

Total, gross value of product 
Impact of higher 

energy prices 
l2W High 

Cash Expenses: 
45.79 53.42 Fertilizer, lime & gypsum 
59.84 69.82 Pesticides 
22.53 25.47 Custom Operations. 
38.79 46.54 Fuel, lube and electricity 

145.22 152.13 Other 1 

312.17 347.38 Total, variable cash expenses 

12.7% 25.4% Percent change 

57.08 57.08 Total, fixed cash expenses 

369.25 404.46 Total, cash expenses 

Gross value of production 
108.14 72.93 less cash expenses 

-24.6% -49.1% Percent change 

(1) Includes seed, repairs, hired labor, other variable cash expenses and ginning for cotton. 
> 

AppendixB 

~ 

103.64 
U1 

104.95 
Impact of higher 

energy prices 
Low .l::llim 

15.21 17.4~ 19.n 
6.18 7.42 8.65 
·4.87 5.60 6.33 
8.12 10.15 12.18 
20,2 2L21 22.22 

54.58 61.87 69.15 

13.4% 26.7% 

24.89 24.89 24.89 

79.47 86.76 94.04 

25.48 18.19 10.91 

-28.6% -57.2% 



.. . ... 
U.S. Production Cash Costs ·~ 

• (dollars per hundredweight) 
AppendixC 

Hog Producti~n - ~ Milk Production ~·. 

Market hogs 36.29 Milk 12.99 
Feeder pigs 4.52 Cattle 1.00 
Cull stock 2.31 Other income Ml 
Breeding stock 2.11 Total, gross value of production 14.50 
Inventory change 0.44 
Other Income ~ 

Total, gross value of production 46.80 
Impact of higher Impact of higher 
energy prices energy prices 
.bQW High Low High 

Cash Expenses: Cash Expenses: 
Grain 11.54 12.35 13.16 Concentrates 3.69 3.84. 3.95 
Protein sources 9.35 9.72 10.10 Silage 1.41 1.51 1.61 
Complete mixes 5.69 6.06 6.43 Other feed ·2fil 2JlZ 2.QZ 
Other feed items M.9 M3 Ml 

Total feed costs 27.17 28.76 30.36 Total feed costs 7.17 7.42 7.63 

Other variable cash e~penses 11.27 11.56 12.05 Other variable cash expenses 4.18 4.36 4.57 

Total, variable cash e~enses 38.44 40.32 42.41 Total, variable cash expenses 11.35 11.78 12.20 

Percent change 4.9% 10.3% Percent change 3.8% 7.5% 

Total, fixed cash expenses 3.66 3.66 3.66 Total, fixed cash expenses 1.55 1.55 1.55 

I 

Total, cash expenses 42.10 43.98 46.07 Total, cash expenses 12.-90 13.33 13.75 

Gross value of production Gross value of production 
Jess cash expenses 4.70 2.82 0.73 less cash expenses 1.60 1.17 0.75 

Percent change -40.0% -84.5% Percent change -26.9% -53.1% 
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Potential Economic Impact of the Global 
Climate Treaty 

on the Agricultural Sector 

By TerH Francl 
Senior Econormst an Commodity Specialist 

Public Policy Division 
American Fann Bureau Federation 

Sept. 29, 1997 

Executive Summary 

This analysis would suggest that a scenario of higher energy prices 
would have a significant negative impact on the agricultural sector at 
nearly all levels. Total annual U.S. fann production expenses would rise 
over $10 billion under the low energy price scenario and more than $20 
billion dollars under the high energy price scenario. Given that U.S. net 
fann income has averaged $42.7 billion dollars per year over the 1991 
to 1995 period, this would represent a 24% and 48% decrease in the net 
fann income under the respective low/high energy price scenarios. 

Certainly the high energy price scenario has the potential for causing an 
economic downturn in the agricultural sector which could parallel the 
experience of the mid-1980's. Not only would net fann income be 
impeded in the short term but a downturn in land prices would shrink 
asset values and, most likely, result in another mini-depression in the 
fann sector. The increased production costs are expected to reduce 
profits and income to fanners, and invariably slow fann loan and 
mortgage repayments. Consequently, this scenario would also would 
bode poorly for lenders who are extending credit to fanners . 

Although the low energy price increase scenario would be less dramatic, 
it would still have a significant impact on agriculture. Depending on 
how it was implemented, it would probably produce a situation of 
stagnation with low profits and slowly declining land prices over an 
extended period of time. 

Another outcome of either scenario would be the increased 
consolidation of agricultural production. Many small fanners who 
typically have a higher average cost of production would be forced to 
sell to large fanners. Young fanners just starting or those fanners who 
have recently taken on increased debt to expand their operations could 
find themselves in an unprofitable situation that might force them to 
abandon agriculture. Not only would this impinge on lenders but it 
would also have an adverse economic impact on small towns and rural 
America in general. 
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Potential Economic Impact of the Global Climate Treaty 
on the Agricultural Sector 

Implementation of the Global Climate Treaty is expected to increase the 
prices of fuel and related energy products substantially. The American 
Petroleum Institute estimates that the climate agreement could increase 
prices for gasoline, diesel fuel and electricity by 50 per cent or more, 
depending on the emission targets which are prescribed. Cost estimates 
by the Administration have been lower, but the U.S. Commerce 
Department recently agreed that capping carbon dioxide emissions at 
1990 levels requires the equivalent of a 25 cent per gallon fuel tax. 
These estimates are utilized to set the parameters used in this study and 
will be referred to as the low/high levels in the subsequent analysis. 

Agricultural production is an energy intensive process. The immediate 
focus is often on the cost of fuels and oils. However, an even more 
important consideration is in the area of manufactured inputs, fertilizer 
and pesticides or chemicals. These are very energy sensitive products. 
For example, energy (natural gas) typically accounts for 75% of the 
cash cost of manufacturing anhydrous ammonia, a basic feedstock or 
ingredient for all nitrogen fertilizer products. Nearly all the 
manufactured inputs have cost structures for which energy is equivalent 
to 50% or more of the underlying cash production costs. Consequently, 
from a farm production standpoint, the increase in fuel and oil costs 
account for only about 30% of the total increase in manufactured inputs 
cost resulting from the higher energy prices. Fertilizer, pesticides and 
other chemicals account for 70% of the increase in manufactured inputs 
cost. 

Study Methodology -- The following projection is based upon static 
analysis. In other words, a point in time, or baseline, is selected and the 
impact of the changing parameter, in this study energy prices, is 
incorporated. In this case, it is assumed that the full impact of the 
energy price change occurs in year one. Consequently, if the price 
change were stretched out over a number of years, one would look at a 
base line relative to the year when the total changes were implemented. 
During the intervening years, there would be a gradual increase in 
agriculture production costs. For example, for the macro analysis a 1995 
base line was utilized. If price increases were incorporated over a 
five-year period then this analysis would be comparing the 1995 base 
line to the impact in the year 2000. 

This analysis looks at both the micro and macro impact on agriculture. 
Six representative commodities have been chosen for the micro 
analysis, four are crops and two are livestock. By looking at the 
different commodities, the range of effects can be measured. Some 
commodity production is very energy intensive while others are less 
affected by changes in energy prices. For example, com and cotton 
crops use a lot of nitrogen fertilizer and pesticides, products that are 
very energy sensitive with respect to their cost structure and prices. 
Soybean production, on the other hand, is less sensitive to energy cost 
fluctuations. 

The macro analysis utilizes U.S. farm production expenses for 1995 as 
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the base. From there the impact of the change in energy prices, 25 cents 
per gallon or 50 cents per gallon increase in fuel prices and related 
energy products, is applied. The parameters established are as follows: 

I Cost Changes 

Low High 

Fuel and electricity prices 25% 50% 

Pesticides/chemical 20% 40% 

Fertilizer - Com/cotton 20% 40% 

Fertilizer - Wheat/soybean 15% 30% 

Custom operations/hauling 15% 30% 

Other expenses 5% 10% 

Micro Analysis -- The following tables show the impact of the higher 
energy prices on four crops -- com, cotton, soybeans and wheat -- and 
two livestock -- hog and dairy. The baseline year is 1994. The 1994 
base year production cost figures come from the ERS Farm Business 
Economics Report, 1994, ECI-1995. They represent the average U.S. 
cash production cost. 

The information most relevant to this analysis is in two categories, total 
variable cash expenses and the gross value of production minus variable 
cash expense or net profit. The following table summarizes that 
information. 

Impact of Higher Energy Costs on Agriculture 1 

( dollars per acre/hundredweight) 

10/14/97 16:03:50 
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Base Low High Base Low High 

Corn Cotton 

Variable cash 147.08 169.92 193.65 276.95 312.17 347.38 
expenses 

Percent change 15.5% 31.7% 12.7% 25.4% 

Value of 
production less 

cash expense ( net 
profit) 99.11 76.28 52.54 143.36 108.14 72.93 

Percent change -23.0% -47.0% -24.6% -49.1 % 

Soybeans Wheat 

Variable cash 75 .76 86.11 96.45 54.58 61.87 69.15 
expenses 

Percent change 13.7% 27.3% 13.4% 26.7% 

Value of 
production less 

cash expense (net 
profit) 100.91 90.56 80.22 25.48 18.19 10.91 

Percent change -10.3% -20.5% -28.6% -57.2% 

Hogs Milk 
Variable cash 38.44 40.32 42.41 11.35 11.78 12.20 
expenses 

Percent change 4.9% 10.3% 3.8% 7.5% 

Value of 
production less 

cash expense (net 
profit) 4.70 2.82 0.73 1.60 1.17 0.75 

Percent change -40.0% -84.5% -26.9% -53 .1 % 

1. For detail, see Detailed US. Production Costs Charts 

Total variable cash expenses increased from 12.7% to 15.5% under the 
25 cents per gallon price increase in fuel scenario. Under the 50 cents 
per gallon price increase scenario variable cash costs rise anywhere 
from 25 .4 % to 31 . 7%. Although in percentage terms the changes are 
much the same, when viewed in dollar terms there is a much greater 
difference. Under the lower energy price scenario, total variable cash 
expenses for wheat increased by only $7.29 per acre whereas the cotton 
variable cash expenses increased more than $35 per acre. A similar 
difference is noted under the high energy price scenario. 

Much the same outcome is noted when measured by the gross value of 
production less cash expenses or net profit. Under the low price 
scenario, this number is reduced by 10% for soybeans to more than 20% 
for cotton, com and wheat. Under the high price scenario, the net 
returns to soybean production are reduced 20% while net returns for 
com, cotton and wheat are all reduced approximately 50%. 

The impact of higher energy prices on the livestock side are 
demonstrated in the analysis of hog production and milk production. 
Total variable cash expenses for hogs increases 4.9% and 10.3%, 
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respectively, given the low/high energy price scenarios. However, it 
should be noted that the gross value of production less cash expenses, or 
net profits, are reduced 40% and almost 85%, respectively. These 
nwnbers reflect the fact that livestock feeders and dairy farmers operate 
on a very thin margin. Relatively small changes in the cost of 
production can result in very significant changes in the resulting profits. 

For milk, total variable cash expenses increased 3.8% and 7.5%, 
respectively, low/high energy price scenario. Likewise, the gross value 
of production less cash expenses are reduced 26.9% and 53.1 %, 
respectively, given the low/high energy price scenarios. 

It should be noted that in all cases the gross value of production or price 
received by farmers is based on the 1994 year. Obviously, commodity 
prices vary from year-to-year. For example, milk prices declined rather 
significantly in late 1996 and early 1997. In the case of milk, the higher 
variable cash expenses would have simply exacerbated the losses 
producers were already experiencing. 

Macro-Analysis -- The table entitled U.S. Farm Production Expenses 
shows the impact of the low/high energy prices on the total agricultural 
sector. As can be seen by the columns on the right hand side showing 
the difference, total U.S. farm production expenses would rise over $10 
billion under the low energy price scenario and more than $20 billion 
dollars under the high energy price scenario. Given that annual U.S. net 
farm income has averaged $42.7 billion dollars over the 1991 to 1995 
period, this would represent a 24% and 48% decrease in the net farm 
income under the respective low/high energy price scenarios. 

U.S. Farm Production Expenses 
(million dollars) 

Base Impact of higher 
Year energy prices 

1995 Low High 

Difference 

Low High 

Feed Purchased 

Livestock & poultry 
purchased 

24,528 26,000 27,471 1,472 2,943 

Seed Purchased 
Farm-origin inputs 

Fertilizer & lime 

Fuels & oils 

Pesticides 

Manufactured inputs 

12,557 11,929 11,301 -628 -1,256 

5,463 5,791 6,119 328 656 
42,548 43,720 44,891 1,172 2,343 

10,034 11,790 13,545 1,756 3,511 

5,687 7,109 8,531 1,422 2,844 

7,719 9,263 10,807 1,544 3,088 

23,440 28,162 32,883 4,722 9,443 

Total interest charges 12,757 13,395 14,033 638 1,276 

Other operating expenses 59,964 62,962 65,960 2,998 5,996 
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Capital consumption 19,107 20,062 21,018 955 1,911 

Taxes 6,891 7,236 7,580 345 689 

Net rent to nonoperator 10,873 10,295 9,753 -578 -1,120 
landlords 

Other overhead expenses 36,871 37,593 38,351 722 1,480 

Total production 175,581 185,832 196,118 10,251 20,537 
expenses 

Percent change 5.8% 11.7% 

It should be noted that there are a couple of categories of expenses that 
are expected to decline. First is the livestock and poultry purchase 
category under fann-origin inputs. When fanners who feed livestock bid 
on the feeder animals -- calves, pigs or chicks -- their bid is predicated 
on the potential profit of feeding that animal/bird. When feed prices 
increase they compensate by lowering the bid for these young animals. 
While that reduces production expenses it also is an overall negative to 

• gross farm revenues. For the agricultural sector as a whole, it is a net 
loss. 

The other area of reduced expenses, net rent to non-operator landlords, 
also has some rather ominous implications. It is a reflection of the 
higher cost of production which means that fanners renting land will 
reduce their bid or the rental rate. (It may be a rather heroic assumption 
that this occurs in year one but it will happen over time if higher 
expenses reduce profits in successive years.) Associated with this 
reduction is the fact that land prices in general will also come under 
downward pressures. So this would also be viewed as a negative impact 
on assets and the farm sector financial balance sheet. 

For more information on stopping the Global Climate Change Treaty 
visit 
FACT - Farmers Against Climate Change 

0 1997 • American Fam, Bureau Federation. 
American Fann Bureau Federation, Fam, Bureau and the FB Logo are registered trademarks of the 

American Fam, Bureau. Voice of Agriculture is a registered service mark of the American Fam, Bureau. 
This page last modified Friday, I O-Oct-97 11 :26: I 8 CDT 
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Economic Analysis 

Farmers 
Against 
Climate 
Treaty 

Treaty Threatens to Impose 
Severe Impacts on Farms 

The higher energy prices that would accompany measures to limit 
greenhouse gas emissions would severely affect farmers and ranchers. 
According to an analysis by the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
net farm income nationwide could be slashed by 24 percent if the 
equivalent of a 25-cent gas tax were imposed and by 48 percent if 
a SO-cent tax were enacted. (The 25-cent scenario comes from a 
recent Commerce Department estimate regarding the treaty1s impact. 
The 50-cent scenario comes from several industry estimates. The 
AFBF analysis used both, calling them the "low" energy price increase 
scenario and the "high" increase scenario.) 

"The high energy increase scenario has the potential for causing an 
economic downturn in the agricultural sector that would parallel 
the experience of the mid-1980s," notes Terry Francl, an AFBF 
senior economist. 

Farm income would be sliced and land prices would fall, causing 
another "mini depression" in the farm sector, Francl says. 
Increased production costs would eat into profits and jeopardize farm 
loan and mortgage repayments. The "low" energy price scenario would 
be less drastic, he says, but would probably induce stagnation in the 
farm sector, characterized by low profits and slowly declining land 
prices over an extended period. 

Under both scenarios, the nation would see increased consolidation 
of agricultural production. Smaller-scale farmers, because of higher 
production costs, would be forced to sell to larger-scale producers. 
Younger farmers, or those who have taken on debt, "would probably 
find themselves in an unprofitable situation and be forced to abandon 
agriculture," says Franc 1. 

The impacts of higher energy prices vary by commodity. While the 
increase, by percentage, of a 25-cent hike in fuel costs for wheat and 
cotton is similar, around 13 percent, it translates into a $7.29 per acre 
increase in production expenses for wheat and a $35 per acre increase 
for cotton. 

For hog producers, an increase in production expenses from increased 
fuel costs seems relatively small, 4.9 and 10.3 percent for the two 
scenarios. However, that translates into slashed profits of 40 to 84.5 
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percent, depending on the fuel price hike. 

"Livestock feeders and dairy farmers operate on a very thin margin," 
explains Francl. "Relatively small changes in the cost of production 
can result in very significant changes in the resulting profits." 

A1;1 analysis of six commodities illustrates the impact of higher energy 
pnces: 

Production costs would rise 15.5 percent under 

Com: 
the "low" increase scenario and 31. 7 percent 
under the "high" scenario. Returns, or net profits, 
to producers would be cut by 23 and 51 .6 percent, 
respectively. 

Production costs would rise 13.7 percent under 

Soybeans: 
the "low" increase scenario and 27.3 percent 
under the "high" scenario. Returns to producers 
would be cut by 10.3 and 20.5 percent, 
respectively. 

Production costs would rise 12. 7 percent under 

Cotton: 
the "low" increase scenario and 25 .4 percent 
under the "high" scenario. Returns to producers 
would be cut by 24.6 and 49.1 percent, 
respectively. 

Production costs would rise 13 .4 percent under 

Wheat: 
the "low" increase scenario and 26. 7 percent 
under the "high" scenario. Returns to producers 
would be cut by 28.6 and 57.2 percent, 
respectively. 

Production costs would rise 4.9 percent under the 

Hogs: "low" increase scenario and 10.3 percent under 
the "high" scenario. Returns to producers would 
be cut by 40 and 84.5 percent, respectively. 

Production costs would rise 3.8 percent under the 

Milk: "low" increase scenario and 7 .5 percent under the 
"high" scenario. Returns to producers would be 
cut by 26.9 and 53.1 percent, respectively. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 

Q&A on the Global Climate Change Treaty 

Q. Is climate change an accepted scientific fact? 

A. No. There are concerns that "greenhouse gases" are contributing to 
increases in global average temperatures and cause adverse changes in 
the world's climate and weather. Although there is data to show slight 
increases in global temperatures, there is disagreement about the 
magnitude of the change and the relative contribution of human vs. 
natural causes. Despite such controversy, the Global Climate Change 
Treaty is being actively pursued by the United Nations and the United 
States. 

Q. Why is agriculture concerned with the proposed treaty? 

A. Of great concern to agriculture are reports under consideration by 
the United Nations scientific panel that blame agriculture for more 
than 20 percent of human-caused greenhouse gas emissions and U.S. 
agriculture for one-third of all of America•s greenhouse gas emissions. 
Unfortunately, these proposals ignore agriculture's positive role in 
reducing greenhouse gases by removing carbon dioxide from the 
atmosphere through plant photosynthesis. Most importantly, the U.N. 
panel has disregarded the most valuable function of modem 
agriculture--feeding a hungry world. Ironically, rice production has 
been singled out as the No. 1 culprit in human-caused methane 
emissions. 

Q. How would agriculture be impacted by this treaty? 

A. Suggested control measures for the agriculture industry to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions include: 

□ Increased fuel economy requirements. 
□ Reduction or phaseout of the use of diesel fuel. 
□ Limitations on production per acre for some crops. 
□ Requirements for "plowless" soil preparation. 
□ Mandatory fallowing of cropland. 
□ Limits and restrictions on livestock production. 
□ Restrictions on timber harvesting. 
□ Restrictions on processing, manufacturing and transportation of 

food products. 
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Q. What are the major greenhouse gases and what are 
agriculture's sources of these emissions? 

A. The three major greenhouse gases are carbon dioxide, methane 
and nitrous oxide. While the primary cause of increased concentrations 
of greenhouse gases is the burning of fossil fuels for energy, land use 
and livestock agriculture are considered by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change as major emission contributors for the three 
most prevalent gases. Agriculture sources are as follows: 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) -- agricultural sources include soil tillage, 
which releases carbon into the atmosphere, and fossil fuel use (motor 
fuel, electricity, heating fuel). 

Methane (CH4) -- agricultural sources are ruminant animals, rice 
paddies, wetlands, agricultural burning, animal waste and fossil fuel 
burning. 

Nitrous oxides (N20) -- agricultural sources are cultivated soils, 
fertilizer application, burning of crop residues and fossil fuel use. 

Q. What does agriculture have to offer? 

A. Agriculture and forestry are in the unique position of being the 
only industries that may be able to act as a mitigator for greenhouse 
gases. Currently, it is unknown as to the extent that agricultural 
cropping practices and conservation reserve lands remove these gases 
from the air. This process of"sequestration" is one that may allow 
agriculture to be considered a "sink" for such gases. Some suggest that 
agriculture in North America is already a net sink when weighing the 
industry's sequestration vs. its emissions. To date this unique aspect of 
agriculture is being ignored. 

Q. What is the timetable for the treaty and how would controls of 
emissions be enforced in the U.S.? 

A. International parties to the agreement will meet again at a series of 
discussions throughout the fall of 1997. Final adoption of the 
international protocol by the Convention of Parties is scheduled for 
December 1997, in Kyoto, Japan. 

The protocol must then be ratified by participating nations before it is 
binding. In the United States, ratification requires a two-thirds vote by 
the Senate. It is unlikely that changes can be made once a final 
agreement is reached. After ratified by independent nations, the 
protocol may be adopted into law and carried out through new or 
existing regulation at the national, state and local levels. 

The potential impact on food and agriculture is real, not theoretical. 
Freon and methyl bromide were banned by the Montreal Protocol, 
which was incorporated in the 1990 Clean Air Act amendments and 
subsequent regulations. These actions are having a major impact on 
American farmers and ranchers. 
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Q. Why has the Clinton administration committed the United 
States to a binding international agreement to limit greenhouse 
gas emissions? 

A. In July the Clinton administration told a U.N. climate change 
conference that voluntary efforts to limit greenhouse gas emissions 
had failed. The administration then proposed legally binding targets 
and timetables to reduce the fossil fuel emission--principally, carbon 
dioxide and methane--in industrialized countries. However, the 
administration has refused to announce specific U.S. targets and 
timetables for reducing emissions until after the November election. 
This suggests their proposal is politically motivated--it allows them to 
appear protective of the environment while avoiding public discussion 
of the high costs associated with reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
After all, every American would have to substantially reduce their use 
of energy in order to implement the administration's proposal. And 
there are only two ways to forcibly limit energy use--rationing permits 
or massive new energy taxes. Both would drive up the cost of 
gasoline, electricity, food, manufacturing and transportation. No 
wonder the administration doesn't want the American public to know 
they have committed the United States to a radical--and costly--shift in 
climate policy. 

Q. But don't human activities affect climate? 

A. Scientists believe it's possible--but like advocates of the "global 
cooling" theory of the 1970s, proponents of man-made "global 
warming" may be overstating their case. 

Q. What other natural causes might affect climate? 

A. Solar activity for one. Science magazine recently reported that 
new evidence about sunspot cycles places "the sun's fingerprints ... all 
over the climate record .... The correlation implies that the sun could 
have been responsible for as much as half of the warming of the past 
century.2 Other natural causes include 10,000 year shifts in ocean 
currents. 

Q. Suppose climate change is happening and we just don't know 
it. Is anything being done to reduce the risk of climate change? 

A. Yes. Industrialized countries that signed the Rio Treaty in 1992 
developed action plans to return their greenhouse gas emissions to 
1990 levels by 2000. Most countries, including the United States, have 
relied on voluntary efforts, such as energy-efficiency improvements in 
heating, cooling, lighting and transportation. Resources also are being 
conserved through various waste-reduction and recycling efforts. And 
industry constantly invests in new technologies to reduce energy use. 

Q. If scientists do find evidence that human activity significantly 
affects climate, will developing nations need to reduce emissions? 
A. 
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A. responsible for as much as 68 percent of all energy-related carbon 
dioxide emissions by 2025 and approximately 76 percent of these 
emissions by 2050. So if climate change is real, developing nations 
will need to take action. 

Q. But don't we waste lots of energy? 

A. No, it's not true, as some claim, that the nation or the world can 
cut energy use 20 percent to 30 percent at no cost. As a U.N. report on 
climate change points out, these estimates are based on the notion that 
for one reason or another markets don't induce enough energy 
conservation. This cannot be the case. History shows that companies 
are constantly using energy more efficiently--from 1974 to 1991, 
energy intensity in U.S. manufacturing declined 48 percent while 
productivity rose 58 percent. This trend toward growing energy 
efficiency will continue. Clearly, companies would go out of business 
if they wasted 20 percent to 30 percent of their energy budget. And 
what family would waste that amount of money on unneeded heat, 
electricity or gasoline bills when that same money could be spent on 
food, clothing, medicines and school supplies? 
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Experts voice treaty concerns 
"I do not think the Senate should support a treaty that requires only 
half the world, i.e., the developed countries, to endure the economic 
costs of reducing emissions, while developing countries are free to 
pollute the atmosphere, and, in so doing, siphon off American 
industries. There are those who say that the U.S. is responsible for the 
situation developing. They claim that the United States should bear the 
brunt of the burden. But, the time for pointing fingers is over. In this 
particular environmental blame game, there are no winners. The world 
loses." 

Sen. Robert Byrd (D-W. Va.) 

"If the administration signs a treaty in Kyoto that exempts the 
developing world from legally binding reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions or that hurts the U.S. economy--it will not see the light of 
day in the United States Senate." 

Sen. Chuck Hagel (R-Neb.) 

"Farm Bureau is very concerned that the proposed climate agreement 
threatens U.S. agriculture. New regulatory controls for agriculture 
have been proposed. They include new taxes on fuel and fertilizer, 
controls on planting, cultivation and harvesting and production of 
crops and livestock. Fuel cost increases imposed by the treaty mean 
big hardships for family farms like mine. A 60-cent-per-gallon 
increase in diesel and gasoline and 50 percent hike in electricity costs 
are possible." 

Bob Stallman, Texas Farm Bureau president and family 
rice/armer 

"The president still asserts that he wants legally binding commitments 
coming out of Kyoto. I view that as unnecessary and unwise. I regard 
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the policies being contemplated by international negotiators as 
tantamount to Russian roulette. There's a rush to judgment." 

William O 'Keefe, chairman of the Global Climate 
Coalition 

"Bill Clinton appears determined to commit the United States to sharp 
cuts in CO2 emissions intended to stop global warming, a 
phenomenon that may not exist, could be a net plus if it does and may 
be impossible for human beings to control. The costs of imposing such 
restrictions, however, would be only too real. Millions of Americans 
would be laid off, consumer prices would rise as energy costs rise, 
economic growth would be slowed and overall standards of living 
would plummet. The U.S. Senate should be wary that the president's 
prescribed cure isn't worse than the disease." 

Ryan Sager, research associate with the Environmental 
Policy Task Force at the National Center for Public 
Policy Research 

"The economic consequences of the Clinton administration's proposal 
is a direct result of opposing policies for developing vs. industrialized 
nations. Developing nations are not subject to any greenhouse 
emissions cap under this plan, while industrialized nations are. Carbon 
taxes and regulatory fees resulting from this plan will increase 
production costs here, while leaving unaffected the production costs of 
developing nations. This will make the United States relatively less 
competitive. China, India, Brazil and other exempted developing 
countries will reap an instant trade advantage." 

Nicole Crain, assistant economics professor at 
Shenandoah University in Winchester, Va. 

"Everyone in America will be affected by the treaty. The price of gas 
will increase by up to 60 cents and the average household will be 
poorer by almost $2,700 per year. The economic consequences, 
however, will not be uniform. Energy-intensive industries will be 
particularly hard hit." 

John Shanahan, vice president and counsel of the 
Alexis de Tocqueville Institution 
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For the week of October 13, 1997 

Campaigning Toward Kyoto 

By Bob Ellison 

The consummate campaigner is in top form these days. President Bill 
Clinton wants to sign a Climate Change Treaty this December in Kyoto, 
Japan, and he wants the American people backing him when pen and 
ink hit paper. Therefore, the average person needs to learn more about 
the concept of global warming. But how? Dr. Carl Sagan has gone on to 
his great reward and you cannot make people listen to National Public 
Radio. Who is left? Who do people trust to tell them about the future? 
Why, it is as obvious as the television in front of your easy chair. That 
is why more than 100 weather forecasters were invited to the White 
House recently. 

It was a brilliant move on Clinton's part. People trust weather 
forecasters and if they say global warming is a problem, then it must be 
true. And, for the most part, the forecasters are regular people. This was 
the chance of a lifetime to meet the president and vice president face to 
face, see the inside of the White House without a tour guide and be 
treated as honored guests by the most powerful person in the world. 
And Clinton made sure they knew they were being honored and not 
hustled. He told them he was happy to have them, that they could use 
the north lawn to do their television forecasts and that they did not even 
have to toe the line on global warming. 

Did it work? The New York Times reported in its Oct. 2 issue that some 
of the prognosticators distanced themselves from the White House 
argument. But others, the Times reported, were thrilled to be the 
Commander-in-Chief's guest. Many said they would make global 
warming messages part of their forecasts and that they were impressed 
by Clinton and Vice President Al Gore's sincerity and respect. 

Clinton even mentioned there are some experts who question whether 
there is any global warming. USDA Chief Meteorologist Al Peterlin is 
one of the skeptics, by the way. However, the president did not mention 
that many groups, including farmers, are worried that the proposed 
Climate Change Treaty will drive up production costs, harm the 
economy and benefit U.S. competitors to America's detriment. But why 
should he? 

The president is a brilliant politician and communicator. Just ask 
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George Bush, Bob Dole, Newt Gingrich and Trent Lott. In the case of 
the Climate Change Treaty, the opponent is a coalition of industry, 
labor and consumer groups spending $13 million on commercials to 
convince people the treaty is a bad thing. Clinton has countered that by 
having a hundred or so friends over to his house and just saying hello. 
No wonder you don't hear Republicans talking much about repealing the 
presidential term limit anymore. 

Bob Ellison is assistant director of broadcast services 
for the American Farm Bureau Federation in Washington, D.C. 
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A Presidential View 
Global Warming Contention 

is so Much Hot Air 

I went to a hearing in Washington a while back to 
present agriculture's concerns over global warming. 
Farmers are skeptical and we are not alone. 
Appearing with me on the panel were the head of the 
National Association of Manufacturers and a 
high-ranking AFL-CIO labor boss. This unanimity of 
opposition from productive elements of society 
floored the politicians. But they were not sufficiently 
stunned to put an end to this nonsensical, 
non-scientific debate on global warming. 

Scientists have long debated the concept of global By Dean 
warming, that man's industrial activities are leading Kleckner, 
to increased temperatures. Even though this has not President, 
been proved, some are eager to predict dire American Farm 
consequences of higher temperatures. Yet, Bureau 
temperatures rise and fall, on a time scale not Federation 
conducive to today's 30-second sound bite mentality. -=--=---- --= 
Remember back to the 1950s and '60s and you will 
remember a similar, yet shorter lived witch hunt. 
Then, consider the 1970s and '80s when there was talk of global 
cooling. This brought predictions of a new Ice Age. It should not 
surprise anyone that solutions proposed for both catastrophes are the 
same --greater international regulation and intrusion. 

Not surprisingly, developed nations are the villains in this latest 
scenario, an accusation admitted to by a surprising number of countries 
who agreed to participate in a global warming summit. conference in 
1992. The U.S. attended the meeting and supported voluntary efforts to 
reduce emissions of various gases. Now, another conference is 
scheduled for December, and binding emission limits are being pushed 
by our own administration. People in agriculture, labor, business, 
science, even some in politics see the dangers to world progress, peace 
and prosperity. 

Beggar the U.S. to Solve Any Problem 
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According to the hot air supporters, the most immediate way to lower 
emissions of such industrial gases as carbon dioxide, methane and 
nitrous oxide would be to drastically curtail energy use in the most 
energy intensive nations. That's us. To make sure we comply and cut 
our use, taxes would be imposed. Schemes mentioned so far would 
increase gasoline and diesel prices anywhere from 26 cents to 60 cents a 
gallon. We'd pay 25 percent more for electricity (an additional 2 cents 
per kilowatt-hour) and 16 cents more per therm for natural gas. Home 
fuel oil would rise 30 cents a gallon. All told, each household would 
pay about $600 a year more in fuel costs. Many farmers would pay 
many times that. These proposals would also knock between one and 
three million Americans out of work. 

There is some doubt that crippling the developed world would affect 
global warming at all. Many of our major competitors will continue 
business as usual. Underdeveloped, lesser developed and developing 
nations will be exempt from the global regulations that would be forced 
on us. So, China, India, Korea, Argentina, Brazil, Indonesia and other 
economic powerhouses would be able to out-compete us. First off, they 
would get the jobs forced from our shores, primarily in heavy industry. 
And they would have little incentive to clean up their atmosphere, while 
they are cleaning up economically. In less than two decades, developing 
countries would end up spewing more of the targeted gases than 
developed countries. 

Farm Bureau favors a truly scientific debate, among climatologists and 
others with specific knowledge. I urge the doctors of philosophy who 
seek to interject themselves into the discussions to adopt the prime rule 
of medical doctors, "First, do no harm." Then recognize what many 
everyday people already know. Poverty is the greatest pollutant. 
Increased living standards will promote better education and awareness 
of how we can continue to use our resources productively, to benefit 
people now and in the future. 

Return to Index of President's Columns 
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Climate Change Treaty 
Clouds Outlook for Farmers 

WASHINGTON, September 9, 1997 -- The proposed United Nations 
Climate Change Treaty, in its current form, would substantially increase 
production costs for U.S. farmers and ranchers, put them at a 
disadvantage with foreign competitors and threaten their future 
economic viability, according to the nation's largest farm organization. 

"Fuel cost increases imposed by the treaty would mean big hardships 
for family farms like mine," said Bob Stallman, president of the Texas 
Farm Bureau. Stallman, a Colorado, County, Texas, rice producer, said 
some experts project a 60-cent-per-gallon hike for gasoline and diesel 
fuel and a 50 percent increase in electricity costs if the treaty provisions 
take effect. 

As it now stands, the treaty would force developed nations to meet 
legally binding targets to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions. For 
agriculture, said Stallman, that would mean new regulatory controls, 
such as new taxes on fuels and fertilizers and limits on the planting, 
cultivation, harvesting and production of crops and livestock. 

The impact would be severe. "Fuel and energy-related inputs such as 
fertilizer and pesticides account for about one-fourth of farm operation 
expenses," Stallman noted. 

Moreover, the farm leader asserted, the new regulations "may be 
counter-productive." U.S. farmers, he explained, already "lead the 
world" in conservation practices that reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
New restrictions will "interfere with these economically efficient and 
environmentally advanced farm management plans." 

Because the proposed treaty would exempt developing nations from the 
new environmental controls, said Stallman, "farmers will be dealt a 
double blow overseas." Competitors such as Mexico, China, Chile and 
Argentina would be exempt. With their lower labor and production 
costs, he said, they would "be given a major competitive advantage." 

"The agreement makes no sense," said Stallman. "It won't help the 
environment and it will hurt the economy." 
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Stallman spoke today at a Washington news conference, at which 
representatives from labor, industry and agriculture explained their 
concerns about the treaty. The agreement will next be discussed at an 
October U.N. meeting in Germany. A final agreement is scheduled to 
reached in Japan in December. The U.S. Senate would then have to 
ratify the resulting treaty for it to become binding on the United States. 
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someone just leaked us 
warming action. 
Headline: • 
. "MR PRBSIDBNT: 

~ . . . . ,- . ' . . . 

95 U.S. SENATORS- AND MILLIONS OF AMERICAN CAN'' T BB WRONG .. 

Subhead: 
"The GlobalClimate Tre~ty ~•sn•t Makes~• for America .or The World" 

Text: · 

"Thie -December,· the Clinton Administration · i8 likely to eign onto. a ON-global 
climate agreement that will hµrt ·· American families and workers. They call 

it an "environmental" agreement . But it's not. tt•a _really one .of the moat 
important economic and trade agreements th~US will ever be asked to aign . 

. "The agreement will ·force Americans to go on a _aevere energy diet - - -while 
letting countriea like China, India and Mexico off the hook. _A US Dep. 9£ 
Energy study aays that because it will be cheaper to make things like cars, 
steel, c_ement and chemicals overseas, that•a where American job& 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 aeJlAtora voted for a resolution warning the Adminiatration 

not to aign onto a one-aided agreement that would hurt the tJS economy. lmd 
millions Qf Americans repreaented by the organi~ations listed above agree. 

"Mr. President, here•• our two c:entii worth on the iaaue: don't rush into an 
unwiaie and unfair UN agreement that's bad for America. Let's take time and 
ge~ this one right.• 

. . , 
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Kongoven, Biscoe, , Duchin Inc. (MBD) is a public affairs 
management consulting firm Whieh. specializes in tracking and 
analyzing public interest groups and activists who seek changes 
in public policy. We also develop strategies for business to 
anticipate and cope with the actions ot activist groups. 

Global Warming is one issue ot extraordinary economic and 
national interest that is currently being driven by activists who 
seek a fundamental change in America•• way of life and its 
position in economic world leadership. The issue of alleged 
impending climate change of life-threatening proportion will 
dominate th• pUl:>lic policy debate this year. Activists' proposed 
solutions to this unproven hypothe•is run tha gamut from high 
energy taxes to a moratorium on the search· for new energy 
sources. Th••• solutions, if adopted, could seriously impede 
business at all levels, as well as the daily life style of all 
Americans. 

Between now and September, the major environmental activist 
organizations in the U.S. will launch a major propaganda campaign 
to persuade the American people that the acienca supporting the 
global warming theory is beyond de))ata and that Americans have a 
moral obligation to the world to modify their behavior. 

The climate change iasua will come to a critical juncture in 
December of this year at an international meeting in Kyoto, Japan 
which will result in a legally binding treaty that will ••riously 
affact Allerica•s energy future and its sovereignty. President 
Clinton baa promised that the united state• will a(Jree to 
speci~ic targats and timetable• for the reduction of CO2 
emissions in this country. B• baa declined to spell out the 
apacitics of bis policy, saying that ha first has to convince the 
American people and Congress of the need for drastic restrictions 
on energy use. He has said he will convene a conference this 
September to make recommendations to him as to what limits should 
be iaposed on industry and individuals. 
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The September Conference (likely to be chaired by Vice 
President Gore) will provide the President with the mandate tor 
chanq• that he wants. Th• Administration, with tha cooperation 
of the activists and the media, will launch an all-out campaign 
to sell what may be ill~eonceived energy-reduction proposals to 
the American people. • 

The Republican controlled congress will have just finished a 
full-acal• confrontation with th• Adminiatration over the new EPA 
clean air regulations and will have been vilified a• anti­
environment by the Administration, activists and the media. 
Pacin9 an impending election, intense pr•••ur• will be applied on 
Republicans in Congress to appear •areen• by endorsing the 
results ot th• Septamber Conference--unl••• major support tor 
opposition 1• already in place. 

Environmental activists will use any number ot seemingly 
unrelat~d phenomena to gain support for targets and timetables. 
Activists will use the recurrence of El Nino, for instance, to 
show that the •climate timabolllb" is exploding and carbon dioxide 
is to blame. 

Th• effects ot El Nino will be apparent in the united States 
in the late winter, soon attar the signing of the Kyoto 
Declaration. The rains, winds, droughts, cool temperatures and 
hot temperatures this phenomenon brings to the United states will 
be directly linked to global warming. 

This will complement the environmental community's on-going 
campaigns. Th• World Wildl1te Fund in tna United States is 
varning people that national parka will be dramatically altered 
by climate change unle•• the United stat••· agrees to targets and 
timetables in Kyoto. 

Th• senate will have to ratify the Annex adopted in Kyoto 
and there undoubtedly will be heated debate at that time. over 
ratification. But by then, the majority of the American people 
will have formed an opinion on this issue and many otherwise 
reasonable Senators will face severe (and highly orchestrated) 
constituent prassure--driven by activists--to. vote for 
ratification. By that time, it will be too late for industry to 
90 to the people tor support for the rejection of the treaty. 

The environmental community will receive strategic 
assistance from the executive branch. Many departments, 
including Agriculture and Health and Human Services, will release 
reports supporting ratification of strict targets and timetables. 
FUrther, the President's Council on sustainable Development 
(PCSO) will hold a series of public forums to support the Kyoto 
Declaration. PCSD would like to hold these public meetings at 
strategically selected sites which have experienced weather­
related natural disasters, such as Homestead, Florida and Crand 
Forks, North Dakota. 

... 
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Rodrigo Prudencio of th• Rational Wildlife Federation is the 
liaison between PCSO and the Clinton Administration on global 
warming, which demonstrates tha closeness between the 
environmental community and the executive branch on this issue. 

The Union ot concerned scientists bas geared up it• Sound 
Science Initative tor the global warming debate. The 
organization claim• to have •••ambled a datal>aaa of hundreds of 
scientiata who agree with its position on climate change and who 
are prepared to counter industry assertions in newspaper op-eds 
and other aedia when asked to do so. 

We believe that American induatry must act aggressively on 
this issue to counter the etforta ot the myriad activist groups 
who are right now selling their viewpoint to the public. While 
we recognize that various industry •••ociations ara organizing 
efforts to counter activist and Administration pressure, we are 
convinced that every individual company must be fully aware of 
what tha activists are doing on this issue so that they can 
counter those efforts on an individual and ongoing basis. 

Accordingly, MBD ia prepared to make available, to 
individual companies only, its ongoing monitoring and analysis of 
activist efforts on this issue, tailored to the needs ot the 
specific company, tor a fee of $2500 par month. our analyses 
will be individually disseminated in whatever form the client 
pretars--a-mail, telefax, mail or by telephone. 

Background information on MDD and its principals is 
enclosed. It you would like a recommendation from one of our 
existing clients, please call me or Ron Duchin, MBD'a senior vice 
president. I will contact you later this ·month it we have not 
heard from you. 

John o. Mongov 
President 

P.s. We believe the sector· that will be hardest hit by proposals 
now betore the Administration to abate CO2 emissions are energy 
and energy-source producers, especially all sectors of the 
petroleum industry. Proposals baing floated in the 
Administration include a range ot actions designed to discourage 
and limit exploration, increase tossil-tuel prices, decrease 
consumption and increase regulation ot refineries and related 
activities. The proposed schemes includa everything from 
eliminating all "subsides" related to tuel conswnption or energy 
production, such as charging oil usara fees tor the corps of 
Engineers• navigation assistance and infrastructure projects, and 
eliminating the PDA. 

TOTFL P.04 
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ACT/JIITY UPDATE: 
EDUCATING THE PUBLIC ON GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE 

To: Friends of Citizens for a Sound Economy (CSE) and CSE Foundation 
From: Paul Beckner, President 
Date: August 6, 1997 

Citizens for a Sound Economy (CSE) and CSE Foundation continue to serve as a ''truth squad" to the "act 
now, research later" approach to global warming embraced by the Clinton Administration and the 
traditional command-and-control environmental activists. 

Importantly, the Administration will represent the United States ata United Nations treaty signing on the 
issue in Kyoto, Japan, in December. Our goal is to show broad-based grassroots support of the position 
that, without conclusive evidence that global warming is talcing place, the U.S. government should not 
agree to any U.N. treaty that would cause severe damage to our economy. Some of our recent activities 
are outlined below. 

Truth Squad Activity. CSE worked to inject "the other side of the debate" around President Clinton and 
Vice President Gore's visit to die recent Lake Tahoe Environmental Swnmit. Our activities included: 

❖ Sponsoring a rally on the lake i..r1 North Tahoe Regional Park. More than 150 people turned 
oul-al a lime lhal coincidtd directly with lhe Preliidenl's speteh-lo hear from CSE and our 
allies about the issue of global wnmting and other ways in which we can modernize our 
approach t<'> envircmmental protection. Participantc; included ranchera, miners, loggera, 
recreationalists, small-business owners, state and local officials and taxpayers and consumers 
i..rt general. (Our rally turned out more than twice as many individuals who showed up for an 
opposing rally the same day!) 

❖ Airing our 30-minute PBS-style "docu-video" on local cable stations during the evenings of 
the summit. This video features grassroots and grnsstops citizens explaining in their own • 
words why America needs to modemi1.e its approach to environmental protection. The video 
featured a toll-free number dtat would connect viewers with CSE Foundation to receive more 
information. 

❖ Airing radio ads on the issue of global wanning that encourage listeners to call CSE for 
further information. (A copy of the script follows this update.) 

❖ Handing out hundreds of novelty items, including T-shirts, frisbees, balloons. buttons, and 
bumper stickers with slogans such as "Global Warming? Show Me the Science!" and "No 50-
cent Gas Tax- Say NO to the UN Treaty!., Beach balls were distributed not only at the rally 
but also to beach goers the day before the rally. And wc distributed our 30-minute docu­
video and four-color magazine on the general need to modernize our approach to 
environmental protection as well as informational booklets and pamphlets on the issue of 
global warming. Many participants took extra materials to distribute within their own 
networks. 

❖ Conducting interviews with. and providing information to. regional reporters-from San 
Francisco to Sacramento to Lake Tahoe and Reno-sharing our views on the issue of global 
wcirming. We distributed a news release on our efforts in Lake Tahoe to media outlets 
nationwide and a localized op-eel to California and Nevada newspaper editors. Media 
covering the rally included four television crews and several print reporters. Our efforts 
received coverage in the Tahoe Daily Tribune. Mountain Democrat <Placerville, CA), nnd 
Reno Gazette-Journal. 

❖ Hosting a policy briefing breakfast for reporters featuring Dr. Robert Balling of Arizona State 
University and CSE Policy Analyst Joel Bucher. Remarks focused on the science and 
economic implications of global wanning and part of the discussion was localized for the 
greater Lake Tahoe region 

- continues --
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Grassroots Advocacy. CSE worked to educate members of Congress on the issue of global wanning, 
providing background material for members and help in preparing for congressional hearings. We also 
worked extensively to help pass the Hagel-Byrd Sense of the Senate resolution, lobbying in favor of the 
measure, helping our members get in touch with their Senators to urge them to support the resolution, and 
designating the vote on the resolution as a "key vote." (Key votes arc used to determine the winners of 
CSE' s Jefferson Awards, which are given at the end of each Congress to members who vote in favor of 
market-based economic policies.) 

"Ws Your Money" Radio Show. On Iuly lit\ CSE discussed the issue of global warming on its new 
one-hour weekly radio program, "It's Your Money," which is carried on stations across the country. 
Fearured guests included U.S. Senator Chuck Hagel (Neb.), Dr. Fred Singer from the Science and 
Environmental Policy Project, Or. Robert Balling from Ari2:ona State University, and Alden Meyer 
from the Union of Concerned Scientists. For a copy of this program, or to find out where the program 
is carried in your area, please call Beth Stevens at (202) 783-3870. 

Earned Media. CSE and CSE Foundation continue to provide a leading consumer voice on global 
wanning, responding to media inquiries and offering our policy staff as spokespeople on the issue. For 
instance, our Texas state chapter director, Peggy Venable, appeared on KIXL in Austin for an hour-long 
program discussing global warming and ta1<lng que,tions from callers. And Joel Bucher, policy analyst at 
CSF. Foundation, did a half-hour radio interview last week with USA Radio Daily network on a program 
that goes out to its syndicates. 

Coalition Activity. CSE continues to participate in key coalitions to share information among traditional 
and non-traditional allies on the issue and maximize donor resources. As part of this activity, we signed 
onto an ad that appeared in Roll Call that provided encouragement to Senators who had supported the 
Hagel-Byrd Sense of the Senate resolution. 

Policy Research. CSE Policy Analyst Patrick Burns published, ''Think Globally, Tax Locally: The 
EPA's Global Wanning 'Action Plan,"' a review of some of the ways the Clinton Administration has 
proposed to comply with the United Nations treaty provisions. For a copy of this paper, call Beth Stevens 
at (202) 783-3870. 

Future Plans. CSE and CSE Foundation will continue to serve as a "truth squad" whenever the issue of 
global warming is brought forth for public debate. Our goal is to ensure that the public hears the "other 
side of the story" on this important issue and that it is not misled by the rhetoric of the traditional 
command-and-control environmental activists. We welcome your participation and input on ways in 
which we can make a difference in this debate. 

CSE i.s a non-partisan granroots membenhip organization utabluh«l ill I 984 to promote ~t-based solutio11s to public 
policy problems; CSE Foundation 11 an educulional ajJilfuJe. In onler to cominlle with our ambit/mu agmda, Wt/ depencl on 

the generosity of ortr s11ppor1ers. For infomiation, co,1tact &ti, Stevens: 
(202) 783-3870 • 1250 H St. NW 11700, Wculimgto11. DC 20005-3908 • l1ttp:ilwww.ac.org • 1tcven.r@cse.org 
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Citizens for a Sound Economy 
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[ ] Print [X] Radio [ ] Television [ ] Video 

"HOTLINE" :60 
7-18-97 li'inal 

Announcer: 

SFX: 

Voice I: 
Voice 2: 

Voice I: 
Voice 2: 
Voice 1: 
Voice 2: 

Voice 1: 
Voice 2: 

Voice l : 
Voice 2: 
Voice l : 
Voice 2: 

Voice 1: 
Announcer: 

The following paid for by the 250,000 members of Citizens for a Sound 
Economy. 

Telephone rings and is answered; Voice 1 is filtered ... 

Global Warming Hotline. 
Yeah, how come you guys are thinkin' about raising the gas tax by at least 
50 cents a gallon? 
Who said anything about a gas tax? 
Doesn't the Clinton Administration want us all to drive less ... 
Well ... 
... because driving is allegedly a big cause of global warming? So what 
better way for Clinton to discourage driving than to slap a big old tax on 
every gallon of gas? 
But no one's ever talked about a SO-cent tax: hike. 
What ahout that EPA memo that said increasing the gas tax is a very 
real possibility? 
You' re not supposed to know about that. 
But I do. 
I see. What else you know? 
I know a lot of scientists disagree with the gloom-and-doom predictions 
on global warming. Say, don't I know you? 
Huh, can I put you on hold while I get my supervisor? 
Want to know more about global warming ... what the science says and 
what some politicians have in mind? Call 1 (888) 783-3870 for a 
free information kit that just might make you mad. It'll at least help you 
understand more about the issue. Call 1 (888) 783-3870. 

### 

t 
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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. 11 

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. 11 

09/09/97 14:58:04 
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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.) 

Horne I Why We're 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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"UN Map" 
JO SECOND TV 

J. GRAPmc: THE WORLD ACCORDING TO 1llE UN 

2. PAPER MAP OF nm WORLD 
Pan across a map of the world. A pair ot' hands takes hold of the map and bc::giu.s 
to cut it. 

ANNOUNC:KR, V.O. 
The U.S. is preparing to sign a United 
N~Lio.us treaty on the global clirtU1L~. 

3. CW:Sl!: ON SCISSORS CUTTING MAP 

4. SUPER: 132 OF 166 COUNTRIES ~Ml''f. SOURCE: UNITED 
NATIONS 

ANNOUNCER, V.O. 
Bul theh' &lobal agreement i.ffl't sJobal.. 
132 of 166 countries are exempt. So 
while the United States ls forced to make 
drastic cuts in cnczvy ~. ~uwitdes like 
indi.a, China and Mexico are not 

5. PIECES OF THE MAP 
Cut out pieces of the map fall to the floor. We read th~ names China, lndul, 
Mexico, and other countries that are exempt from the treaty. 

6. SUPER: SOURCE: UNITED NATIONS AND U.S. DEPT. OF ENERGY 

ANNOUNCER, V.O. 
Countries responsible for almost balfthe 
world's emissions won't h.aiv~ t.u cut uuok. 

7. REV1~f4~D MAP --.... , A pair of hands holds up the map. There are many coW1tries cul out of it. Toe 
U.S. and other developed cow1u·ies remain on their own. 
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9. 

SUPER: 1-888-5.fFAC'fS 
www,dimAtd'am.nrc 

SPONSORED BY: 
(1.illt cthpea10&11) 

ANNOUNCER. V,O, 
Che.ck it out for yourself. Ifs not global 
and it won,t work. 



"Coat More" 
6tt SECOND RAVIO 

SFX: Low music builds under the announcer section:s. The; cavcsdtopper 501.UKb likc 
he,s somcwhen= in lhc real world. 

.. ... 

ANNOUNCER 
The U.S. is preparing to ::1i~n ta Uni1ed 
Nations globul climate treaty. 

CURIOUS 
(as if he•s ov~d the announcer) 

UN climate treaty .. ,ilobal warming right? 

ANNOlJNCER 
(as if she hasn't heard him) 

But their slobd tn:aty isn't &lobal. 132 out 
of 166 countric=s are exempt So while we're: 
forced to lower energy use by more than 20%, 
cowitric:s lile India, China and Mexico an: nul. 

SKEPTICAL 
so ... MWwill that work? 

ANNOUNCER 
For th~ U.S. lo meet t.11ese reductions, 
coonom.ists predict draisticully hipcr prices 
for most types of en~. Natural ps and 
clectriciLy will cost more. Gasoline ,uiJ huruc 
beating oil could Increase by as much ltl:I 50-oouts 
a gallon. And higher energy costs mean higher 
costs for food, clothing - most thlnp we need. 

INDIGNANT 
So we pa.y higher prices and those of.her countries 
are exempt? 

ANNOUNClt.H 2 
The UN' s proposal isn't global and it won't work. 
Call toll free and tind out more. 1-888-~F ACTS. 
1-888-54FACTS. Paid for by more than 20 concerned 
orgel:l.i:r:atiurui. inoludlng (sponsors). 



.... , ... ~r• flr.o■: · NICIIOU\S StlNDT 

"lmagiD~ Tbat" 
60 SECOND RADIO 

SF'X: UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
We hear the sounds of a Jarge meeting in progress. Voices in all languages. A 
gavel i~ heard. 

ANNOUNCER 
The U.S. is prepering to sign a Unilcd Nalioiu 
climate treaty that would force UJ to cut our 
energy use by more than 20%, while exempting 
countries lilce China. India aod Mexico. 

SFX: M11JDLE CLASS HOME 
Kids, a dog, and the TV mwu: up the sounds of a busy home. 

ANNOUNCER 
Economists predict that energy costs could 
skyrocket. Just imagine the impact on our lives ... 

SFX. ADDING MAC:HTNE 

UUSB.AND 
Whoal We can' t afford this. 

WIFE 
What hon? 

SFX: MORE AODING MACHINE 

IIUSBAND 
Our electric bill is up over 20% and ow 
ga!S bill its 45% more. 

SJ.lX.: GAS ST A TION 
.,. The "ding, ding" tells us we have amvecl. J:\.n individual gets out of a car 

:;• and prepares to fill it up. An engaged gas pwnp reminilii us \hey are spending 
money. 

ANNOUNCER 
And gasoline prices could go up by 50 cenl:1 
a gallon. 



WIFE AT THE PUMP 
Fifty cents mun; a eallCtn? 

SF'X: SUPER MARKET 

.,. 

Beeps anrl cash register noixt. are evident. 

ANNOUNCER 
increases in energy costs will make food, 
olothes, almost ever)'~ we buy. more 
expensive. 

HUSBAND AT THE REGISTER 
Thaf s my total? For thnx bass of srocerics? 

ANNOUNCER 
The UN climate proposal co~1s moix, isu't 
global and won't work. Cull wll frcc and 
find out more: l-888-54F ACTS. l-888-54F ACTS. 
Paid tor by more than 20 concemed organizations, 
includin¥ (bp(U\MFA) . 



THE U.N. GLOBAL CLIMATE 
TREATY ISN'T GLOBAL 

~'" WII hr 1111 Pltoe 
T~ lJnittwl NllUuw, ill uc1uliu~&LII' 

* cllmat. tl'o6t)' tMt wtJ1 req,uire 

ee'l'er-t! l'l!at.rict.wwi cu 1111: .uuuwll, 

uf tm\'ri,l w .. UM!. l.nd ti ~U'U the 

entire burdm1 on I.he U.S. o.n.d o. 

few other wuntrie11 . 

SO~ More for Ew,y Won at Caoln. 
.1£conomiw predict t:b&t rec:hlcina nur enel'JO' wic by more 

than 20% will ™JUiJ'\I prioo.t in~AM• for mort type• of 

enerey. Natwal gae could go up 45%, eltdrlcity coata could increase by 

.:0%, and go.auli4e p1'i<'81 could go UlJ iJy f.iO CJl!llt... & ~alic,.u. 

M°'1 ~lltl'ttl M inlllpl 

Aint11rlca.n11 wm pay moro for c,verythir.g that requuw energy to 

l.nlwfport or mcuiumcture, while 1:12 of l~«i countne", ioctu,tuiH lw.lui, 

China nru1 Mexico, ere OJCCmpt. 

Ifs Not Global and It Won·t Work. 
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I Glo~I ~ll•te lnfor•tion Project I News 
For mmedlatv Release 

Contae1: Rlohard Polloek or Candida Sampson 
202-383-9700 

NEW AD CAMPAIGN AIMS TO INCREASE 
AWARENESS OF PROPOSED 

U.N. CLIMATE TREATY 

Washington, O.C., September 9, , 997 -A diverse group of more than 20 organizations today 

introduced the first in a seri6s of national television, print and radio adVertlsement& aimed at 

Increasing publie awareness of the proposed United Nations climate treaty scheduled to be decided 

this December in Kyoto, Japan. 

Supponed by organizations representing small business, Industry, agriculture, labor and 

citizen groups, the ad campaign highlights the fact that tne proposed treaty would cause the United 

States and other developed countries to have to 1ignlflcantly cut energy usage. The proposed treaty, 

however, would exempt developing countries such as Braz!~ China, lnc:ia and Mexico • 6ome of the 

world's high growth Industrial players, The sponsors are concerned that the treaty i$ not glODal and 

would not wor1t 

With only 34 out of 166 countries required to make energy reductions undet th& proposed 

treaty, there can be very llttle environmental progress. Nations not affected by the U.N. proposals 

contribute approximately half of the world's current carbon emlsstons and wHI accourn tor about 75 

pe~.over the next century. 

The campaign echoes concerns raised recently in a resolution passed 95-0 by the U.S. 

Senate urging rejection of a treaty that would exotude developing nations or severely damage the 

U.6.~nomy. 

li'i.(,;!;"4,~i(;i~,~ ·ti~ ,t,'i\(•'~.\(f ~t'~ ~'t~~'&; • ' ' • • ... ' ' 
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(more) 
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even the least onerous or the meJor treaty proposals on the table would require a U.S. energy 

cutback of more than 20 percent Eoonomists predict that this WOUid translate to a 20 percent ri&e In 

electricity costs, a 45 percent hike In natural gas prices and an Increase of eo cents a ganon for 

gasolile. In addition, a recent study by the ArgoMe National Laboratory tor the U.S. Department of 

Energy found six major U.S. lndUstries • aluminum. cement. chemieal, 001 paper and steel • would be 

severely affected. resulting In Job loss and increased pr'ices. 

Created by Goddard*Claussen/Rrst Tuesday, the adS wlll begin airing on 5eptember 1 o on 

CNN's "Business TOdaf' and WIii ineli.ide accompanying national print and radio spots. In adcition to 

the ads, the sponsors have activated a toll-free telephone m.mber, 1-8S&-54-P'ACTS, and a website, 

nnp:t /www.climatefacts.org, which provide up-to-date Information on the proposed U.N. climate 

treaty. 

Sponsors of the campaign Include the >Jr Transport Association or America, American 

Automobile Manufactu_rers Association, American corn Growers Association, American Farm Bureau 

Federation, American tntematlonal Automoble Dealers Association, Amertcan Petroleum Institute, 

American Plastics Counc:lt American PorUand cement Allance, American Trucking Associations, 

Association of Amerioan Railroads, Center for Energy and Economic OevelOpme.ii Coalition tor 

Vehicle Choice, The Fertilizer Institute, National Assocls.tiC'n of Farmer Elected Commltteest National 

Association of Manufacturers, National Automobile Dealers Associaton, National Black Chamber of 

Commerce, Inc., National Cattlemen's Beef Association, National Grange, National Mining 

Association, NatiOnat Rural Electric Cooperative Association, The seniors Coalldon, The Small 

Business Survival Committee, United Mine Workers of America AFL-0I0, and United Transportation 

Worke~, AFL-CIO. 

':"';,;~i}·".::;/i)::_,.~1-,;,·;.i.:'.;~.t!•'·'''~!• :,:',~:?:~::~::, :~·-~ 
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. I Sel~ Quotas] 

'It Is obvloul that the aigntng of this treaty will 8Mf'8ly tit the hande Of farmers and hamper 1helr abllty to make a 
livilg and feed the worid. The N:iGA cans on the Admkatra11on to rHxamine tht cllmate-change trtaty and 
make stn that BlP/ egeement calls for cri/ YOllJlta,y reductions In greenhoule gas emi6sions, weighing the cost 
to industry.• 

-Gary Golclbtrg, National Prelldent. Amertr.,an Com Growers Asaociation 

'Globe! climate change rtqulres global solutions. The U.S. cement industry wants to do Its part, but unless all 
nations are Involved, we will gain nothing envlronmentaly, yet we WUI jeopardize th• 8COnOmlc well-being of the 
Unlttd States by restr1cting OLI' abUity to prOYlde fDr domestic: Infrastructure needs.• .. 

-Richard C. O'elgtton, Presldert. Amertcan Ponlaid Cement Allance 

*Simply pu~ agreeing to a lr8aty based on unsound science la a dangeroU3 gamble that could devastate U.S. 
ildustry and coat many hard-Wori<lng Americana !heir joba. • 

-Alen R. Schaeffer, Vice President for Envlronmental Man, American Tt\Jeklng Aseoelattons 

rrhe propoaed Kyoto treaty is Ike a card game where the deck ls atacJ<ed. American woncera are being dealt a 
loalng hand through the negotiating process. In the end, there wlll be no real envlramental benefit and Amefica'a 
working fwnlles will be forced to pay higher energy and consumer costs while we export U.S. ;obs to CWltr1el 
that are exempted from action lrlder the treaty,· 

~tephen L. MUter, President. Center for Ene~ and Economic DeY&k>pment 

*NADA ls extremely concerned with the lntematlonal negotlal1ona concemilg global warming Which eottd dra­
matloally affect CAFE tlsndards. NADA Is neavvy lnvolvtd With 1eglelallve effcl13 to b'C8 lht Administration to 
reject lnternatiOrial treay proYialona that alaN 10me nations 1o •ICiP& re8P()nlibllty tor reducing greenhouse 
~ thereby placing G greater burden an tt. u.s. • • 

-Fnvlk MeCarthy, EXeeutlve Vice President, Na?klnal Automoblb OeaWte AMoclatlorl 

•Skyrocketiig fuel costs are the worst nlghcmn of eYery Nrior citizen~'° uves on a ftxed lnccme and marShal8 
their re90U'Cta to taka care of themtelves and have a little loft OYer to vl&it their famllea. It Is a knife that CUtl past 
the quick and Into their very hearts! 

-Nona Wagner, The Seniors C0alltion 

•As• CUTenltf stands, the climate agreement-wlll lm?O$S m8J<)r oe-N produedoo coets on U.S. aun~lliJral proctl.k> 
era. !!,.wl severely disadvantage farmera in bUmational markets and da&rupt falfaily fWm 8Jl<S ranch Ope! allonw.' 

:;, -Bob Stallman. American Farm Btnau Federation (Pn,sldent, Texas Farm Bureau) 

;,..1;.:,1,,.i.<;),,;'\t~ii,e ,,~~-~~--... ,"~~,i•~ • .. -·· • . • • - . ·. . . . 
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Global Cll•ta Information Project 
Air Tramport Aasodation of America 
Amertcan Aut.omcln1e :Manufacturen Aeaociation 
American Corn Growers Aaaoeiation 
American Fann B~u Federation _ 
Amed.can International AutmnoLil~ DeJer& Aaeociatiun 
American Pd:rolewn lnatitute 
Amerwm Plaat.ic8 Council 
Amerie.an Portland Cement Allia.not, 

American T ruchlnt AA&ociationB 
As~tion uf .American Railroad5 
Center for Eneiir and Econmnic Development 
Coalition for VeL.icle.Clioice 
1"'L.c Fertitzer lnatitu.te 
National Association of Fann~ Elected Conunitt~ 
Natioual Aa.ociation ol Maiufacturcrs 
National AutomoLile Dealen A~ati011 
National BlacL Cluun'ber uf Couuncrce, Inc. 
►n..., NAllonal Cattlemen'• Beef A.uociation 
National Ora.nee 
National Min.in~ A880Ciation 
National Rural Electric Coope,:alivc AHOCiation 
1.hc Sanon Coalition 

•, TLe Small Business Survtval Cummiu.ee 
j l 

• ·un1ted Mine W or~erg o( Am_.ri~ AFLCIO 
Unit.eel TransPortation Union, AFL-CIO 



· I Fact Sheet on TI1e U.N. Climate Plan I 
Life exiltl on Earth bee.um of a natural 1greenhouee effed"' that trapa heat In lhe llmOlphere and malntalna UY­
ablt temptraturea. The Issue ii whelher man-made greenhoos• gaaes, which accot11t for less lhan 4, are 
cuing~ warm~.• Althol(II the edenCe Is atill ll'l0ertaln. the U.N.11 lead~ negoClaaonl on a plan that 
would requn legally binding energy cuts t,y any 34 ot the 166 nations lhat are~ In lhe negoClatlona. 
The target for conclu8icn of these negotiation, le Deoembtr 1997. 

ON THE ECONOMICS 

0 To ren.m the U.S. to 1990 emission levels WOUid require a cut i1 energy usage ct more than 20%. 
Econcmats u, this ooukl mean nebnl gas price Increases of~ ·•CIJ'IC:lty cost lnereases ot more 
1hai ~ and gasoline pnce increaaes of 50 cents a galon. 

0 The Argonne National laboratcry, U1der contract for the U.$. Department of Energy, a,tudied what 
Impact constrairu on developed countriea only would riave on stx large energy-fntenslve Industries 
subject to foreign competition. 1lley follld that 60 to 100CM! cl U.S. pr1mary aluminum production 
capacity would dl8appear, that the chtmOal and ttael lnduslrles together WOUid loee 300,000 Jobs. 
and that domestic oil would lose 2°" ol lt8 outpU~ • many U.S. reflner1es becmne ~ve 
and shut down. 

ON THE ROLE OF DEVELOPING NATIONS 
····---- ·--------- --

NegOtiatlng COllltrtes, indudng the U.S., haw already agreed under the Bertin Mandate that no new oommi.­
menta wll be asked of developi,g countries. However, developing nations must be part of 1he IOlUUon fer flT'J 

cllmate plan to work. 

0 11 is obvious. .. that no reasonable fub.re reductionS by Alrlex I (developtd) COll'ltl1e9 {M>ne) would 
ctabiliee global tmlasms' -Bart 8011. Ch8imwl of the U.N.1ntergovenrnenta1 Panel on etnate 
Change(~~ FtblUary-March 1997 IPCC Report 

0 ,t the United States not 061)' stabi%ea emissions but reduce, greenhO\Jaft Qti emissions by 50 peroen~ 
and If wery other lnctJllrlal country also reduces greenhouae gas emissions by 50 percent, and the 
developing CWlb1ea conllnue on tr« curent path, then wol1dw1de greennouae gu emlaslons wlll, 
by the year 2030, increase by 250 percent• ->J Gore, April 7, 1992. 

WHAT SHOULD BE DONE 

0 We have Ume to do thl3 r.g~.t. Th& U.S. Coog.ess Offiee o~ TechnCllOQy ,A~ssmant he.s said, •Q9Lq.frtg 
- -. the Implementation of emissiona COl1TOla tor ten to twenty years WIii have little effect on atmospheric 

• ;,• concentrations (of (1'88nhoUse gal errissiona.r 

Q Instead Of Ntllng binding targets In December, let'e do ftrst things flrlt 

• Accelerate 1dentific; research on the causeSi ~ and timing of climaw tr~s. 
• Thoroughly analyza the Impact of 8l'f/ proposed ctimate plan on jobs, trade, consumers and 

the U.6. economy and competlttveness. 

• Accelerate research on advanced tecmologies th8t hold the prom!Se or 
improved energy efficiency withoul hurting const.mel'S or the economy. 

~ • Create programs that can help d8Yelopi1g nations cut carbon emissions 
.,....,, •'--~~~,·:·'·• ··• " ~ ~ -·--~ - •• ••• ••• . • • . 
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... , FrH: NICHOLAS SUNDT 

.Global Cli8'at~ Information Project 

Why We1re Ooncer~~!_d ______ _ 

• The U.N. Climate Ch~~~~ Treaty 

Fairness Concerns 
---------····- ·--·--

• Science Concerns 

• Economic Considerations _____ _ 

• Americans Speak Out _____ _ 

. _:_What You Can Do 

• Other Sites on Climate Change ----

~ •· 
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August 18, 1997 

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

Dear Mr. President: 

.BHP 

'91 SEP 10 PM1:ll1 
New Mexico Operations 
BHP Mineral• 

We are Coal Miners who supply fuel to the Western U. S. Electricity market. Our business 
resides in the State of New Mexico and on the Navajo Nation. 

We believe our coal is a safe and economic source of energy and is mined in harmony with the 
environment. This energy powers hospitals, factories, schools and thousands of households. Our 
jobs are not only important to our families but to thousands of people in the Four Comers area. 
Resource development is particularly critical to State, regional and Navajo Nation economies. 

We know that you and your administration are presently involved in helping to shape policies 
concerning Global Climate Change. As our President, we simply ask you to evaluate all aspects 
of this issue. There are many opinions on Climate Change; some are driven more by passion 
than by conclusive scientific facts . 

We care about the environment and about the world just as you and others do. We also believe 
that when you became our President you took on the responsibility to represent a balance of all 
Americans from coal miners and factory workers to scientists and school teachers. 

Therefore, we wish you success in your negotiations on Climate Change and respectfully request 
that you remember to strike a fair balance. A fair balance in our view would not ask United States 
workers to sacrifice jobs or Americans to reduce their standard of living or quality of life while 
other nations profit without equal commitment or sacrifice. 

Respectfully, 

Employees of BHP·Minerals 
New Mexico Operations & 
Members of The International Union of Operating Engineers 
Local 953 

xc: The Honorable Jeff Bingaman, New Mexico, U.S. Senate 
The Honorable Pete Domenici, New Mexico, U. S. Senate 
The Honorable Bill Redmond, New Mexico, U. S. Congress 
The Honorable Steve Schiff, New Mexico, U. S. Congress 
The Honorable Joe Skeen, New Mexico, U. S. Congress 
Robert L. Rivera, Executive Director, New Mexico Mining Association 

New Mexico Operations, 300 West Arrington, Suite 200, Farmington, New Mexico 87401 Telephone: (505) 598-4350 Facsimile (505) 325-3574 
BHP Minerals is a Business Group of The Broken Hill Proprietary Company Limited 
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Pres:, Conference Notes 
Tuesday. September 9, 10 a.m. 
National Press Club 

The initiative is called the Global Climate Information Project. The main spokesperson was Jen-y 
Jasinowski. the President of the National A~,;ociation of Manufacturers (NAM). "£be other people 
who sat on the dais and made brief oral remarks were Bob Stahlrnun (.:fp'l) Of the American Farm 
Bureau (AFB): Bill Banig of the United Mineworke'ts of America (UMWA): Kuren Kerrigan of 
the Small Business Survival Committee (SJlSC): Thare (sp?) Phillips of the Senio~ Coo.1ition; and 
Cal'ol Hallett of the Air Transport A~\ociation (AT A). Art Fletcher of the National Black 
Chamber of Commerce was supposed to make n statement but he was delayed. The auto industry 
had no speaking role. 

AF. he hw; said in Congrc.-,sional testimony. Jasinowski said that the Admini~tration's climate 
change policy is the most poorly crafted public policy he"s seen in 15 years. He said there is 
inadequat.e science. bad economics. the absence of a role for developing countries, and no 
management regime. We are flying blind, he said. NAM opposes it as it now stands. h's not 
global and it won't work. 132 developing countries are e,.;empt. Bert Bohlen (intcmati<.mal leader 
on global wanning policy) said we can't solve the problem without devcfoping countries. 

He said that this policy will have an exb·aordinarily adverse impact on consumen.--20% increruJes 
in electricity prices; 45% increases in natural gas prices: 50 cent.Ii/gallon increa.~s in g.-soline 
prices. It will be the largest single thing to affect our economic well-being. He said there will 
also be major impact-; on indu.~try. as shown by the Argonne National Lab report. which wa.~ in 
fact initiated by the Administrati<.>n. Industry will be forced or encouraged to move off.c;hore. 

. 
Far more than just business is concerned about this--agriculture. seni<.>rs, etc.--it' s a broad cross 
section of American society. Our mcs:iugc is .. Don't rush forward to judgement."' 

He said the ad agency i~ Goddard/Claussen (sp?)/First Tueooay. They have purchased time on 
CNN Business Day Program. The ad~ give a toll free phone number: 1-88R-54FACTS, and a 
website: www .cl i matcfacL'i.org . 
Bob Stahlman. the Texas President of the AFB. spoke next. He said the treaty threatens U.S. 
agriculture with new regulation. new taxes on fuels and fertilizers. and regulations on how we 
t"arm, yet there will be no controls on some (,four strongest competitors. The American people 
should take notice when labor. agriculture and business stand together. 

Bill Bunig of the lJ MW said the treaty wlll put more than 1 million Americans out of work. It will 
Simply encourage American jobs to move offshore. lt is all pain and no gain. 

Karen Kerri~an of the SBSC sai<l nothing angetM her 40.000 member more than when government 
officials do things that defy common sense. They will he harshly impuctcd by rises in energy 
costs. The U.N. will manage encrgy_consumption through an international bure11ucracy. mosl 
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likely in the form of new taxes. This is a misguided intemational effort. The global treaty is not 
globul and. it won't work. 

Thare Phillips, CEO of Seniors Coalition said he has 2.4 million members. The skyrocketing fuel 
costs will hurt those on fi1(ed income/i the hardest. This will make seniors choose between food 
and fuel. They fought our world wars--thcy unde1':\tand fairness and sacrifice--hut this treaty is 
unfair. The treaty is wrong for them. and wrong for the economy. 

Carol Ha11ett. President and CEO of the ATA. said that seats on uirplunes will only be available tu 
the ~ealthy. as it was before deregulation. The airline industry is ah-eady working on reducing 
our emissions by 17%. Since 1994. ICAO has regulated air emissions: there hnve been no 
treaties. JCAO. not the FCCC. should regulate airlines on this issue. The industry is ulready a 
leader. 

Ben Goddard of Guddard/Claasen sui<.I that they did surveys and found out that no one knows 
\ 

anything about this treaty. He believe., irifmmed Americans will make the right choices. He then 
showed the TV ad. which sayi:; that 132 out of 166 counoies arc exempt. and showi,; scissors 
cutting out the exempt countries from a colorful map, and the exempt countries piling up. The 
last line is hit's not global an<l it won't work.'' 

Jasinowski said that we should avoid the herd mentality thut says sign first and ask questions later. 
We could wait ten years. There is no need for a rush to judgement without udcquate fact1. 

They unveiled a poster version of the print ad, which says. "'The UN Global Climate Treaty i1m't 
global and it won· t work ... Americans will pay the price .. .50 cents for each ga.1lon of gas ... most 
countries urc exempt ... for more infonnation check out web site and toll free number. 

QuestioM and answers 

Jasinowski fielded most of the questions . . 
• Q. Do you disagree with the goal of the treaty, 01· the method? 

A. This is a black.box. We arc not arguing against the ohjective of reducing CO2 emission~. 

Q. How can you launch an information campaign when the Administration ha.sn ·t settled on a 
policy'! 

A. We will be modifying the campaign as things change. We don't have adequate infom1ation. 
We are ali,o trying to cduc;ate the Administration. We've spoken to people in the Administration 
who share our concerns. 

Q. Aren't there omissions in your presentation? For example, eventually developing countries 
will have commitments. 
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A. Their partidpation is not adequate or assured. 

Q. Why ru-e the developing countries not involved'? 

A. Developing countJ"ies h,ldn't contributed to the problem in the past. The problem is that as 
you go forwal'd in time they become more and mol'c impo11am. 'Illis is a competitiveness and 
fairness issue. 

Q. How mu<.:h arc you spending? Who is contributing? 

A. Several mirnon dollan; for the initial launch. which is essentially a demo. 'l1tere is no fixed 
number on how much will be spent. Every member is contributing. I run not rclca'iing who's 
contributing what amount. There will be adjustments to the campaign as things chanie. 

Q. How many media murkeL~'? 

A. The buy is originally targeted to nationul ca.bleTY. There is also a limited newspaper and 
radio buy. 

Q. U.S. emissions ure nine times Chines emissions. Would that sort of inequity be allowed under 
the treaty. ( Note .. that is not true: it's true· of per capita emissions.1 

A. Said something uninte11igible, then We don't object to movini forwanl We are outr-.ige<l o.t 
the pace of this and lack of informacion. 

Q. What is the relationship of this group to the Science Alliance, the Eagle Alliance. AAAS'l 

A. We have u modest number of groups involved. We intend gra.'18 root~ efforts to work with 
other groups . 

. 
Q. Please elabor-c1te on the costs to farmers and ranchers. 

A. (Stahlman) There will be increases .of fuel and fertili:t.er cost~ on the <.lrder of 50-75%. 
Jasinowski added, '1'herc is no extra margin in toilay's economy. You can't raise prices und 
maintain your markets. You can't absorb this.'~ 

Q. ln 1992. the National Research Council said the U.S. could reduce emissions by 40% at a net 
benefit. 

A. I a~ree thllt we cun do u lot better be improving enlcicn<.:y. We need sensible goals and joint 
implementation. The fact is this is being shove<l down our throatc;. T talked to Richard Cooper, 
who is an expei·t on these things II Jon't know wh<., that i~l. He said this ls not a normal trenly. 
Nonna! treaties are government to government. This i:1 people to people. Government-; arc 
trying to get billions of people to change thei1· behavior. The only purallel is ti~hers, which have 
not worked well . 
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Q. What about th~ negative consequences for farmers if the climate does change'! 

A. Of t'.ourse there is the potentlnl for climate dLc;mption. But the evidence is not on the table. If 
you look at computer sirnuli.ttions. things Jook dreary. Rut if you look at balloon and sutellitc 
data, you get a different picture. 

Q. How many NAM members purticipute in EPA's Green Lights program'! 

A. Lots of our memben,;. Any company that <foesn't think environment mattr.rs is living in the 
past. This is not a case where we have enough information thc.1t we arc in the right. 

Q. Why will reducing energy use cost consumers money? 

A. It will increa.<1e the price"! 

Q. Exactly how much ure you s~ndlng? 

A. Several million dollars. 
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