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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Before the majority leader
goes to the next item, it is going to be
extremely difficult to finish this most
important bill tomorrow. Senator
WYDEN has worked so hard on this with
others. Senator BOXER, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, a number of other people on our
side of the aisle have worked very hard.
We are going to send out a hotline in
the morning to find out what amend-
ments are around. We already have
some knowledge of the amendments,
but it is going to take a lot of coopera-
tion and a lot of people cutting down
speeches tomorrow if we are going to
finish this bill tomorrow night, which
is the desire of the two leaders.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

—

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2800

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, 1
am pleased to announce to our col-
leagues and obviously the leader that
we have reached an agreement that
will allow us to wrap up the foreign op-
erations bill in relatively short order
in the next day or two. | am about to
propound a unanimous consent agree-
ment that has been agreed to by the
other side.

I ask unanimous consent that the
only first-degree amendments remain-
ing in order to the Foreign Operations
bill be the following, and that they be
subject to second-degrees which are
relevant to the first: DeWine No. 1966;
Feinstein No. 1977; McConnell No. 1970;
one McConnell technical, and two
McConnell relevants; a Frist relevant;
Allard-Feingold-Leahy, Indonesia; Dur-
bin on AIDS; Bingaman on AIDS; two
Leahy relevant; Daschle relevant;
McConnell-Leahy cleared managers’
amendment.

| further ask unanimous consent that
following the disposition of the above
listed amendments, the bill be read a
third time and the Senate proceed to a
vote on passage of the bill with no in-
tervening action or debate. Further, |
ask unanimous consent that following
passage of the bill, the Senate insist on
its amendments, request a conference
with the House, and the Chair be au-
thorized to appoint conferees on the
part of the Senate, which will consist
of the subcommittee plus Senator STE-
VENS and Senator BYRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCONNELL. | yield the floor.

———

CLIMATE STEWARDSHIP ACT OF
2003

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Committee on
Environment and Public Works is dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. 139, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 139) to provide for a program of
scientific research on abrupt bankrupt cli-
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mate change, to accelerate the reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions in the United
States by establishing a market-driven sys-
tem of greenhouse gas tradeable allowances
that could be used interchangeably with pas-
senger vehicle fuel economy standard cred-
its, to limit greenhouse gas emissions in the
United States and reduce dependence upon
foreign oil, and ensure benefits to consumers
from the trading in such allowances.

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to
consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is my
understanding there are 3 hours to-
night equally divided, which would be
an hour and a half for each side. Be-
cause of something that happened
today in Colorado, | yield up to 7 min-
utes of our time to the Senator from
Colorado, Mr. ALLARD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

FIRES IN COLORADO

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, | thank
the Senator from Oklahoma for yield-
ing.

Today in Colorado we had two fires
erupt in the State. One was a grassland
fire that probably won’t amount to
much. The other is a very serious fire
that happened north and west of Boul-
der and Jamestown. We have a school
that has been evacuated; 300 people
have been evacuated. There is an edu-
cational camp in the area that has
been evacuated. The reason | bring this
to the attention of the Senate at this
particular point in time is because Col-
orado is one of those areas in the west-
ern part of the United States where we
have a forest/urban interface. That is
what the Forest Health Restoration
Act is all about, trying to provide a
program where we can begin to apply
the principles of forest health.

Along the Front Range of Colorado,
running all the way from Colorado
Springs all the way up into Fort Col-
lins, including Boulder, where this fire
has broken out, there are a lot of
homes being built into the forest. Of
course, if you don’t practice good for-
est health, then they become vulner-
able to fires that could erupt.

The significant thing about what is
happening today is this is not the fire
season for Colorado. The fire season oc-
curs in September, perhaps the first
part of September, August, and July.
Here we are, just 3 days from the first
of November, and we have a fire that is
breaking out with serious consequences
in Colorado.

This again points out the need for us
to move forward with this particular
piece of legislation. We need to be ad-
dressing this problem immediately in
areas such as what we are seeing here
in the State of Colorado.

Last year during the peak of the
Hayman Fire, the Front Range of the
Rocky Mountains was covered in a
thick blanket of smoke and ash that
blocked visibility and dropped ash on
surrounding towns and cities, creating
a winter-like scene in the midst of a
Colorado June. The Hayman Fire was
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the largest in Colorado history and
cost $40 million and counting. It
burned a little over 137,000 acres, de-
stroyed 133 homes, and 466 out-
buildings. The fire burned for 30 days.
The Colorado State Forest Service has
advised that it will take up to 150 years
for the forest itself to be reestablished.

Some people ask, Why does it take so
long? We are in a semi-arid area. Vege-
tation does not grow back rapidly. Dur-
ing the Hayman Fire, 142 subdivisions
were evacuated along with 85,000 peo-
ple.

Wildfires present a major cause of
pollution, triggering severe asthma-re-
lated breathing problems and com-
monly causing death. Wildfires are also
a major source of pollution. If we take
1 day out of the Hayman Fire, on June
10, 2002, the CO, gas emissions from the
Hayman Fire surpassed the CO, emis-
sions from all passenger cars operating
in the United States on that same day.
So this problem with a lot of under-
growth in the forests and trees being
infested with beetles and a lot of dead
and dying timber has made our forests
extremely vulnerable in the forest/
urban interface area.

Federal land management procedures
are very complex. They should not be
so complex that they prevent timely
action to address ecological crises on
public lands. Forest Service officials
have estimated that planning an as-
sessment consumes 40 percent of their
time at the national forest level, cost-
ing more than $250 million per year. Al-
though much of this work is impor-
tant, the officials estimate that im-
proving administrative procedures may
allow agencies to redirect up to $100
million a year from unnecessary plan-
ning to actual forest health restoration
where it will improve the ecosystem
and protect local communities from
catastrophic fires which we see erupt-
ing today in Boulder County.

The Front Range in Colorado also de-
pends on the mountains to provide
drinking water and water for gardens
and children. But devastating fires
threaten and destroy watersheds that
yield this water. Catastrophic blazes
consume organic matter in the littler
layer of the soil and create a hard pan
surface that impedes water penetra-
tion.

When water flows over this hydro-
phobic layer, it carries debris, mud,
and causes soil loss, clogging munic-
ipal water treatment facilities, affect-
ing water quality, flavoring water with
ash, and costing millions to rehabili-
tate. This is the problem we face today
from the Hayman Fire which occurred
just a year ago.

In 2002, there were over 88,000 fires
that burned 7 million acres. Thousands
of structures were burned: 835 primary
residences, 46 commercial buildings,
and 1,500 outbuildings. The 2002 esti-
mated suppression costs hover some-
where around $1.6 billion. These un-
naturally extreme fires are just one
consequence of deteriorating forests
and range health that now affects more



October 29, 2003

than 190 million acres of public land,
an area twice the size of California.

Wildfires destroyed wildlife and crip-
pled watersheds. The Hayman fire oc-
curred in the Cheesman Reservoir area,
a primary source of drinking water for
the city of Denver. Costs of the
Cheesman reclamation have totaled
nearly $5.5 million, with the U.S. Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service
and the EPA reimbursing Denver
Water approximately $2.8 million of
that amount.

During the Buffalo Creek fire, 600,000
cubic yards of sediment went into Den-
ver Water’s Strontia Springs Reservoir.

The fact is, there is too much paper-
work and analysis and it is Killing our
forests. The Forest Service recently
testified that it had to go through an
800-step decisionmaking process to
complete the Upper South Platte res-
toration project, which took nearly 3
years to complete, and the fire that we
see erupting today in northwest Boul-
der is in the Platte River drainage
basin. Unfortunately, the bureaucratic
process wasn’t complete until a large
wildfire ravaged the landscape set to be
treated, plundering homes and an im-
portant watershed and forcing a num-
ber of endangered species to the edge of
regional extinction.

The Healthy Forest Restoration Act
is a comprehensive plan focused on giv-
ing Federal land managers and their
stakeholders and partners the tools to
respond to this growing forest health
crisis. The legislation directs the time-
ly implementation of scientifically
supported management activities to
protect the health and vibrancy of Fed-
eral forest ecosystems, as well as the
communities and private lands that
surround them.

This is why | ask Members of the
Senate to join me in supporting the
Forest Health Restoration Act.

| yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

AMENDMENT NO. 2028

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
have an amendment on behalf of the
Senator from Arizona, Mr. MCcCAIN,
myself, and several other Senators,
which | send to the desk at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
LIEBERMAN], for himself, Mr. MCcCAIN, Ms.
SNOWE, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr.
DURBIN, Mr. AKAKA, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. CAR-
PER, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. CORZINE, and
Ms. CANTWELL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2028.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under “‘Text of Amendments.’”)

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
am very proud to speak on behalf of
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this amendment, which I am delighted
to cosponsor with my good friend and
colleague from Arizona, Senator
McCAIN. We have worked on this for a
long time. We have worked on it with
environmentalists, leaders in the busi-
ness community, thinkers about this
problem, and public health officials,
and with just plain citizens who are
worried about global warming.

Global warming is one of the great
challenges of our time. It challenges us
in many ways. Greenhouse gas emis-
sions from the burning of fossil fuels
threaten our environment, of course,
but they also threaten our economy
and our public health. They also rep-
resent a challenge to political leader-
ship, which is whether we are going to
be prepared to look at the science, to
face the facts, and to do something
about a problem that is appearing but
its most difficult, and potentially dev-
astating, consequences are yet over the
horizon. Should we continue to allow
unabated our current rate of green-
house gas pollution, we threaten to dis-
rupt the delicate ecological balance on
which our lives and our livelihoods de-
pend.

Global warming is not just a global
challenge; it is also a very local one,
impacting lives of Americans in crit-
ical and potentially disastrous ways.
Every family has reason to fear the ef-
fects of global warming. Scientists pre-
dict that rising temperatures and ris-
ing sea levels through global warming
will lead to damaged water supplies,
increased flooding, depleted fisheries,
sunken wetlands, devastating
droughts, intensified forest fires.

The parched conditions that are con-
tributing to the ravaging fires raging
now in southern California could be-
come more widespread if the Earth’s
temperature increases. Over the long
term, in a much more personal way,
global warming will spell higher en-
ergy bills, increased insurance pre-
miums, and lost jobs.

I know that over the course of the de-
bate this evening and tomorrow several
of our colleagues will speak to the
local physical and biological impacts of
global warming. I want to tell one
story that | heard about a year ago,
which made this all real to me. It
comes from the Native American popu-
lation of Alaska and northern Canada.

In the past few years, a robin ap-
peared in one of the Native American
villages in Alaska. The elders there, de-
spite a very intimate awareness of
their 10,000-year-old language, did not
know what to call the bird. There is no
word for robin in their language. Rob-
ins, by virtue of the climate of that
area, for thousands of years preceding,
felt—if | can put it this way—unwel-
come there.

The second example comes from
Tanana in Alaska, which has an annual
lottery to determine when a tripod
placed on the frozen Tanana River
would break through the ice. Over the
past 50 years, the breakthrough has
continued to occur earlier and earlier.
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So it is not only in the language of
science and statistics that climate
change and global warming is occur-
ring, it is in the language of everyday
life.

The American public clearly under-
stands this and, in fact, there is a gap
between the public and our political
leadership that Senator McCAIN and |
hope we can close with this amend-
ment. According to a recent Zogby
poll, 75 percent of Americans support
this legislation, this amendment, we
are debating this evening.

My colleagues now have to choose be-
tween meeting the public’s support for
action, demand for action, or siding
with the minority who would ignore
the scientific consensus and delay ac-
tion on this critical problem.

Meeting this monumental challenge
and addressing this growing environ-
mental threat demands strong leader-
ship. | am afraid that, to date, such
leadership has been lacking in the cur-
rent administration. Today’s Senate
debate represents the first of its kind
since 1998, which testifies, 1 am afraid,
to a lack of leadership here. This de-
bate provides us with an excellent op-
portunity to take action before it costs
us so much more to deal with the con-
sequences of inaction.

I must say that even more dramatic
has been the Bush administration’s
failure of responsible leadership on
global warming. President Bush and
his Environmental Protection Agency
have not only offered no meaningful
proposals to deal with global warming,
they have tried to deny the very exist-
ence of the problem.

Last summer the White House called
for yet another study. This time it fo-
cused on whether global warming is
caused by human behavior. Let me
speak directly. That call is a shameless
stalling tactic. As the New Orleans
Times-Picayune described, ‘It calls for
further investigation of what the sci-
entific community already widely ac-
cepts.” In fact, as Don Kennedy, chief
editor of the International Journal of
Science, argued:

Consensus as strong as the one that has de-
veloped around this topic [climate change] is
rare in science. . . . There is little room for
doubt about the seriousness of the problem
the world faces, and other nations, including
most of our trading partners in the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Develop-
ment, understand that.

Yet in the face of these facts, Presi-
dent Bush has given us only a call to
action, a call for more study and not
action on global warming. | cannot re-
sist saying this President has fiddled
while the globe continues to warm.

The plan the administration has put
out would allow emissions of global
warming pollutants to continue to
grow at exactly the same alarming rate
as they have grown over the past dec-
ade. Earlier this month, the General
Accounting Office found that the plan
of the administration would do nothing
to reduce our emissions growth. In
fact, the GAO was even unable to dis-
cern the extent to which the adminis-
tration’s identified methods and tools
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would contribute to reducing emis-
sions. They found that the administra-
tion was not going to evaluate whether
they had made progress toward their
goals until 2012. Too late.

This deny-and-delay approach to
meeting the real threat of global
warming is no longer acceptable. It is
an abdication of leadership—environ-
mental leadership, public health lead-
ership, economic leadership, inter-
national diplomatic leadership.

Senator McCAIN and | offer our bill,
the Climate Stewardship Act, to con-
front this growing threat in a system-
atic and serious way. It is patterned
after the highly successful market-
based acid rain program of the Clean
Air Act.

The amendment was crafted in close
consultation with industry leaders and,
I am so pleased to say, enjoys strong
support of many of them and leaders
within the environmental community.
It represents the most serious and bal-
anced attempt at solving the crisis be-
fore us, and it does so by harnessing
market forces and directing them to
new economic opportunities in the fu-
ture.

QOur bill limits emissions of global
warming pollutants by electric utili-
ties, major industrial and commercial
entities, and refiners of transportation
fuels. Those sectors represent about 85
percent of U.S. emissions of global
warming pollutants.

The amendment does not apply to
farmers, individual residences, or to
automobile manufacturers for the cars
they sell. Because our current emis-
sions are now at 2000 levels from a
practical standpoint, our legislation
simply holds them at those current lev-
els in some ways, a modest goal—but a
very significant step forward in Amer-
ican responsibility for the global prob-
lem of global warming.

That is the full extent of national ac-
tion that our amendment would re-
quire. More modest, yes, than the cuts
envisioned by the Kyoto protocol, but a
significant step forward, one that |
think will not only get us on the road
to protecting the public’s health and
the great environmental treasures of
the United States of America but will
reestablish our credibility and respon-
sibility in the world. As the largest
emitter of greenhouse gases, we will
show that we are accepting our respon-
sibility to be part of the global solu-
tion to this global problem.

Our amendment achieves these sig-
nificant reductions while embracing
free market principles. By setting rea-
sonable caps on emissions and permit-
ting industry to trade in pollution al-
lowance, we create a new market for
reducing greenhouse gases. In this way,
we hope and believe our amendment
will change the fundamental terms of
the debate because for too long the na-
tional dialog on global warming has
seemed to be deadlocked, pitting busi-
ness leaders on one side against envi-
ronmentalists on the other in a zero
sum struggle. It ought not to be. We
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ought to find common ground, and that
is what this amendment attempts to
do.

The debate for too long has itself
been overheated with acrimony and
polluted with misinformation. Our
hope is that this amendment will break
through both of those obstacles. Envi-
ronmental protection and economic
growth are not mutually exclusive;
they are mutually reinforcing over the
long run.

Measured steps to curb global warm-
ing in a business-friendly way promise
to not only save us from environmental
degradation but to open new opportuni-
ties and to spur innovative new tech-
nologies for American business to
seize.

In a July 25 letter this year, the Busi-
ness Council for Sustainable Energy
endorsed the concept that market-
based climate policies can reduce gas
emissions while promoting technology-
based solutions, reduce energy depend-
ence, and bolster the competitiveness
of U.S. industry.

In a July 18 letter to my office, a
group called Environmental Entre-
preneurs, which represents over $20 bil-
lion in investment capital, wrote that
the bill will stimulate economic
growth and give the United States a
competitive edge in bringing these
products to market.

Finally, a letter of July 24 of this
year from several of our Nation’s most
prominent investors encouraging the
efforts Senator McCAIN, the other co-
sponsors, and | are making says:

By employing strict goals and flexible
means, we expect your proposal will unleash
the power of competition and spur innova-
tion to protect the environment. A healthy
economy and a healthy environment are not
mutually exclusive; they go hand in hand.

I ask unanimous consent that all
three of those letters be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE BUSINESS COUNCIL FOR
SUSTAINABLE ENERGY,
Washington, DC, July 25, 2003.

DEAR SENATOR: As the Senate prepares to
consider several global warming amend-
ments that may be offered to the Energy
Policy Act (S. 14), the Business Council for
Sustainable Energy would like to offer an-
other industry perspective.

Some information has been circulated re-
cently claiming that any substantive pro-
gram to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in
the U.S. would cause widespread harm to our
economy. The analysis that is being cir-
culated does not reflect any of the proposals
that are pending before Congress. Instead, it
is based on a widely criticized analysis by
the Wharton Econometrics Forecasting As-
sociates (WEFA) that was conducted five
years ago.

The WEFA analysis is a disservice not only
to Senators who need relevant information
to make policy decisions, but also to indus-
try coalitions like ours that recognize the
value of responsible and responsive policy
design.

Senators McCain and Lieberman have de-
veloped legislation (S. 139) that underscores
the value of flexible emissions trading pro-
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grams that maximize innovation and mini-
mize costs.

The analysis being circulated in no way re-
flects the approach proposed by S. 139. Key
differences include:

Moderate emission reduction targets with
greater lead time to industry. S. 139 reduces
U.S. emissions to 1990 levels by 2016, which
equates to about a one percent emissions re-
duction annually over the next 13 years—a
more modest reduction occurring over a
longer period of time.

Flexible emissions trading. The McCain-
Lieberman bill utilizes market-based mecha-
nisms within a cap-and-trade program that
encourages innovation through the use of ef-
ficient, cost-effective emissions reduction
strategies. The WEFA analysis assumes that
a carbon tax is imposed on industry.

Trading of non-CO, gases. The McCain-
Lieberman bill incorporates reductions in
other greenhouse gas (beyond CO) in the
trading program, a design feature that has
been shown to significantly reduce the cost
of compliance. The WEFA analysis was lim-
ited to carbon dioxide.

Credits to farmers for carbon sequestra-
tion. The McCain-Lieberman bill allows
emitters to offset their emissions by seques-
tering carbon through land use practices.
The WEFA analysis fails to account for these
inexpensive offsets.

Credits for international projects. The
McCain-Lieberman bill allows companies to
meet a portion of their obligation through
global emission reduction projects. The
WEFA analysis once again ignores this op-
portunity.

The model used by WEFA five years ago
was based on assumptions that U.S. industry
would fail to deliver more efficient and
cleaner technologies over time in response to
policy incentives. A market-based program
such as that envisioned in S. 139 would pro-
vide incentives for industry to innovate, just
as with the Clean Air Act’s acid rain pro-
gram, which pioneered the emissions trading
approach and delivered environmental re-
sults as much as 90 percent less than econo-
mists had projected.

The Council does not stand alone in our be-
lief that market-based climate policies such
as emissions trading can benefit the econ-
omy. More than 2,500 economists, including
eight Nobel laureates, issued a statement in
1997 that read in part:

“Economic studies have found that there
are many potential policies to reduce green-
house-gas emissions for which the total ben-
efits outweigh the total costs. For the
United States in particular, sound economic
analysis shows that there are policy options
that would slow climate change without
harming American living standards, and
these measures may in fact improve U.S.
productivity in the longer run.”

While the economists’ statement is not an
endorsement of any policy before Congress
today, it speaks to the importance of a more
thoughtful dialogue about what the nation
should be doing.

Properly constructed, global warming poli-
cies that incorporate market mechanisms
can reduce greenhouse gas emissions while
promoting technology-based solutions, re-
duce energy dependence and bolster the com-
petitiveness of U.S. industry.

With best wishes,
MICHAEL L. MARVIN,
President.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ENTREPRENEURS,
San Francisco, CA, July 18, 2003.
Hon. JOSEPH LIEBERMAN,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN,
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LIEBERMAN AND SENATOR
MCCAIN: We are writing as members and sup-
porters of Environmental Entrepreneurs (E2)
in support of your proposal to create a bind-
ing, market-based program to limit global
warming emission from U.S. industry. E2 is
an organization of business and professional
leaders who promote good environmental
policy that supports economic growth. The
economic risks that climate change poses to
the U.S. economy are enormous, and E2 be-
lieves we must address this issue without
further delay.

The first President Bush signed and the
Senate ratified the Framework Convention
on Climate Change (the “Rio Climate trea-
ty’’) over a decade ago to provide for a world-
wide program to manage the manmade emis-
sions that contribute to global warming.
Yet, in the time since we ratified the Rio
Treaty, the United States, which produces
more global warming emissions than any
other nation, has not developed a serious
program to respond to the threat that global
climate change poses to the planet’s environ-
mental and economic health. As a result,
U.S. emissions of global warming gases have
grown steadily and now exceed 7 billion met-
ric tons of CO; equivalent gases—a growth of
14% from 1990 levels.

Every year that passes increases the dif-
ficulty and cost of averting the threats of en-
vironmental and economic disruption posed
by climate change. Without a national
framework for addressing the issue of global
warming, American businesses continue to
make long-term capital investments that
commit us to ever increasing greenhouse gas
emissions. New buildings, transportation
systems, and power and industrial plants are
being designed and built today without re-
gard for the need to reduce global warming
emissions. The large capital outlays are
committing us to a future of unacceptable
risks to the American economy from global
warming.

The threats to our economy from climate
change may well include, in some areas, the
vitality of American agriculture, the avail-
ability of water for consumption and irriga-
tion, and the destruction of recreational re-
sources such as ski resorts, coastal areas and
wetlands. E2 considered these risks serious
enough in California that we actively cam-
paigned for the passage of the California
Clean Cars Bill, or AB1493, which was signed
into law last summer and is the first legisla-
tion in the country to regulate the amount
of CO, emissions from passenger vehicles. We
want to acknowledge your leadership in sup-
porting this bill and helping Governor Davis
to recognize the national, if not global, im-
plication of this kind of policy. We are pro-
moting similar legislation in the state of
New York and hope that a groundswell for
carbon emissions policy at the state level
will convince the federal government of the
need to provide national standards.

Your proposal, the “Climate Stewardship
Act of 2003,” recognizes what we, as business
leaders, already know: the engine of Amer-
ican innovation depends on market-based in-
centives to guide capital investment. Your
legislation would: create manageable targets
to control the growth in global warming
emissions from America’s principal emitters
and put us on a path to reducing emissions
over time; ensure that the reductions occur
in an efficient manner by letting businesses
decide where to best achieve them; and
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spawn new business sectors to create the en-
abling technologies to meet these goals.

The economic benefits inherent in address-
ing global warming reach far beyond avoid-
ing the risks associated with inaction. The
deployment of existing ‘‘climate friendly”
technologies and the development of new
ones will result in new markets and create
new jobs. Buildings and appliances that
waste less energy, transportation systems
that meet our needs with reduced global
warming emissions, and energy systems that
make expanded renewable resources eco-
nomically viable and offer ways to use fossil
energy without releasing carbon dioxide—all
these are key to our economic and environ-
mental future. These advances will stimu-
late economic growth and give the U.S. the
competitive edge in bringing these products
to market.

The United States should be in the van-
guard of this new global market for climate
friendly technologies. Our businesses are sec-
ond to none in developing advanced products
when the market conditions reward these in-
vestments. A market in limiting global
warming emissions is the policy step needed
to promote innovation and growth in this
sector. We look forward to working with you
to implement this program at the earliest
possible date.

Sincerely,
BoB EPSTEIN,
Co-Founder, E2.
NICOLE LEDERER,
Co-Founder, E2.
JuLy 24, 2003.
Hon. JOSEPH LIEBERMAN,
Hon. JOHN MCCAIN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS LIEBERMAN AND MCCAIN:
As business leaders we recognize that the
risks and complexities of climate change are
so important that we must work together to
meet this challenge. We understand that any
response that is sufficient to avert dangerous
climate change will be long term, but that
the nature of the problem requires that ac-
tion begin now. We understand that a con-
structive global or domestic response must
be equitable and support economic growth
based on free market principles. As business
leaders, we know how government policies
can help—or hurt—business and the econ-
omy. Good policies set clear goals and leave
businesses free to decide how to meet those
goals at lowest cost. The policies you have
suggested be included in the Energy bill
seem to be both serious in their environ-
mental goals and prudent in using market
forces to achieve them.

By employing strict goals and flexible
means, we expect your proposal will unleash
the power of competition and spur innova-
tion to protect the environment. A healthy
economy and a healthy environment are not
mutually exclusive; they go hand in hand.
American business has the ingenuity and
know-how to solve the problem of global
warming while continuing to prosper. In-
deed, many of our colleagues already have
stepped forward to pledge to reduce their
companies’ greenhouse gas emissions.

We recognize that there is still debate
about the levels of greenhouse gas reductions
necessary to stabilize the climate and pro-
tect the U.S. economy. Several things are
clear. Reductions must begin promptly. Vol-
untary efforts abone won’t do the job. And fi-
nally, any mandatory restrictions must em-
ploy market incentives. We congratulate you
for recognizing these needs and for your ef-
forts to see that the Senate addresses them.

Sincerely,

John Doerr; Jon Lovelace; Lewis S.
Ranieri; Julian H. Robertson, Jr.; John
H.T. Wilson.
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Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, cor-
porate America, fortunately, has al-
ready given us some models of compa-
nies that are dealing with global warm-
ing and, | believe, profiting from doing
so. Companies such as Alcoa, British
Petroleum, DuPont, Eastman Kodak,
IBM, Intel, Johnson & Johnson, and
Nike have all accepted targets for
greenhouse gas pollution reduction
that meet or exceed this amendment’s
requirements. These and other compa-
nies have cut their emissions of green-
house gases not just because they
sought to be good environmental citi-
zens, which they are, but because their
boards of directors and their senior
management are convinced that a
proactive stance on climate change
makes good business sense.

Perhaps the most compelling exam-
ples of that new corporate mindset on
global warming come from American
Electric Power and Cinergy, the big-
gest burners of coal by tonnage and
percentage in our country. Both com-
panies have now announced enforceable
obligations to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions to levels that are below what
our proposal requires. And Cinergy has
said it can make these reductions for
no increased cost and with no addi-
tional fuel switching.

It is quite remarkable that they say
they can make the reductions at no in-
creased cost. But for every BP and Du-
Pont, IBM and Cinergy, there are
scores of other enterprises that | fear
are inefficient, that are refusing to rise
to new environmental standards and
curb their greenhouse gas emissions.
That is why we must pass this amend-
ment. We must set standards. We must
exercise responsible leadership.

I understand that taking action to
combat global warming is not without
cost, but it is worth the cost. The sac-
rifice of the Climate Stewardship Act
is a minimal sacrifice. The cost of our
amendment is reasonable and afford-
able by any measure and under any
economic model employed to date. A
recent MIT study estimated that our
amendment would annually cost less
than $20 per household. That is not a
lot to ask for stemming the warming of
the planet and all the devastating con-
sequences it could bring.

A second independent study released
this summer by the Tellus Institute re-
affirms that same conclusion. Tellus,
in fact, found that net savings to con-
sumers of $48 billion would be realized
by 2020 and household electricity bills
would decrease because of reduced en-
ergy demand.

Finally, the recent study of the Bush
administration’s Department of Energy
of our entire proposal found similar
minimal economic impacts overall, but
did find some spikes in natural gas
usage at the expense of the coal indus-
try.

We feel very strongly that was a
flawed study. Its assumptions only al-
lowed compliance with the program
through fuel switching. So the outcome
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was preordained. In fact, the Pew Cen-
ter for Global Climate Change has ex-
amined this analysis and believes the
study’s structure, combined with unre-
alistic input assumptions, results in
unrealistically high cost projections.

Senator McCAIN and | have worked
very hard on this proposal. We have
worked hard to achieve common
ground on it, both among businesses
and industries that are involved in
emitting greenhouse gases, environ-
mentalists, citizens, and among Mem-
bers of the Senate. We are seeking a
consensus position that will allow our
Nation to move forward to take action
on this critical challenge. As a result,
we have modified our original bill to
drop the second phase of its require-
ments.

As time goes on, we will look forward
to bringing that back up and con-
vincing the Senate to adopt the entire
program, but let’s deal with the first
phase amendment. It does not require
or create a significant fuel switching,
even according to the administration’s
own Energy Information Agency, and
has a very low economic impact. It is a
beginning in dealing with this problem.

The true cost comparison is not be-
tween the cost of doing business now
versus the cost of new regulations. It is
between the cost of action now and the
cost of inaction in the future, because
the fact is the carbon we emit to the
atmosphere today will remain there for
a century. Every extra ton of emissions
means we are going to need tighter
controls. It will be more costly and
more difficult to protect the environ-
ment and public health later on.

A recent study calculated every ton
of pollutants needlessly emitted into
our atmosphere costs Americans $160,
and we are currently emitting billions
of tons each year. Property lost to ris-
ing sea levels, cropland lost to drought,
revenue lost to dwindling fishing
stocks caused by global warming, all
represent real costs, not to mention
the ultimately immeasurable damage
to our health and quality of life.

It is very interesting to follow the
judgments of the insurance industry on
this question if we want to gauge the
cost of inaction. Uncertain about the
potential increased liability from se-
vere weather events and other costly
side effects of global warming, insurers
are now charging higher premiums to
businesses and homeowners to cover
higher expected costs. SwissRe, North
America’s leading reinsurer, says that
““global warming is a fact’” which “‘has
the potential to affect the number and
severity of these natural disasters and
result in a very significant impact on
our business.”

This reinsurance company projects
that climate-change-driven natural
disasters could cost global financial
centers more than $150 billion per year
within the next 10 years. Just think of
that. We are making a proposal that
the MIT study says will cost every
American family $20 a year, compared
to $150 billion a year within 10 years
globally.
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Wall Street is also concerned about
the future if we fail to act. A number of
institutional investors recently joined
with several utilities to call for the
kind of market-based approach to glob-
al warming that is part of our amend-
ment. There is also an opportunity for
our American enterprise and innova-
tion to produce the products that will
respond to the global warming chal-
lenge, and in that sense to be ready to
meet the global demand for such prod-
ucts.

According to one reputable estimate
I have seen, over the next 20 years, $10
trillion to $20 trillion will be spent
globally on new energy technologies.
Our Asian and European competitors
see this potential and, by complying
with Kyoto protocol standards, are
adapting their practices to seize that
enormous international market.

I want to say a special word about
farmers and ranchers under our plan.
They will be able to make money by
adopting pro-environment practices.
That would include increasing carbon
levels in their land and selling emis-
sion credits to polluters. Rough esti-
mates show that new, more sustainable
management practices will sequester
approximately one-half ton of carbon
per acre for a farmer with a 5,000-acre
farm. This would represent thousands
of additional dollars a year. Many of
those practices are better for the long-
term health of our farms but, of course,
can be of great benefit to cash-strapped
farmers.

Global warming is, of course, about
more than the numbers about which |
have talked. It is about our values. Do
we take action to protect our children
and grandchildren from having to bear
the full cost and health risks and life
changes from the pollution we are gen-
erating today or do we, as leaders of
the world’s largest emitter of green-
house gases, duck our responsibility
and let the next generation take it?

I am particularly pleased by the
strong support Senator McCAIN and |
have received from a broad and diverse
coalition of religious organizations
that affirms the moral imperative for
action now on global warming. | cite
the National Religious Partnership for
the Environment, representing an alli-
ance of faith groups, including the
United States Conference of Catholic
Bishops, the National Council of
Churches of Christ, the Coalition on
the Environment and Jewish Life, and
the Evangelical Environmental Net-
work.

I am reminded of the words from
Scripture that the Earth is the Lord’s
and the fullness thereof, which is sure-
ly the truth and reminds us we are only
visitors. We do not own the Earth. We
are blessed to live on it for some period
of time. With that time comes a re-
sponsibility to be good stewards of the
Earth. | always remember the words
from the story of creation, Adam and
Eve, where it says in the Bible they
were put there to work and guard the
garden. In a very direct sense, that re-
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sponsibility to work, enjoy, and de-
velop is combined with a responsibility
that we have to guard the garden,
guard the Earth.

We have failed in that responsibility.
This amendment is an attempt to ac-
cept that responsibility and do some-
thing about it.

This is an historic debate. It is a de-
bate | believe our children and grand-
children and perhaps historians will
look back on and ask, as the votes are
counted, did the Senate of the United
States rise to a challenge almost ev-
eryone sees is coming or did we wait
until the consequences, the effects of
global warming, were so serious that it
was too late? It was certainly too late
to deal with those consequences with-
out drastic effects on our environment,
on our health, on our economy, and on
the way we live.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | would yield.

Mr. McCAIN. Is the Senator aware
the major attack on this legislation
will be related to the validity of the en-
tire issue of climate change?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | expect that will
be true.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for a further question?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | will.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Is he aware there is
widespread agreement on the occur-
rence of global warming and the human
source of the observed and predicted
changes? To make a long story short,
there was a study conducted in 2001 by
the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change. A third assessment re-
port represented a collaborative, sci-
entific endeavor involving 700 sci-
entists worldwide, peer-reviewed by an-
other 700 scientists. The Bush adminis-
tration requested an independent re-
view of the IPCC report by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences. Now ev-
erybody can shop around for their ex-
pert. This is the National Academy of
Sciences. The resulting 2001 national
research report, which is delegated by
the National Academy of Sciences, said
the following in their summary, and |
will ask my colleague just to comment
on this. We need to keep coming back
to this and coming back to this and
coming back to this during this debate.
Again, the National Research Council,
an arm of the National Academy of
Sciences of the United States of Amer-
ica, says greenhouse gases are accumu-
lating in the Earth’s atmosphere as a
result of human activities, causing sur-
face air temperatures and subsurface
ocean temperatures to rise.

Temperatures are, in fact, rising. The
changes observed over the last several
decades are likely mostly due to
human activities, but we cannot rule
out that a significant part of these
changes is also a reflection of natural
variability.

The point is we are going to hear—in
fact, in the course of debate we will
hear of a couple of scientists whose
views were misinterpreted by the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma and by the Repub-
lican Policy Committee. We have their
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rebuttals and we will be going into
those. They state—not | state—that
their views were completely distorted.
The fact is, the overwhelming body of
scientific opinion in America and the
world believes that human activity is
causing climate change in the world,
and that is an irrefutable fact.

The opponents of this can shop
around for the scientists of their
choice, but the overwhelming majority
of scientists say this and every year
that evidence becomes more compel-
ling and every year it becomes more of
a compelling problem because of the
manifestations of it. The manifesta-
tions of climate change are occurring,
as we see on the west coast of the
United States of America.

I ask my friend, won’t you hear that
the emperor has some beautiful clothes
on during this debate; that there are
some scientists who will refuse to
admit this, who will say that pigs fly
and up is down and black is white, but
the majority opinion is that of the
most respected body in America, the
National Academy of Sciences, and
they are the ones who come forward
with the views that are corroborated
by thousands of scientists all over
America and the world?

I ask my colleague to comment on
that.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 1
thank my friend from Arizona. He is
known globally, I might say, as a
straight talker. He is basing that
straight talk in this debate on sci-
entific fact that is widely accepted—he
is absolutely right—by international
panels of scientists, by the independent
National Academy of Sciences, and the
National Research Panel.

I want to quote again from Don Ken-
nedy, chief editor of the international,
very reputable journal, Science. He
says:

Consensus strong as the one that has devel-
oped around the topic of climate change is
rare in science. There is little room for doubt
about the seriousness of the problem the
world faces.

I expect, unfortunately, that we will
debate the science here. You and I, |
know, are prepared to debate the
science. But the fact is, we ought to be
debating what we are going to do about
it. We might argue, and some presum-
ably will argue, that our proposal costs
more than the American people are
willing to spend. | don’t think so. The
polls don’t show that to be true. People
I talk to are ready to be part of solving
a problem before it gets out of hand.

Some may say our methods are
wrong, although a market-based sys-
tem, such as the one that worked to
deal with acid rain in the Clean Air Act
amendments, proposed and signed by
the first President Bush, has a pretty
good track record.

But let’s have that debate. It really
takes us back way beyond where the
science is to have a debate whether
this is a real problem. | say again, to
have a debate about what we should do
about it, that might get our blood
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going, but that is a reasonable debate.
But to see the administration ask for
yet another study, | just can’t see that
as anything more than a stalling tac-
tic.

That is why | regret to say that this
President really is fiddling while the
globe is warming. We better do some-
thing about it before it gets so serious
that we are going to look back and say:
Why didn’t we act?

This is a chance to have debate, the
first debate in 5 years in the Senate
Chamber on this critical problem. Let’s
have a healthy debate. Let’s try to find
common ground.

Senator McCAIN and | have worked
very hard to reach a consensus. This is
not a sharp-edged bill. It is a bill that
is progressive and builds toward com-
mon ground. And then let’s move for-
ward together so we can say to our
children and grandchildren: We saved
you from a result that we saw coming
that many were not willing to do any-
thing about, but we finally got to-
gether and did something about it.

I thank my friend from Arizona for
his very good questions. | thank him
for his principled partnership in this ef-
fort, and | look forward to the remain-
der of the debate.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, first of
all, let me just make a couple of com-
ments, and then | will yield to the Sen-
ator from Missouri.

I know it is so easy to stand up here
and talk about ‘‘the science is irref-
utable,” talk about how different
groups are supporting S. 139. | know
neither the distinguished Senator from
Arizona nor the distinguished Senator
from Connecticut would intentionally
say something that is not true. How-
ever, some of the things they are say-
ing are not true. They are not factual.

A little bit later I am going to be
going into detail on this science ques-
tion. The science that has been re-
viewed since 1999 is overwhelmingly on
the side that global warming, in fact, is
not occurring and, if it is occurring, is
not a result of manmade anthropogenic
gases.

I would also like to say, | will be
talking about some of these groups
that supposedly are supporting this bill
who, in fact, are not supporting this
bill. But | am going to save that for a
few minutes because we have several
Members who will be coming in on our
side who will be wanting to address
this issue. For that reason, | now yield
to the Senator from Missouri 7 min-
utes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized for 7
minutes.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | thank the
chairman of the Environment and Pub-
lic Works Committee, the committee |
believe properly has jurisdiction over
this issue, a committee on which |
serve and which has debated these
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issues many times. | thank the Senator
from Oklahoma for his leadership, his
guidance, and his wisdom on these
matters.

Interestingly enough, today | was
reading a couple of news articles and it
seems the Soviet Union is backing out
on the Kyoto Treaty. Russia is now
finding that they cannot live up to the
commitments that were made in
Kyoto, so Russia is bailing out on
them. | just read another article that
the European Union finds they really
can’t come up with all of these carbon
dioxide reductions that they had prom-
ised. Why? Even in a Communist coun-
try they begin to realize that govern-
ment actions have consequences. There
are some impacts. These impacts are
pretty stark.

Let me address for just a few min-
utes, for the benefit of my colleagues
and those who may happen to listen,
some of the practical impacts the pas-
sage of the McCain-Lieberman bill
would have on our communities and on
our families.

I strongly believe this bill will crip-
ple our economy, cripple our commu-
nities, and financially cripple many of
our struggling families. We can debate
the science of climate change here on
the floor until we are all blue in the
face—and | think we may be headed in
that direction. We have heartfelt ex-
perts, scientists, and data on both sides
of the issue. | happen to believe the
causal effect of CO2 emissions and re-
cent changes to our climate is not yet
fully proven.

But the real impact, the real point of
the McCain-Lieberman bill is, What
will it do? That is kind of a practical
test. | am from Missouri, the ‘‘show
me”’ State. What would this bill do?
Show me what this bill would do. How
much will the McCain-Lieberman bill
hurt our economy?

How much will the McCain-
Lieberman bill drive up electricity
bills for my constituents to pay? How
much will the McCain-Lieberman bill
raise the price of natural gas which is
already going through the ceiling
thanks to unwise governmental in-
creases in demand and restrictions on
production? How much more will the
McCain-Lieberman bill force our fami-
lies to pay for gasoline? It would be
nice if we stopped once before we
rushed into a major thing such as this
and found out whether the medicine we
prescribe was going to make the pa-
tient sicker or make the patient well.

I think we all recognize that our
economy is just now starting to re-
cover from the doldrums. We are just
now starting to turn the corner on job
growth. We are heading into a winter
when we expect the cost to heat our
homes will increase significantly be-
cause of previous overreaching con-
gressional actions in the past. Now is
not the time to place more burdens on
our families and our communities.

As | said, | sit on the Environment
and Public Works Committee where we
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considered legislation to cut carbon di-
oxide as part of a multipollutant strat-
egy to cut emissions from electric pow-
erplants. Before that committee, sup-
porters urged caps on carbon dioxide
from electric powerplants as a way to
fight global climate change. What they
didn’t want to talk about was the nega-
tive impact this measure would have
on the everyday lives of our constitu-
ents—those who use electric power.

Experts conclude that the legislation
under consideration to cut carbon diox-
ide in electric powerplants would cost
the economy over $100 billion. That is
one-zero-zero billion dollars.

Experts also estimated that the elec-
tricity bills would go up by about 40
percent.

If you are sitting at home and you
happen to have an electric bill handy,
take it and multiply it by 1.4, see what
that number is, and see what impact
that would have on your family budget.

I have read heartbreaking stories
from families in Kansas City who have
to decide between buying food and pay-
ing their utility bills. Other families
could not buy school clothes because
they had to pay higher heating bills.
Seniors on fixed incomes often have no
way to meet higher utility bills.

| voted against that bill. And Demo-
cratic leaders when they controlled the
Senate refused to even bring that
measure to the floor because they
knew what an impact it would have on
senior citizens, what an impact it
would have on the poor, and why union
members who realize it can cost them
their jobs object to it. We now have
many of the same issues involved in
this climate change bill.

The McCain-Lieberman bill would es-
tablish mandatory caps for carbon di-
oxide emissions. Economists and en-
ergy experts at the Department of En-
ergy’s Energy Information Agency—or
ElA—recently concluded that the en-
actment of the McCain-Lieberman bill
would result in a 46-percent increase in
electricity prices, a 27-percent increase
in the cost of gasoline, and a 54-percent
increase in the cost of home heating
oil.

Again, if you are at home and happen
to have any of your last winter’s bills
handy, apply those percentages—a 50-
percent increase in electricity and
heating oil, a 27-percent increase in the
cost of gasoline.

The EIA—the Government agency
with the experts and the expertise—
concluded that McCain-Lieberman
would cost millions of Americans jobs.
Excuse me. Did | say that right? Yes, |
said that right—millions of American
jobs. We are having slow job growth in
our economy. We are working hard to
get jobs back. This bill would cost mil-
lions of American jobs. Even if the
sponsors dropped the second phase of
this bill, it would still cost hundreds of
thousands of jobs.

Do we really want to be raising costs
on senior citizens, on poor people, and
be throwing people out of work?

The EIA further concluded that
McCain-Lieberman would cause a cu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

mulative decrease in the gross domes-
tic product of $1.4 trillion. Talk about
sucking the wind out of the economic
recovery; that baby would be flatter
than a flounder.

The effect of this bill would be, first,
to send our economy back into reces-
sion, then strip the Nation of hundreds
of thousands of jobs, and then increase
the cost of heating our homes. I, frank-
ly, cannot think of a better combina-
tion of ills. That is a trifecta that we
obviously cannot afford to undertake.

The most troubling part is that all of
this pain would come without any real
dent in the worldwide amount of car-
bon dioxide released into the atmos-
phere.

McCain-Lieberman suffers from the
same inherent flaw of the failed Kyoto
Treaty. It imposes absolutely no re-
strictions on two of the world’s worst
largest and fastest growing polluters in
the world. In case you can’t guess who
those are, those would be China and
India.

Not only do we unfairly punish U.S.
communities but we let other countries
off the hook and, therefore, have prac-
tically no real worldwide impact on
carbon dioxide levels.

The Kyoto Treaty was rightfully re-
jected in advance by a unanimous vote
in this body of 95 to zero for a very
good reason. On top of all the unfair-
ness of the Kyoto Treaty, we now know
the crippling effects McCain-
Lieberman would have on the economy,
on our communities, on our families,
and on job creation in our country.

For me, | cannot see voting to strip
American families of hundreds of thou-
sands or millions of jobs. I cannot see
why we would be voting to increase
electricity prices by 46 percent. | can-
not see why we would be voting to in-
crease the cost of home heating oil by
54 percent. That is why | cannot vote
for this bill.

I urge my colleagues to think about
the practical impact before we vote on
this bill. This is a disaster waiting to
happen. This would be another congres-
sionally inflicted disaster.

For those reasons, | urge my col-
leagues to defeat McCain-Lieberman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | yield
myself 2 minutes.

That was a well-written presentation
by my colleague from Missouri. Unfor-
tunately, his analysis of the bill is not
the bill that is before the Senate. But
other than that, it was a pretty con-
vincing case.

Our bill is different from the analysis
he provided. In fact, it is significantly
different. But even those facts on
which we had the previous analysis
were incorrect as well. But it was cer-
tainly an interesting presentation.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | have
talked to our good friend, my brother,
the Senator from Hawaii, and he has
graciously agreed to let one of our
Members go first before he is recog-
nized.
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At this time, | yield to the Senator
from Ohio, Mr. VVOINOVICH.

Before yielding to Senator
VoINoViIcH, | was honored to chair the
Clean Air Subcommittee prior to the
time | chaired the Environment and
Public Works Committee. During that
time, Senator VOINOVICH was Governor
Voinovich. He was the chairman of the
Governors Clean Air Committee. |
don’t believe there is anyone in this
Senate who has a better knowledge of
air problems or who has higher creden-
tials than the Senator from Ohio.

At this time, | yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for
his kind words. The two of us will try
to explain to our colleagues the real
meaning of this legislation proposed by
Senator LIEBERMAN and Senator
MCcCAIN.

| rise in opposition to the legislation
offered by Senator McCAIN and Senator
LIEBERMAN. This legislation will place
a cap on carbon dioxide emissions by
requiring all segments of the economy
to reduce emissions to 2000 levels by
2010 despite the fact that such a cap
would have devastating impacts on our
economy, on our manufacturing sector,
and on average Americans, and espe-
cially on our brothers and sisters, the
elderly and the poor.

I have stated time and time again
here on the floor that we must recog-
nize that the energy policy and our en-
vironmental policies are two sides to
the same coin and that the Senate has
responsibility to harmonize those poli-
cies. We have an obligation in the Sen-
ate to ensure that any legislation we
consider takes into account its poten-
tial impact on our economy, which is
in intensive care, particularly in
States such as mine. And we have a
moral obligation to ensure that we
consider a bill’s potential impact on
the poor and the elderly who must sur-
vive on a fixed income and who pay an
inordinate amount of their income for
energy. They are the forgotten people
in this country. We must ensure that
we do not pass climate change legisla-
tion that will significantly drive up the
cost of electricity for those who can
least afford it.

Although some science has attrib-
uted changes in the climate to atmos-
pheric concentration of carbon, it is
clear the science of climate change is
far from settled. We need significantly
more research on the issue. To accept
the statements of supporters of S. 139
at face value is to accept one side of
the debate, a very serious debate,
among respected scientists and policy
experts on both sides of the issue.

I recall the hearings Senator
LIEBERMAN had when he was chairman
of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee and two hearings | had. It was
interesting to see the difference of
opinion among Vvery respected sci-
entists in this country.
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My distinguished colleague Senator
INHOFE has discussed at length both in
the Environment and Public Works
Committee and in the Senate the new-
est information on the issue which is
contrary to the views expressed by
Senators McCAIN and LIEBERMAN.

In a recent column, former Secretary
of Energy James Schlesinger com-
mented:

. despite the certainty many seem to
feel about the causes, effects and extent of
climate change, we are in fact making only
slow progress in our understanding of the un-
derlying science.

I ask unanimous consent the column
by Mr. Schlesinger be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, July 7, 2003]
CLIMATE CHANGE: THE SCIENCE ISN’T SETTLED
(By James Schlesinger)

Despite the certainty many seem to feel
about the causes, effects and extent of cli-
mate change, we are in fact making only
slow progress in our understanding of the un-
derlying science. My old professor at Har-
vard, the great economist Joseph
Schumpeter, used to insist that a principal
tool of economic science was history—which
served to temper the enthusiasms of the here
and now. This must be even more so in cli-
matological science. In recent years the in-
clination has been to attribute the warming
we have lately experienced to a single domi-
nant cause—the increase in greenhouse
gases. Yet climate has always been chang-
ing—and sometimes the swings have been
rapid.

At the time the U.S. Department of Energy
was created in 1977, there was widespread
concern about the cooling trend that had
been observed for the previous quarter-cen-
tury. After 1940 the temperature, at least in
the Northern Hemisphere, had dropped about
one-half degree Fahrenheit—and more in the
higher latitudes. In 1974 the National Science
Board, the governing body of the National
Science Foundation, stated: “‘During the last
20 to 30 years, world temperature has fallen,
irregularly at first but more sharply over the
last decade.” Two years earlier, the board
had observed: ““Judging from the record of
the past interglacial ages, the present time
of high temperatures should be drawing to
an end leading into the next glacial
age.”” And in 1975 the National Academy of
Sciences stated: ““The climates of the earth
have always been changing, and they will
doubtless continue to do so in the future.
How large these future changes will be, and
where and how rapidly they will occur, we do
not know.”’

These statements—just a quarter-century
old—should provide us with a dose of humil-
ity as we look into the more distant future.
A touch of that humility might help temper
the current raging controversies over global
warming. What has concerned me in recent
years is that belief in the greenhouse effect,
persuasive as it is, has been transmuted into
the dominant forcing mechanism affecting
climate change—more or less to the exclu-
sion of other forcing mechanisms. The CO2/
climate-change relationship has hardened
into orthodoxy—always a worrisome sign—
an orthodoxy that searches out heretics and
seeks to punish them.

We are in command of certain essential
facts. First, since the start of the 20th cen-
tury, the mean temperature at the earth’s
surface has risen about 1 degree Fahrenheit.
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Second, the level of CO; in the atmosphere
has been increasing for more than 150 years.
Third, CO, is a greenhouse gas—and in-
creases in it, other things being equal, are
likely to lead to further warming. Beyond
these few facts, science remains unable ei-
ther to attribute past climate changes to
changes in CO; or to forecast with any de-
gree of precision how climate will change in
the future.

Of the rise in temperature during the 20th
century, the bulk occurred from 1900 to 1940.
It was followed by the aforementioned cool-
ing trend from 1940 to around 1975. Yet the
concentration of greenhouse gases was meas-
urably higher in that later period than in the
former. That drop in temperature came after
what was described in the National Geo-
graphic as ‘“six decades of abnormal
warmth.”

In recent years much attention has been
paid in the press to longer growing seasons
and shrinking glaciers. Yet in the earlier pe-
riod up to 1975, the annual growing season in
England had shrunk by some nine or 10 days,
summer frosts in the upper Midwest occa-
sionally damaged crops, the glaciers in Swit-
zerland had begun to advance again, and sea
ice had returned to Iceland’s coasts after
more than 40 years of its near absence.

When we look back over the past millen-
nium, the questions that arise are even more
perplexing. The so-called Climatic Optimum
of the early Middle Ages, when the earth
temperatures were 1 to 2 degrees warmer
than today and the Vikings established their
flourishing colonies in Greenland, was suc-
ceeded by the Little Ice Age, lasting down to
the early 19th century. Neither can be ex-
plained by concentrations of greenhouse
gases. Moreover, through much of the earth’s
history, increases in CO; have followed glob-
al warming, rather than the other way
around.

We cannot tell how much of the recent
warming trend can be attributed to the
greenhouse effect and how much to other
factors. In climate change, we have only a
limited grasp of the overall forces at work.
Uncertainties have continued to abound—
and must be reduced. Any approach to policy
formation under conditions of such uncer-
tainty should be taken only on an explor-
atory and sequential basis. A premature
commitment to a fixed policy can only pro-
ceed with fear and trembling.

In the Third Assessment by the Inter-
national Panel on Climate Change, recent
climate change is attributed primarily to
human causes, with the usual caveats re-
garding uncertainties. The record of the past
150 years is scanned, and three forcing mech-
anisms are highlighted: anthropogenic
(human-caused) greenhouse gases, volcanoes
and the 1ll-year sunspot cycle. Other phe-
nomena are represented poorly, if at all, and
generally are ignored in these models. Be-
cause only the past 150 years are captured,
the vast swings of the previous thousand
years are not analyzed. The upshot is that
any natural variations, other than volcanic
eruptions, are overshadowed by anthropo-
genic greenhouse gases.

Most significant: The possibility of long-
term cycles in solar activity is neglected be-
cause there is a scarcity of direct measure-
ment. Nonetheless, solar irradiance and its
variation seem highly likely to be a prin-
cipal cause of long-term climatic change.
Their role in longer-term weather cycles
needs to be better understood.

There is an idea among the public that
““the science is settled.” Aside from the lim-
ited facts | cited earlier, that remains far
from the truth. Today we have far better in-
struments, better measurements and better
time series than we have ever had. Still, we
are in danger of prematurely embracing cer-
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titudes and losing open-mindedness. We need
to be more modest.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Schlesinger points
out that ‘‘science remains unable to ei-
ther attribute past climate changes to
changes in CO, or to forecast with any
degree of precision how [the] climate
will change in the future,” and warns
that:

We cannot tell how much of the recent
warming trend can be attributed to the
greenhouse gas effect and how much to other
factors. In climate change, we have only a
limited grasp of the overall forces at work.
Uncertainties have continued to abound—
and must be reduced. Any approach to policy
formation under conditions of such uncer-
tainty should be taken only on an explor-
atory and sequential basis. A premature
commitment to a fixed policy can only pro-
ceed with fear and trembling.

Several Members of this body have
introduced pieces of legislation this
year and a couple last year to address
the issue of climate change by capping
carbon—such as the Jeffords-
Lieberman 4-P bill, the Carper 4-P bill,
and, of course, the subject of our de-
bate today, the McCain-Lieberman cli-
mate change bill.

Passage of any of these bills will
force our utilities which are now using
coal to generate over half of our Na-
tion’s electricity—by the way, 85 per-
cent of electricity generated in my
State—to fuel-switch and to rely solely
on natural gas for generation despite
the fact we have a 250-year supply of
domestic coal and are currently in the
grips of a natural gas crisis.

Senator LIEBERMAN, in his opening
statement, mentioned two companies
from Ohio | am very familiar with,
ADP and Synergy. There was some in-
dication there was possibly—from his
words—support for S. 139. | make it
clear for the record that ADP and Syn-
ergy—ADP is the company that burns
more coal than any other utility in the
country—are both opposed to S. 139.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. VOINOVICH. Certainly.

Mr. INHOFE. I am glad you brought
that up. That was the information |
had on who is opposed to it, naming
Synergy. The Senator from Con-
necticut said they are now supporting
S. 139. You have information to the
contrary, is that correct?

Mr. VOINOVICH. Yes, | do.

Over the last decade, use of natural
gas electricity generation has risen sig-
nificantly while domestic supplies of
natural gas have fallen. The result is
predictable: tightening supplies of nat-
ural gas, higher natural gas prices, and
higher electricity prices.

Home heating prices are up dramati-
cally, forcing folks on low and fixed in-
come to choose between heating their
home and paying for other necessities
such as food or medicine.

Donald Mason, a commissioner on
the Ohio Public Utilities Commission,
testified earlier this year in the House
Energy and Commerce Committee:

In real terms, the home heating cost this
winter will increase by at least $220 per
household. That might sound not significant,
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but during the winter season of 2000-2001, one
gas company in Ohio saw nonpayment jump
from $10 million a year to $26 million.

One of the amendments | supported
in the Senate to the Labor-HHS bill
would have provided more money for
LIHEAP, the low-income help in heat-
ing costs. We will have a crisis this
winter in natural gas costs.

As a result of these heating cost in-
creases, 50 percent more residential
customers were disconnected from gas
service last year than in 2001. I person-
ally have seen natural gas go from $4
an MCF to $8 an MCF in heating bills
in northeast Ohio and projections indi-
cate this winter will be devastating on
the elderly and low-income families
who are already struggling to survive.

In an Environment and Public Works
Committee hearing last year, Thomas
Mullen, of Catholic Charities and
Health and Human Services of Cleve-
land, described the direct impact of
significant increases of energy prices
on those who are less fortunate. Here is
what he had to say:

In Cleveland, over one-fourth of all chil-
dren live in poverty and are in a family of a
single female head of household. These chil-
dren will suffer from further loss of basic
needs as their moms are forced to make
choices of whether to pay the rent or live in
a shelter; pay the heating bill or see their
child freeze; buy food or risk availability of
a hunger center. These are not choices that
any senior citizen, child, or for that matter,
person in America should make.

What really gets to me was after he
made that statement the Clean Air
Trust, the O’Donnell person who is al-
ways speaking out on these issues,
named Tom Mullen, the head of Catho-
lic Charities, as the villain of the
month because he dared talk about en-
ergy costs impacting the poor and el-
derly in this country.

Manufacturers that use natural gas
as feedstock are getting hammered be-
cause of the doubling and tripling of
natural gas costs and are leaving the
country or closing their doors. It is
happening. Lubrizol, a chemical com-
pany, has moved production to France
as a result of a threefold increase in
natural gas prices from $3 per million
Btu in 2002 to $10 per Btu in 2003. The
president of Zaclon, a chemical manu-
facturer based in Cleveland, testified
this year that increased natural gas
costs resulted in lost sales revenue and
increased total energy cost. The presi-
dent of one major international phar-
maceutical company, a company that
has 22,000 employees in the United
States, recently told me unless we do
something about our natural gas crisis,
his company will be forced to pull
many of its operations out of the
United States. Due to high natural gas
prices, the Dow Chemical Company,
headquartered in Michigan, will be
forced to shut down several plants and
eliminate 3,000 to 4,000 jobs this year.
The American Iron and Steel Institute
reported that an integrated steel mill—
we have some in Ohio still—could pay
as much as $73 million for natural gas
this year, up $37 million from last year.
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An east Texas poultry producer re-

ported his poultry house heating bill

jumped from $3,900 to $12,000 in one
month, forcing him to decide between
paying the bank or the gas company.

High natural gas prices have resulted
in the permanent closure of almost 20
percent of the United States nitrogen
fertilizer production capacity and the
idling of an additional 25 percent. That
is why the corn growers and other agri-
culture groups are opposed to McCain-
Lieberman.

The Potash Corporation, one of the
world’s largest fertilizer producers, has
announced layoffs at the Louisiana and
Tennessee plants due to high natural
gas prices. The company spends $2 mil-
lion per day on natural gas.

A farmer in Belleville, MO, who paid
$295 per ton for nitrogen fertilizer last
fall expects to pay between $400 and
$600 this year. It is impacting the en-
tire segment of our economy.

Utilities are already facing tremen-
dous increases in their fuels costs,
which force them to either take losses
or pass these increases on to their cus-
tomers. And the carbon caps proposed
by Senators MCCAIN and LIEBERMAN
will only exacerbate this situation.

The end result is a drag on the econ-
omy. But don’t take my word for it.
Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span has testified before the Senate
Energy Committee, the House Energy
and Commerce Committee, and the
Congressional Joint Economic Com-
mittee on the supply and price of nat-
ural gas this year, stating:

I’'m quite surprised at how little attention
the natural gas problem has been getting be-
cause it is a very serious problem.

Among his comments,
Greenspan noted:

The price of gas for delivery in July closed
at $6.31 per billion Btu’s. That contract sold
for as low as $2.55 in July 2000 and for $3.65
ayear ago.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the testimony of Dr. Green-
span be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF ALAN GREENSPAN, CHAIRMAN,
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RE-
SERVE SYSTEM BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON
ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES, U.S.
SENATE, WASHINGTON, DC, JuLY 10, 2003
Today’s tight natural gas markets have

been a long time in coming, and distant fu-

tures prices suggest that we are not apt to
return to earlier periods of relative abun-
dance and low prices anytime soon. It was
little more than a half-century ago that
drillers seeking valuable crude oil bemoaned
the discovery of natural gas. Given the lack
of adequate transportation, wells had to be
capped or the gas flared. As the economy ex-
panded after World War Il, the development
of a vast interstate transmission system fa-
cilitated widespread consumption of natural
gas in our homes and business establish-
ments. On a heat-equivalent basis, natural
gas consumption by 1970 had risen to three-
fourths of that of oil. But consumption
lagged in the following decade because of
competitive incursions from coal and nu-
clear power. Since 1985, natural gas has
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gradually increased its share of total energy
use and is projected by the Energy Informa-
tion Administration to gain share over the
next quarter century, owing to its status as
a clean-burning fuel.

Recent years’ dramatic changes in tech-
nology are making existing energy reserves
stretch further while keeping long-term en-
ergy costs lower than they otherwise would
have been. Seismic techniques and satellite
imaging, which are facilitating the discovery
of promising new natural gas reservoirs,
have nearly doubled the success rate of new-
field wildcat wells in the United States dur-
ing the past decade. New techniques allow
far deeper drilling of promising fields, espe-
cially offshore. The newer recovery innova-
tions reportedly have significantly raised the
average proportion of gas reserves eventu-
ally brought to the surface. Technologies are
facilitating Rocky Mountain production of
tight sands gas and coalbed methane. Mar-
keted production in Wyoming, for example,
has risen from 3.4 percent of total U.S. out-
put in 1996 to 7.1 percent last year.

Moreover, improving technologies have
also increased the depletion rate of newly
discovered gas reservoirs, placing a strain on
supply that has required increasingly larger
gross additions from drilling to maintain
any given level of dry gas production. Deple-
tion rates are estimated to have reached 27
percent last year, compared with 21 percent
as recently as five years ago. The rise has
been even more pronounced for convention-
ally produced gas because tight sands gas,
which comprises an increasing share of new
gas finds, exhibits a slower depletion rate
than conventional wells.

Improved technologies, however, have been
unable to prevent the underlying long-term
price of natural gas in the United States
from rising. This is most readily observed in
markets for natural gas where contract de-
livery is sufficiently distant to allow new
supply to be developed and brought to mar-
ket. That price has risen gradually from $2
per million Btu in 1997 for delivery in 2000,
and presumably well beyond, to more than
$4.50 for delivery in 2009, the crude oil heat-
ing equivalent of rising from less than $12
per barrel to $26 per barrel. Over the same
period, the distant futures price of light
sweet crude oil has edged up only $4 per bar-
rel and is selling at a historically rare dis-
count to comparably dated natural gas.

Because gas is particularly challenging to
transport in its cryogenic form as a liquid,
imports of liquefied natural gas (LNG) have
been negligible. Environmental and safety
concerns and cost have limited the number
of LNG terminals and imports of LNG. In
2002, such imports accounted for only 1 per-
cent of U.S. gas supply. Canada, which has
recently supplied a sixth of our consumption,
has little capacity to significantly expand its
exports, in part because of the role that Ca-
nadian gas plays in supporting growing oil
production from tar sands.

Given notable cost reductions for both lig-
uefaction and transportation of LNG, signifi-
cant global trade is developing. And high gas
prices projected in the American distant fu-
tures market have made us a potential very
large importer. Worldwide imports of nat-
ural gas in 2002 were only 23 percent of world
consumption, compared to 57 percent for oil.

Even with markedly less geopolitical in-
stability confronting world gas than world
oil in recent years, spot gas prices have been
far more volatile than those for oil, doubt-
less reflecting, in part, less-developed, price
dampening global trade. The updrift and vol-
atility of the spot price for gas have put sig-
nificant segments of the North American
gas-using industry in a weakened competi-
tive position. Unless this competitive weak-
ness is addressed, new investment in these
technologies will flag.
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Increased marginal supplies from abroad,
while likely to notably damp the levels and
volatility of American natural gas prices,
would expose us to possibly insecure sources
of foreign supply, as it has for oil. But nat-
ural gas reserves are somewhat more widely
dispersed than those of oil, for which three-
fifths of proved world reserves reside in the
Middle East. Nearly two-fifths of world nat-
ural gas reserves are in Russia and its former
satellites, and one-third are in the Middle
East.

Creating a price-pressure safety valve
through larger import capacity of LNG need
not unduly expose us to potentially unstable
sources of imports. There are still numerous
unexploited sources of gas production in the
United States. We have been struggling to
reach an agreeable tradeoff between environ-
mental and energy concerns for decades. | do
not doubt we will continue to fine-tune our
areas of consensus. But it is essential that
our policies be consistent. For example, we
cannot, on the one hand, encourage the use
of environmentally desirable natural gas in
this country while being conflicted on larger
imports of LNG. Such contradictions are re-
solved only by debilitating spikes in price.

In summary, the long-term equilibrium
price for natural gas in the United States
has risen persistently during the past six
years from approximately $2 per million Btu
to more than $4.50. Although futures mar-
kets project a near-term modest price de-
cline from current highly elevated levels,
contracts written for delivery in 2009 are
more than double the levels that had been
contemplated when much of our existing gas-
using capital stock was put in place. The
perceived tightening of long-term demand-
supply balances is beginning to price some
industrial demand out of the market. It is
not clear whether these losses are tem-
porary, pending a fall in price, or permanent.

Such pressures do not arise in the U.S.
market for crude oil. American refiners have
unlimited access to world supplies, as was
demonstrated most recently when Ven-
ezuelan oil production shut down. Refiners
were able to replace lost oil with supplies
from Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. If
North American natural gas markets are to
function with the flexibility exhibited by oil,
unlimited access to the vast world reserves
of gas is required. Markets need to be able to
effectively adjust to unexpected shortfalls in
domestic supply. Access to world natural gas
supplies will require a major expansion of
LNG terminal import capacity and develop-
ment of the newer offshore regasification
technologies. Without the flexibility such fa-
cilities will impart, imbalances in supply
and demand must inevitably engender price
volatility.

As the technology of LNG liquefaction and
shipping has improved, and as safety consid-
erations have lessened, a major expansion of
U.S. import capability appears to be under
way. These movements bode well for wide-
spread natural gas availability in North
America in the years ahead.

NATURAL GAS SUPPLY AND DEMAND ISSUES,
FuLL COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND CoOM-
MERCE, JUNE 10, 2003, RAYBURN HOUSE OF-
FICE BUILDING

Hon. ALAN GREENSPAN,
Chairman, The Federal Reserve Board, Wash-
ington, DC.

In recent months, in response to very tight
supplies, prices of natural gas have increased
sharply. Working gas in storage is currently
at very low levels relative to its seasonal
norm because of a colder-than-average win-
ter and a seeming inability of increased gas
well drilling to significantly augment net
marketed production. Canada, our major
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source of imported natural gas, has had little
room to expand shipments to the United
States, and our limited capacity to import
liquefied natural gas (LNG) effectively re-
stricts our access to the world’s abundant
supplies of gas.

Our inability to increase imports to close a
modest gap between North American demand
and production (a gap we can almost always
close in oil) is largely responsible for the
marked rise in natural gas prices over the
past year. Such price pressures are not evi-
dent elsewhere. Competitive crude oil prices,
after wide gyrations related to the war in
Iragq, are now only slightly elevated from a
year ago, and where spot markets for natural
gas exist, such as in Great Britain, prices ex-
hibit little change from a year ago. In the
United States, rising demand for natural gas,
especially as a clean-burning source of elec-
tric power, is pressing against a supply es-
sentially restricted to North American pro-
duction.

Given the current infrastructure, the U.S.
market for natural gas is mainly regional, is
characterized by relatively longer term con-
tracts, and is still regulated, but less so than
in the past. As a result, residential and com-
mercial prices of natural gas respond slug-
gishly to movements in the spot price. Thus,
to the extent that natural gas consumption
must adjust to limited supplies, most of the
reduction must come from the industrial sec-
tor and, to a lesser extent, utilities.

Yesterday the price of gas for delivery in
July closed at $6.31 per million Btu. That
contract sold for as low as $2.55 in July 2000
and for $3.65 a year ago. Futures markets
project further price increases through the
summer cooling season to the peak of the
heating season next January. Indeed, market
expectations reflected in option prices imply
a 25 percent probability that the peak price
will exceed $7.50 per million Btu.

Today’s tight natural gas markets have
been a long time in coming, and futures
prices suggest that we are not apt to return
to earlier periods of relative abundance and
low prices anytime soon. It was little more
than a half-century ago that drillers seeking
valuable crude oil bemoaned the discovery of
natural gas. Given the lack of adequate
transportation, wells had to be capped or the
gas flared. As the economy expanded after
World War Il, the development of a vast
interstate transmission system facilitated
widespread consumption of natural gas in
our homes and business establishments. On a
heat-equivalent basis, natural gas consump-
tion by 1980 had risen to three-fourths of
that of oil. But natural gas consumption
lagged in the following decade because of
competitive incursions from coal and nu-
clear power. Since 1985, natural gas has
gradually increased its share of total energy
use and is projected by the Energy Informa-
tion Administration to gain share over the
next quarter century, owing to its status as
a clean-burning fuel.

Recent years’ dramatic changes in tech-
nology are making existing energy reserves
stretch further while keeping long-term en-
ergy costs lower than they otherwise would
have been. Seismic techniques and satellite
imaging, which are facilitating the discovery
of promising new natural gas reservoirs,
have nearly doubled the success rate of new-
field wildcat wells in the United States dur-
ing the past decade. New techniques allow
far deeper drilling of promising fields, espe-
cially offshore. The newer recovery innova-
tions reportedly have raised the average pro-
portion of gas reserves eventually brought to
the surface. Technologies are facilitating
Rocky Mountain production of tight sands
gas and coalbed methane. Marketed produc-
tion in Wyoming, for example, has risen from
3.4 percent of total U.S. output in 1996 to 7.1
percent last year.
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One might expect that the dramatic shift
away from hit-or-miss methods toward more
advanced technologies would have lowered
the cost of developing new fields and, hence,
the long-term marginal costs of new gas. In-
deed, those costs have declined, but by less
than might have been the case because much
of the innovation in oil and gas development
outside of OPEC has been directed at over-
coming an increasingly inhospitable and
costly exploratory physical environment.

Moreover, improving technologies have
also increased the depletion rate of newly
discovered gas reservoirs, placing a strain on
supply that has required increasingly larger
gross additions from drilling to maintain
any given level of dry gas production. Deple-
tion rates are estimated to have reached 27
percent last year, compared with 21 percent
as recently as five years ago. The rise has
been even more pronounced for convention-
ally produced gas because tight sands gas,
which comprises an increasing share of new
gas finds, exhibits a slower depletion rate
than conventional wells.

Improved technologies, however, have been
unable to prevent the underlying long-term
price of natural gas in the United States
from rising. This is most readily observed in
markets for natural gas where contract de-
livery is sufficiently distant to allow new
supply to be developed and brought to mar-
ket. That price has risen gradually from $2
per million Btu in 1997 for delivery in 2000,
and presumably well beyond, to more than
$4.50 for delivery in 2009, the crude oil heat-
ing equivalent of rising from less than $12
per barrel to $26 per barrel. Over the same
period, the distant futures price of light
sweet crude oil has edged up only $4 per bar-
rel and is selling at a historically rare dis-
count to comparably dated natural gas.

Because gas is particularly challenging to
transport in its cryogenic form as a liquid,
imports of LNG have been negligible. Envi-
ronmental and safety concerns and cost have
limited the number of LNG terminals and
imports of LNG. In 2001, LNG imports ac-
counted for only 1 percent of U.S. gas supply.
Canada, which has recently supplied a sixth
of our consumption, has little capacity to
significantly expand its exports, in part be-
cause of the role that Canadian gas plays in
supporting growing oil production from tar
sands.

Given notable cost reductions for both lig-
uefaction and transportation of LNG, signifi-
cant global trade is developing. And high gas
prices projected in the American distant fu-
tures market have made us a potential very
large importer. Worldwide imports of nat-
ural gas in 2000 were only 26 percent of world
consumption, compared to 50 percent for oil.

Even with markedly less geopolitical in-
stability confronting world gas than world
oil in recent years, spot gas prices have been
far more volatile than those for oil, doubt-
less reflecting, in part, less-developed global
trade. The updrift and volatility of the spot
price for gas have put significant segments
of the North American gas-using industry in
a weakened competitive position. Unless this
competitive weakness is addressed, new in-
vestment in these technologies will flag.

Increased marginal supplies from abroad,
while likely to notably damp the levels and
volatility of American natural gas prices,
would expose us to possibly insecure sources
of foreign supply, as it has for oil. But nat-
ural gas reserves are somewhat more widely
dispersed than those of oil, for which three-
fifths of proved world reserves reside in the
Middle East. Nearly two-fifths of world nat-
ural gas reserves are in Russia and its former
satellites, and one-third are in the Middle
East.

Creating a price-pressure safety valve
through larger import capacity of LNG need
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not unduly expose us to potentially unstable
sources of imports. There are still numerous
unexploited sources of gas production in the
United States. We have been struggling to
reach an agreeable tradeoff between environ-
mental and energy concerns for decades. | do
not doubt we will continue to fine-tune our
areas of consensus. But it is essential that
our policies be consistent. For example, we
cannot, on the one hand, encourage the use
of environmentally desirable natural gas in
this country while being conflicted on larger
imports of LNG. Such contradictions are re-
solved only by debilitating spikes in price.

In summary, the long-term equilibrium
price for natural gas in the United States
has risen persistently during the past six
years from approximately $2 per million Btu
to more than $4.50. The perceived tightening
of long-term demand-supply balances is be-
ginning to price some industrial demand out
of the market. It is not clear whether these
losses are temporary, pending a fall in price,
or permanent.

Such pressures do not arise in the U.S.
market for crude oil. American refiners have
unlimited access to world supplies, as was
demonstrated most recently when Ven-
ezuelan oil production shut down. Refiners
were able to replace lost oil with supplies
from Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. If
North American natural gas markets are to
function with the flexibility exhibited by oil,
unlimited access to the vast world reserves
of gas is required. Markets need to be able to
effectively adjust to unexpected shortfalls in
domestic supply. Access to world natural gas
supplies will require a major expansion of
LNG terminal import capacity. Without the
flexibility such facilities will impart, imbal-
ances in supply and demand must inevitably
engender price volatility.

As the technology of LNG liquefaction and
shipping has improved, and as safety consid-
erations have lessened, a major expansion of
U.S. import capability appears to be under
way. These movements bode well for wide-
spread natural gas availability in North
America in the years ahead.

STATEMENT OF ALAN GREENSPAN, CHAIRMAN,
BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE FEDERAL RE-
SERVE SYSTEM BEFORE THE JOINT ECONOMIC
COMMITTEE, MAY 21, 2003

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the oppor-
tunity to testify before the Joint Economic
Committee. As you will recall, when | ap-
peared here last November, | emphasized the
extraordinary resilience manifested by the
United States economy in recent years—the
cumulative result of increased flexibility
over the past quarter century. Since the
middle of 2000, our economy has withstood
serious blows: a significant decline in equity
prices, a substantial fall in capital spending,
the terrorist attacks of September 11, con-
fidence-debilitating revelations of corporate
malfeasance, and wars in Afghanistan and
Iraq. Any combination of these shocks would
arguably have induced a severe economic
contraction two or three decades ago. Yet re-
markably, over the past three years, activity
has expanded, on balance—an outcome offer-
ing clear evidence of a flexible, more resil-
ient, economic system.

Once again this year, our economy has
struggled to surmount new obstacles. As the
tensions with Iraq increased early in 2003,
uncertainties surrounding a possible war
contributed to a softening in economic activ-
ity. Oil prices moved up close to $40 a barrel
in February, stock prices tested their lows of
last fall, and consumer and business con-
fidence ebbed. Although in January there
were some signs of a post-holiday pickup in
retail sales other than motor vehicles, spend-
ing was little changed, on balance, over the
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following three months as a gasoline price
surge drained consumer purchasing power
and severe winter weather kept many shop-
pers at home.

Businesses, too, were reluctant to initiate
new projects in such a highly uncertain envi-
ronment. Hiring slumped, capital spending
plans were put on hold, and inventories were
held to very lean levels. Collectively, house-
holds and businesses hesitated to make deci-
sions, pending news about the timing, suc-
cess, and cost of military action—factors
that could significantly alter the outcomes
of those decisions.

The start of the war and its early suc-
cesses, especially the safeguarding of the
Iraqi oilfields, were greeted positively by fi-
nancial and commodities markets. Stock
prices rallied, risk spreads narrowed, oil
prices dropped sharply, and the dour mood
that had gripped consumers started to lift,
precursors that historically have led to im-
proved economic activity. The quick conclu-
sion of the conflict subsequently added to fi-
nancial gains.

We do not yet have sufficient information
on economic activity following the end of
hostilities to make a firm judgment about
the current underlying strength of the real
economy. Incoming data on labor markets
and production have been disappointing.
Payrolls fell further in April, and industrial
production declined as well. Because of the
normal lags in scheduling production and in
making employment decisions, these move-
ments likely reflect business decisions that,
for the most part, were made prior to the
start of the war, and many more weeks of
data will be needed to confidently discern
the underlying trends in these areas.

One reassuring development that has been
sustained through this extended period of
economic weakness has been the perform-
ance of productivity. To the surprise of most
analysts, labor productivity has continued to
post solid gains. Businesses are apparently
continuing to discover unexploited areas of
cost reduction that had accumulated during
the boom years of 1995 to 2000 when the pro-
jected huge returns from market expansion
dulled incentives for seemingly mundane
cost savings. The ability of business man-
agers to reduce costs, especially labor costs,
through investment or restructuring is, of
course, one reason that labor markets mar-
kets have been so weak.

Looking ahead, the consensus expectation
for a pickup in economic activity is not un-
reasonable, though the timing and extent of
that improvement continue to be uncertain.
The stance of monetary policy remains ac-
commodative, and conditions in financial
markets appear supportive of an increased
pace of activity. Interest rates remain low,
and funds seem to be readily available to
creditworthy borrowers. These factors, along
with the ability of households to tap equity
accrued in residential properties, should con-
tinue to bolster consumer spending and the
purchase of new homes.

The recent declines in energy prices are
another positive factor in the economic out-
look. The price of West Texas intermediate
crude oil dropped back to below $26 per bar-
rel by the end of April, but as indications of
a delay in the restoration of Iraqi oil exports
became evident and geopolitical risks crept
back in, prices have risen to near $30 a bar-
rel—a worrisome trend if continued. None-
theless, the price of crude oil is still about
$10 per barrel below its peak in February.
This decline has already shown through to
the price of gasoline in May. Some modest
further declines in gas prices are likely in
coming weeks, as marketers’ profit margins
continue to back off from their elevated lev-
els of March and April to more normal lev-
els.
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In contrast, prices for natural gas have in-
creased sharply in response by very tight
supplies. Working gas in storage is presently
at extremely low levels, and the normal sea-
sonal rebuilding of these inventories seems
to be behind the typical schedule. The cold-
er-than-average winter played a role in pro-
ducing today’s tight supply situation as did
the inability of heightened gas well drilling
to significantly augment net marketed pro-
duction. Canada, our major source of gas im-
ports, has little room to expand shipments to
the United States. Our limited capacity to
import liquified natural gas effectively re-
stricts our access to the world’s abundant
supplies of natural gas. The current tight do-
mestic natural gas market reflects the in-
creases in demand over the past two decades.
The demand has been spurred by myriad new
uses for natural gas in industry and by the
increased use of natural gas as a clean-burn-
ing source of electric power.

On balance, recent movements in energy
prices seem likely to be a favorable influence
on the overall economy. In the short run,
lower energy bills should give a boost to the
real incomes of households and to business
profits. To be sure, world energy markets ob-
viously remain susceptible to politically
driven supply disruptions, as has been evi-
dent recently from the events in Venezuela
and Nigeria. But, even taking account of
these risks, futures markets project crude oil
prices to fall over the longer run, consistent
with the notion that current prices are above
the long-term supply price of oil.

As has been the case for some time, the
central question about the outlook remains
whether business firms will quicken the pace
of investment now that some, but by no
means all, of the geopolitical uncertainties
have been resolved. A modestly encouraging
sign is the backlog of orders for nondefense
capital goods excluding aircraft, which has
been moving up in recent months. Moreover,
recent earnings reports suggest that the
profitability of many businesses is on the
mend. That said, firms still appear hesitant
to spend and hire, and we need to remain
mindful of the possibility that lingering
business caution could be an impediment to
improved economic performance.

One new uncertainty in the global eco-
nomic outlook has been the outbreak of se-
vere acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) in
Southeast Asia and elsewhere. This epidemic
has hit the economies of Hong Kong and
China particularly hard, as tourism and busi-
ness travel has been severely curtailed and
as measures to contain the spread of the
virus have held down retail sales.

To date, the effects of SARS on the U.S.
economy have been minimal. Airlines have
obviously suffered another seriously blow,
and some U.S. multinational corporations
are reporting reduced foreign sales. But the
effects on other industries have been small.
Initially, there had been some concern that
SARS would disrupt the just-in-time inven-
tory systems of U.S. manufacturers. Many of
those systems rely on components from Asia,
and any disruption in the flow of these goods
has the potential to affect production in the
United States. So far, however, U.S. manu-
facturing output has not been noticeably af-
fected.

In recent months, inflation has dropped to
very low levels. As | noted earlier, energy
prices already are reacting to the decline in
crude oil prices, and core consumer price in-
flation has been minimal. Inflation is now
sufficiently low that it no longer appears to
be much of a factor in the economic calcula-
tions of households and businesses. Indeed,
we have reached a point at which, in the
judgment of the Federal Open Market Com-
mittee, the probability of an unwelcome sub-
stantial fall in inflation over the next few
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quarters, though minor, exceeds that of a
pickup in inflation.

Mr. Chairman, the economic information
received in recent weeks has not, in my judg-
ment, materially altered the outlook. None-
theless, the economy continues to be buf-
feted by strong cross currents. Recent read-
ings on production and employment have
been on the weak side, but the economic fun-
damental—including the improved condi-
tions in financial markets and the continued
growth in productivity—augur well for the
future.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, the
Senate has passed a comprehensive en-
ergy bill that is currently stuck in con-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives. The energy bill passed by the
Senate includes several provisions to
increase domestic production of nat-
ural gas and to ensure that we have a
healthy, vital fuel mix for electric gen-
eration.

It is vitally important for the con-
ference committee to wrap up its work
and report a bill that will increase our
supplies of natural gas and promote al-
ternatives to natural gas.

Unfortunately, the legislation that
has been offered by Senators MCcCAIN
and LIEBERMAN goes in exactly the op-
posite direction. We are trying to free
up more natural gas. We are trying to
take the heat off the demand for nat-
ural gas. It will force our utilities to
fuel switch to natural gas. It will sig-
nificantly raise energy prices. It will
cause additional thousands of jobs to
be lost. And | agree with the Senator
from Missouri, Mr. BOND, that is what
is going to happen.

The Energy Information Administra-
tion estimates that passage of S. 139—
I think this is really important, and
our colleagues should listen to this—
will raise petroleum products prices by
31 percent, raise natural gas prices by
79 percent, raise electricity prices by 46
percent, and reduce GDP by up to $93
billion by 2025.

I just received a letter today from
Commerce Secretary Evans, Labor Sec-
retary Chao, and Acting EPA Adminis-
trator Horinko. Here is what they said
in the letter:

According to an analysis conducted by the
Independent Information Administration
(E1A), S. 139 would cause an estimated aver-
age loss of 460,000 American jobs through
2025, with estimated job losses reaching
600,000 by 2012. Instead of improving our eco-
nomic security through economic growth
and job creation, the job losses resulting
from S. 139 would place an unacceptable bur-
den on American workers and the American
people.

ElA’s analysis further reveals the higher
energy costs the legislation would impose on
American energy consumers: once fully im-
plemented, S. 139 would require a 40 cent per
gallon increase in gasoline prices and cause a
nearly 50% increase in natural gas and elec-
tricity bills.

As a result of these higher energy costs,
EIA projects a net loss of $507 billion (1996
dollars) in Gross Domestic Production over
the next two decades. These higher energy
costs and reduced economic growth would
likely lead American businesses to move
overseas, taking jobs with them.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter from Secretary
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Evans, Secretary Chao, and Acting
EPA Administrator Horinko be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

OCTOBER 28, 2003.
Hon. GEORGE VOINOVICH,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR VOINOVICH: We are writing
to state our serious concerns about S. 139,
“The Climate Stewardship Act of 2003,”” and
to strongly urge that you vote against this
bill to avoid the significant job losses and
economic harm that it would inflict on our
economy, without necessarily achieving any
reduction in global greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

According to an analysis conducted by the
independent Energy Information Adminis-
tration (EIA), S. 139 would cause an esti-
mated average of 460,000 American jobs
through 2025, with estimated job losses
reaching 600,000 by 2012. Instead of improving
our economic security through economic
growth and job creation, the job losses re-
sulting from S. 139 would place an unaccept-
able burden on American workers and the
American people. EIA’s analysis further re-
veals the higher energy costs the legislation
would impose on American energy con-
sumers: once fully implemented, S. 139 would
require a 40 percent per gallon increase in
gasoline prices and cause nearly a 50% in-
crease in natural gas and electricity bills.

As a result of these higher energy costs,
EIA projects a net loss of $507 billion (1996
dollars) in Gross Domestic Product over the
next two decades. These higher energy costs
and reduced economic growth would likely
lead American businesses to move overseas,
taking jobs with them. As a result, S. 139
may actually lead to an increase in global
greenhouse gas emissions as companies for-
merly in the U.S. move their operations (and
emissions) overseas to countries that do not
require similar emissions reductions. To
compensate for the economic dislocation
that S. 139 would cause, the legislation es-
tablishes a ““Climate Change Credit Corpora-
tion” for ‘“‘transaction assistance to dis-
located workers and communities.”” How-
ever, we believe that the Senate should in-
stead reject this legislation and avoid in-
flicting the harm that would create the need
for such ““transition assistance’ in the first
place.

President Bush has committed the U.S. to
an ambitious and comprehensive strategy to
address the issue of global climate change. It
is based on the recognition that only a grow-
ing American economy can make possible
the sustained investments in energy and car-
bon sequestration technologies needed to re-
duce the projected long-term growth in glob-
al greenhouse gas emissions. Because of its
negative impacts on jobs and economic
growth, we call upon the Senate to reject
S. 139 as a misguided means of achieving our
international environmental goals.

DONALD L. EVANS,
Secretary  of
merce.
ELAINE L. CHAO,
Secretary of Labor.
MARIANNE L. HORINKO,
Acting Administrator

Com-

of the Environ-
mental Protection
Agency.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COLEMAN). The Senator has used 7 min-
utes.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, | ask
for another 5 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. VOINOVICH. Three?

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | yield
an additional 3 minutes from our side
to the Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. VOINOVICH. As | said, Mr. Presi-
dent, carbon caps mean fuel switching.
Carbon caps mean the end of manufac-
turing in my State. They mean enor-
mous burdens on the least of our breth-
ren. And they mean moving jobs and
production overseas.

What we need to do is move forward
in a responsible manner, and move
away from harshly ideological posi-
tions that advance nothing other than
the agenda of environmental groups
that have made support for carbon caps
a political litmus test.

We must move forward in a manner
that includes sound science and con-
crete reductions in carbon without se-
riously harming our economy.

In response to the need for better un-
derstanding of the underlying science
of climate change, President Bush has
moved forward aggressively to focus
administration science and climate
programs on a comprehensive approach
to this issue.

Earlier this year, Secretary Veneman
announced a new series of initiatives to
increase agricultural sequestration of
carbon, which is a major problem. The
Department of Energy is implementing
President Bush’s $2 billion Clean Coal
Technology Initiative. And the DOE
and the Environmental Protection
Agency have worked with the State
Department on several international
carbon control and sequestration
projects, including the exportation of
clean coal technologies to under-
developed nations.

| appreciate the steps the administra-
tion is taking on climate change. |
would like to make clear today that, as
a State legislator, county official,
mayor, and Governor of Ohio, | have
been able to work across the aisle with
environmental groups to accomplish
many things. Efforts were successful
because reasonable minds were able to
sit at the table together, work together
in good faith, and get things done.

It is unfortunate in this debate that
we have not been able to sit down with
folks and work through this issue in
good faith. Our friends in the environ-
mental community and their allies in
Congress have hardened their positions
on climate change to the point that
voting for carbon caps—despite the tre-
mendous negative impact such caps
have on jobs, the poor, and our econ-
omy—has become a litmus test.

In a word, this position is unreason-
able. It is unreasonable that nothing
other than capping carbon is accept-
able. It is unreasonable that nothing
other than forcing utilities to rely
solely on natural gas to generate elec-
tricity and devastating our economy is
acceptable. And, finally, it is unreason-
able that nothing other than sending
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American jobs overseas and driving up
energy costs for the poor and elderly
on fixed income is acceptable.

Mr. President, | have been fortunate
to serve the State of Ohio for many
years. | take my responsibility to serve
my State’s interests very seriously.
And | will work all day, every day, to
block legislation such as this legisla-
tion that will devastate my State.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on S.
139, a bill that will shut down our man-
ufacturers, send thousands of American
jobs overseas—to countries that do not
have the environmental laws that we
have in America—significantly raise
energy prices for those who can least
afford them, and do little or nothing to
solve the global warming problem.

| yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
just want to, very briefly, respond to a
few of the remarks of my friend from
Ohio.

My friend from Ohio is talking about
a bill that is not the one before us. The
EIA estimate was of the original
McCain-Lieberman bill. In an attempt
to achieve consensus, we took off the
second set of requirements. So now the
bill says, to put it simply, that the Na-
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tion has to reach the 2000 level by 2010
of greenhouse gas emissions. No EIA
study has been done on this bill.

We have a study from the MIT Joint
Program on the Science and Policy of
Global Change. Just to put the minds
of viewers at ease about what the im-
pact of this will be on the cost of en-
ergy, MIT estimates that the bill be-
fore us will have a positive effect on
coal prices, in fact, dropping them by 5
percent, natural gas prices by 5 per-
cent, and crude oil prices by 2 percent.

Secondly, there has been some ref-
erence to Cinergy and American Elec-
tric Power. | want to make clear, | did
not say—I certainly did not intend to
say; | do not believe | did say—that
those companies endorsed our proposal.
But the fact is, Cinergy did testify that
they could live by the amendment
without additional cost. And that is
the relevant part of it.

Mr. McCAIN. Will the Senator yield
for one question?

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | am happy to
yield to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. | have a letter entitled
““The State of Climate Science: October
2003, A Letter from U.S. Scientists”—
1,010 scientists from across America. |
want to go into it later on, but they
say, in summary: The main conclusions
of the IPCC and the NRC—that is the
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National Academy of Sciences—reports

remain robust consensus positions,

supported by the vast majority of re-
searchers in the fields of climate
change and its impacts.

The body of research carried out
since the reports were issued tends to
strengthen their conclusion, 1,010 sci-
entists.

We will probably hear it again, but
they are relying on an analysis of a
bill, because it is what was handed out,
that is not even before the Senate. |
argue to my friends, it is a waste of the
Senate’s time to argue statistics, as
the Senator from Ohio just did, about a
bill that is not before us.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | thank the Sen-
ator from Arizona. | will yield the
floor, but | ask unanimous consent
that a summary of this MIT study of
the bill before us and its cost impacts
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

ENERGY PRICE IMPACTS OF PHASE | OF S. 139,
THE MCCAIN/LIEBERMAN CLIMATE STEWARD-
SHIP ACT ACCORDING TO THE JUNE, 2003,
ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF S. 139—BY THE MIT
JOINT PROGRAM ON THE SCIENCE AND PoLICY
OF GLOBAL CHANGE
I. Fuel prices followed by % change from

reference projections (+/—):

2005 2010 2015 2020
Gasoline Prices ($/gallon) $1.63 (0%) $1.72 (3%) $1.87 (4%) $2.14 (5%)
Coal Prices (§/metric ton) $28.08 (0%) $27.56 3%)  $28.12 (—4%)  $28.70 (—5%)
Natural Gas Prices ($/mbtu) $3.31 (0%) $3.36 (—2%) $3.17 (—3%) $4.14 (—4%)
Crude Oil Prices ($/bbl) $27.92 (0%) $28.31 (—1%) $31.08 (—1%) $36.58 (—2%)
Note 1: Prices are reported in 2001 $$. As a member of that committee, | can tivities, causing surface air temperatures

Note 2: Phase | implementation of S. 139 is
represented by Scenario #12 in the MIT anal-
ysis.

Note 3: The gasoline prices are inclusive of
the carbon price, so that whereas the price
index of coal drops (exclusive of the carbon
price), the price of gasoline goes up when the
carbon price is included. This is how the “‘up-
stream allowance” system works to affect
gasoline consumption—through the gasoline
price. Coal, oil, and natural gas prices, in
contrast, do not include the carbon charge
because in S. 139 emissions of CO, are con-
trolled at the point of combustion, and so
this charge will not be seen in the price.

Note 4: The reason for the natural gas price
decline is that, while a bigger share of elec-
tricity is produced using gas, overall gas use
does go down. (Electricity use goes down due
to conservation because of higher electricity
prices, so there is less overall need to gen-
erate as much electricity as in the reference
case.) There are also some modest improve-
ments in efficiency of gas in the electric
power sector, and conservation and effi-
ciency in other uses, as well.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | believe the Sen-
ator from Maine is next on our side. |
yield to her at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, | com-
mend Chairman McCAIN for his ex-
traordinary leadership on this issue,
and Senator LIEBERMAN for being able
at this point for the first time to de-
bate global climate change here in the
Senate. Chairman MCcCAIN has held
many Commerce Committee hearings.

tell you that he is focused singularly
on this issue in terms of trying to ad-
dress one of the most significant envi-
ronmental issues facing this country in
this century. It is long overdue, and
this is the first real debate the Senate
has had.

I am glad that Senator LIEBERMAN
raised this issue on domestic reduc-
tions because that is what this legisla-
tion is addressing, domestic reduction
of greenhouse gas emissions, specifi-
cally carbon dioxide, thought by the
vast majority of international sci-
entists to be the cause of global warm-
ing.

The legislation before us today, the
McCain-Lieberman amendment to the
Climate Stewardship Act of 2003, sets
out to do just that in an environ-
mentally and economically friendly
way. | believe any future delay in act-
ing on climate change will lead the
U.S. down a path to even greater envi-
ronmental damage and greater eco-
nomic harm. As we review more and
more the scientific evidence, it is clear
to me that we have to address this
issue in a very vigorous and aggressive
way.

The main finding of the 2001 National
Academy of Science report called ““Cli-
mate Change Science: Analysis of
Some Key Questions,”” was this:

Greenhouse gases are accumulating in the
Earth’s atmosphere as a result of human ac-

and subsurface ocean temperatures to rise.

While this report did not rule out
natural variability, it stated that:

. . the changes observed over the last sev-
eral decades are likely mostly due to human
activities . . .

This first chart that | have from the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change should give us all great pause.
The red line on this chart shows the ex-
treme jump in increases in tempera-
tures in the last decade alone when
compared to the last 1,000 years, ac-
cording to tree rings, corals, historical
records, and from thermometers. No-
tice how the red line dramatically
shoots up at the far right corner of this
chart.

Since carbon dioxide emitted today
will linger in the atmosphere on aver-
age of at least a century, this should be
more of a red flag waving before our
eyes than just a red line spiraling up-
wards as to why we should be attempt-
ing to reduce our greenhouse gas emis-
sions now.

What is there not to get when you see
the variations of the Earth’s surface
temperature for the past 1,000 years
and see the dramatic incline in just the
last few years alone?

Addressing global climate change is
an issue that cuts across State and na-
tional boundaries as well as across in-
terest groups. The majority of religious
groups see it as a moral issue, and 75
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percent of the general public, accord-
ing to a new Zogby poll, supports ac-
tions under the McCain-Lieberman
amendment. Some of the largest com-
panies see it as a business issue. Du-
pont and BP, realizing climate
change’s effect on their bottom line,
have already achieved larger reduc-
tions than our amendment calls for
with no net cost.

As a matter of fact, the companies
have posted an annual savings of $365
million, and this amendment before us
today will give them credits for these
early actions.

One might wonder why a Senator
from a cold State such as Maine would
worry about a little more warmth, un-
less you consider the implications of
climate change on a number of eco-
systems that could be thrown out of
balance and truly affect life as we
know it.

As an example, predictions are that
the range of the sugar maple, of signifi-
cant economic importance to my State
during the fall foliage season, will
move northward over the next 50 years.
The range of softwood and hardwood
tree species that grow in Maine are
also expected to shift, interfering with
the long-term growth plans of the tim-
ber industry. In addition, at a recent
“Climate Change and Horticulture”
symposium at Cornell University, sci-
entists stated that crops such as pota-
toes could be pushed north into Can-
ada. This news doesn’t bode well for
Maine’s crop or those of other potato
States such as Idaho, Washington,
North Dakota, and Oregon.

As you can see from this next chart,
States across the country, as indicated
in green, are urging the EPA to con-
sider carbon dioxide a pollutant under
the Clean Air Act, and have put carbon
caps on powerplants, or are calling on
Congress to address the need for reduc-
tions in manmade greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

The green States with the stripes are
currently investigating potential legis-
lative positions the States can take for
carbon sequestration through agri-
culture and forestry initiatives, a move
that could be very important in cap-
turing and storing carbon dioxide that
will help with domestic emissions re-
ductions.

As a matter of fact, the New York
Times reported in this morning’s a edi-
tion:

In the last three years, state legislators
have passed at least 29 bills, usually with bi-
partisan support [that address global warm-
ing.]

But it is not just the States that are
taking action on this key issue, as
mayors from large metropolitan areas
and small rural towns, indicated on
this chart by the yellow dots, have
written Congress in support of the
McCain-Lieberman legislation that we
are considering tonight.

This past June, my State of Maine
passed a bill mandating reductions in
carbon dioxide emissions to below 1990
levels by the year 2020. The law re-
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quires Maine to develop a climate
change action plan by next July to
guide State agencies, businesses, and
others with a goal of reducing emis-
sions. This bill grew out of a 2001 re-
gional emissions agreement signed by
six New England Governors and five
eastern Canadian premiers.

New Hampshire has passed a law
curbing carbon dioxide pollution from
powerplants. On July 9, Northeast
States, led by New York Governor
George Pataki, called for a Maryland-
to-Maine cap on global warming pollu-
tion from powerplants and announced a
formal agreement for a regional strat-
egy in the Northeast to reduce emis-
sions through a market-based emis-
sions trading system.

Over a year ago, the State of Cali-
fornia passed legislation making it the
first State to regulate tailpipe emis-
sions of greenhouse gases. And just last
month, the Governors of California,
Washington, and Oregon announced
plans to develop a coordinated strategy
to reduce global warming.

In the Midwest, 10 years ago, Wis-
consin implemented mandatory report-
ing requirements for large generators
of carbon dioxide and is developing a
registry that will enable firms to re-
port carbon dioxide reductions that
will allow them to obtain credits for
these reductions in any future Federal
and State greenhouse gas programs.

These grassroots efforts are sending
Congress a clear and unequivocal mes-
sage, and one that we should certainly
listen to because our atmosphere
knows no boundaries. We need to de-
velop a national approach as a first
step to emissions reductions for solu-
tions that are environmentally and
economically sound. The McCain-
Lieberman amendment is a first step in
that process.

Looking beyond the continental
United States at the effects of climate
change, scientists tell us that the
snows of Kilimanjaro could vanish in 15
years.

The glaciers in the Bolivian Andes
that once appeared indestructible may
disappear in another 10 years.

In Alaska, where the average tem-
perature has risen almost 5% degrees
over the past 30 years, there is evidence
of melting permafrost, sagging roads,
and dying forests.

There is also a 150-square mile, 100-
foot thick mass of ice that has existed
on the coast of Canada for 3,000 years
that is disintegrating from a century-
long warming trend, and the melting
has been accelerating over the past 2
years.

Coral reefs, a large and integral part
of the coastal oceans around the world,
are under huge stresses as coral bleach-
ing is induced by high water tempera-
tures. Nature magazine reported there
is a massive region-wide decline of
coral which supports a huge variety of
sea life across the entire Caribbean
Basin.

Experts at a July 2003 NOAA work-
shop on coral reefs concluded that cli-
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mate change will continue to render
coral reefs even more vulnerable to
human-related stresses, such as pollu-
tion, diseases, habitat destruction, and
overfishing. Prevailing theory has gen-
erally held that the climate will re-
spond to rising carbon dioxide and
other greenhouse emissions by gradu-
ally growing warmer.

However, according to a December
2001 National Academy of Sciences re-
port, a growing body of scientific evi-
dence suggests that the climate does
not respond to change gradually but in
sudden jumps that such abrupt
changes—and | quote from the report—
‘“are not only possible but likely in the
future.”

If such a shift were to happen, it
would have immense societal con-
sequences. The report urged that a new
research program be initiated to iden-
tify the likelihood of the potential im-
pact of a sudden change in climate in
response to global warming.

I am pleased the Senate Commerce
appropriations legislation included $1.6
million for abrupt climate change re-
search that | and Senator COLLINS re-
quested to establish a NOAA joint in-
stitute at the University of Maine for
the study of abrupt climate change.

There is no doubt we will continue to
need fossil fuel as an energy source.
Yet at the same time we should be ac-
tively supporting increased use of re-
newable energy as well. Energy pro-
duced from wind, solar, geothermal,
and hydropower do not emit carbon di-
oxide. We must have the will to
change, and Congress must take ac-
tions to supply the incentives to pro-
mote these clean energies and for en-
ergy efficiencies so companies can
make investments that extend over a
period of time.

The amendment before us creates a
cap in the trade system that gives busi-
nesses more certainty in their business
planning, allowing them to receive
credits for emissions reduction actions
that they can then trade in the mar-
ketplace to others who may require
credits to meet their obligations. Our
proposal even allows the forestry in-
dustry to voluntarily enter this pro-
gram and receive credits for seques-
tering carbon dioxide through the trees
they plant.

We also need more accurate data of
just how much carbon dioxide the
United States is emitting into the at-
mosphere every year, and | am con-
vinced we can obtain these numbers
voluntarily from some of the worst of-
fenders. So a mandatory registry and
reporting system for emissions should
be put in place as proposed under this
amendment.

Mr. President, | urge the Senate to
adopt the McCain-Lieberman amend-
ment to the Climate Stewardship Act.
This is going to be absolutely critical
for the future of this Nation and for fu-
ture generations. Through our inge-
nuity and technology, we need to begin
to take the actions to mitigate and to
adapt to changes in the global climate
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system rather than just deferring
through benign neglect the problems
for other generations to address.

Working together, as this legislation
is purporting to do, on a bipartisan
basis, we have the ability to bequeath
future generations a world better and
more beautiful than was transmitted
to us.

| yield back the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, we have
agreed to go back and forth. I know
Senator AKAKA has been waiting for a
while. Certainly it is all right to go to
him. | wish to make one point first.

It is a little unfair and unrealistic—
and | want to make sure everyone in-
terested in this issue understands, we
have had the McCain-Lieberman bill
for months now, and we have all had a
chance to study it. The fact they
changed this bill and they are saying
you are not talking about the bill be-
fore you now, that did not happen until
11:53 this morning. We have not had a
chance to see it.

The bottom line is this: As was stat-
ed by the Senator from Connecticut,
this is just a start. So if their bill is
just a start, what it does is recognize
CO; as a pollutant, and that changes
the policy for America. | think the de-
bate from this point forward should go
on as if we are talking about the origi-
nal McCain-Lieberman bill. That is
what we will be doing.

| yield to the Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
thank my friend from Oklahoma. With
all respect, | say the Senator and oth-
ers opposing our amendment may con-
tinue to talk about the original
McCain-Lieberman bill, but that is not
the one before us. We announced at a
Commerce Committee hearing on Octo-
ber 1 that in an attempt to achieve
consensus and find common ground, we
were pulling back the second part of
our proposal. The first part sets a goal
of achieving the standards of emission
of 2000 by 2010. The second part would
have taken us back to 1990 standards
by 2016. We pulled that back.

This is an attempt to try to see if we
can move forward together. It has been
out there for some period of time now,
and the estimate we have seen of its ef-
fects comes from MIT, which 1 sub-
mitted for the RECORD earlier.

We will continue to debate whether
the facts being presented are relevant
to our amendment. | say respectfully
they are not.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | had
yielded to the Senator from Con-
necticut, so let me respond. There are
other provisions that arose this morn-
ing that no one has seen. It is a new
bill. It is a different bill. The Senator
may have talked about it in the Com-
merce Committee. 1 am not on the
Commerce Committee.

I will say this: To receive a bill after
months and months of having this bill
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to look at, preparing our case, only to
find out at the last minute, since they
obviously didn’t have the votes, it was
changed, and we received it at 11:53, is
not realistic.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. | thank the Chair.
Mr. President, we did distribute a draft
of this amendment last week, accord-
ing to staff. | suppose in some sense we
are progressing in this disagreement. |
would rather disagree about the impact
of the bill than disagree about the
science that | think says so clearly the
world has a problem. The globe is
warming. It is the result of human ac-
tivity, and we ought to figure out what
to do about it.

We will continue this debate. | thank
the Senator from Maine for her very el-
oquent statement on behalf of the
amendment. | am very proud of the bi-
partisan support for the amendment.
The truth is, this is a nonpartisan
amendment, as the public support for
doing something about global warming
is truly nonpartisan.

Mr. President, | also thank my friend
and colleague, the very distinguished
Senator from Hawaii, for his patience
and support of the bill. His experience
as a Senator from Hawaii with the evi-
dence of global warming is real. It goes
beyond statistics and arguments. They
have begun to see it with their own
eyes. It is, therefore, with a real sense
of gratitude | yield whatever time the
Senator from Hawaii needs to make his
statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, | rise
today to support the Climate Steward-
ship Act of 2003. As a cosponsor of S.
139, I commend Senators LIEBERMAN
and MCcCAIN for their bipartisan efforts
to craft an important first step in ad-
dressing the serious issue of climate
change. As was mentioned by Senator
LIEBERMAN, Hawaii, a State in the Pa-
cific, is certainly subject to climate
change. 1 also support the proposed
amendment which establishes an emis-
sions reporting database, provides cli-
mate change research grants, and re-
quires a freeze on current levels of
greenhouse gas emissions using a cap
and trade system. | compliment Sen-
ators LIEBERMAN and McCAIN for their
continued leadership on this issue.

The United States makes up less
than 5 percent of the world’s popu-
lation, but releases the largest amount
of greenhouse gases of any country.
The U.S. accounts for roughly 25 per-
cent of the world’s global emissions. In
2001, the National Research Council
conducted a study on greenhouse gases
at the request of the Bush administra-
tion. The council reported that con-
centrations of greenhouse gases are in-
creasing as a result of human activi-
ties. In other words, elevated levels of
carbon dioxide are not due solely to
natural climate variations. One exam-
ple is the increase in energy production
from the burning of fossil fuels.
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The council concluded that increased
concentrations of greenhouse gases are
causing surface air temperatures and
subsurface ocean temperatures to rise.
As you can see in the first chart, the
World Meteorological Organization,
WMO, shows an increase in combined
land and ocean temperatures during
the past 120 years. We can see clearly
the trend that has occurred and where
it is at this time. If we look farther
back in the historical record, the sec-
ond chart shows a dramatic spike in air
temperature just after the Industrial
Revolution. We can see that spike and
rapid rise on the chart.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change, IPCC, a premier inter-
national working group, predicts an in-
crease in air surface temperature. The
IPCC estimates the increase would be
between 2.5 to 10.4 degrees Fahrenheit
from the year 1990 to 2100. The Panel
also predicts that climate change will
likely affect the distribution and avail-
ability of regional water resources. My
colleagues should recognize that all the
varied climate models and scenarios
used by the IPCC show a continued in-
crease in air surface temperature.

Strong evidence of increased atmos-
pheric levels of greenhouse gases and
climate change is obvious in my home
State. The global warming debate
began in Hawaii. Over 30 years ago, the
Mauna Loa Climate Observatory docu-
mented evidence of increased carbon
dioxide levels. This graph clearly shows
an undeniable upward trend of carbon
dioxide in the atmosphere around the
world.

It is interesting to note, however,
that island communities account for
less than 1 percent of global green-
house gas emissions. Major population
centers and infrastructure are located
along or near coastal areas. As a re-
sult, Pacific island nations are highly
vulnerable to increased impacts of cli-
mate change. Scientists predict an in-
crease of extreme climate change
events such as hurricanes, floods, and
droughts. The impacts of these events
on business and agriculture in Hawaii
and Pacific islands could be particu-
larly severe and devastate our tourist-
dependent economies.

In just the past 100 years, Honolulu’s
average temperature has increased 4.4
degrees Fahrenheit while precipitation
has decreased by 20 percent. In Hawaii
we have seen that ‘““El Nino” events
can have strong influences on our cli-
mate, causing prolonged periods of
drought that hurt Hawaii’s agricul-
tural industry. Some climate projec-
tions show that the Pacific may actu-
ally transition into a more persistent
“EI-Nino’’-like state, causing dramatic
changes to the ecosystem around the
world. This change would not only af-
fect farmers, but perhaps even perma-
nently destroy many coral reefs and
their associated fisheries throughout
the Pacific. In the mid-1990s, EI Nino
events destroyed at least one-third of
Palau’s coral reefs. The costs of inac-
tion on climate change far outweigh
the costs of this bill.
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Sea level rise is also a tremendous
concern for Pacific island commu-
nities. It can greatly accelerate coastal
erosion and saltwater intrusion into
groundwater supplies. For many Pa-
cific island nations facing severe short-
ages of drinking water, sea level rise is
a devastating prospect. In Hawaii, sea
level has risen six inches in Honolulu
and nine inches in Hilo, the big island.
The IPCC predicts that sea level will
rise another one to two feet in the Pa-
cific by the year 2100. The impacts of
even a relatively small sea level rise on
Pacific nations and atolls, some with
maximum elevations which are less
than ten feet above sea level, can be se-
vere. As recently as 2001, rising sea lev-
els caused the loss of land areas in
Kiribati and Tuvalu, Pacific nations
with low-lying atolls. In the Pacific,
cultural activities were interwoven
with the conservation of the environ-
ment. These traditions allowed the sur-
vival of dense populations on small
land areas. Today, the global issue of
climate change extends beyond our
borders and threatens the livelihoods
of these nations. Climate change is an
important challenge and high priority
for immediate action in the Pacific.

The U.S. has tried initiatives such as
the Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse
Gases Program. These voluntary pro-
grams have not succeeded in reducing
or even stabilizing total U.S. green-
house gas emissions. Although program
participants committed to reduce cer-
tain portions of their carbon dioxide
emissions, many entities had substan-
tial increases in their overall emission
levels. This rise in emissions was due
to increasing demands for their prod-
ucts and services. According to the
Pew Center on Global Climate Change,
total greenhouse gas emissions have in-
creased approximately 12 percent be-
tween the years 1990 and 2001. Emis-
sions are projected to increase another
42 percent by 2020. The United States
needs to address climate change in a
significant way. We must implement a
responsible and reasonable policy to
stop greenhouse gas emissions from ris-
ing.

Under the Lieberman-McCain amend-
ment, the United States would adopt a
uniform, Federal program to stabilize
greenhouse gas emissions. The amend-
ment would require all major electric
power, industrial, or commercial facili-
ties that emit over 10,000 metric tons of
greenhouse gas per year to take action.
A program that uses emissions trading
would provide these sectors with the
flexibility needed to determine the
most cost-effective and practical ap-
proaches to stop greenhouse gas emis-
sions from rising. The U.S. has already
demonstrated that a cap-and-trade sys-
tem can be both environmentally and
economically effective. The primary
example is the Acid Rain Program
which was established in 1990 to reduce
emissions of sulfur dioxide.

Four U.S. corporations are already
taking the lead in reducing greenhouse
gas emissions. BP, British Petroleum,
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the largest oil and gas producer in the
U.S., and DuPont, a $24 billion/year
corporation that produces chemicals,
materials, and energy, have already
taken on emission reduction strategies.
Both BP and DuPont have claimed to
save millions of dollars in the process.
Cinergy, the largest burner of coal in
the U.S., has pledged to reduce its
greenhouse gas emissions by 5 percent
with the belief that they can meet this
target at no additional cost to the
company or ratepayers. American Elec-
tric Power, the largest emitter of car-
bon dioxide in the U.S., has joined the
Chicago Climate Exchange. This mar-
ketplace trades greenhouse gas emis-
sions with a target of reducing emis-
sions. The Governors of ten north-
eastern States developed a regional
greenhouse gas trading program be-
cause of the lack of national leadership
on climate change. Their program re-
quires a mandatory cap on power
plants in July of this year. In total,
carbon reduction initiatives are al-
ready underway in 27 States.

We must take this first, critical step
to stabilize greenhouse gas emissions
in the United States. If we fail to ad-
dress the issue of climate change now,
the U.S. may have to face catastrophic
and expensive consequences. A rel-
atively small investment today is far
wiser than spending vast amounts in
the future to replace destroyed homes
and infrastructure, restore altered eco-
systems, and reinvest in collapsed agri-
cultural economies. Scientists at MIT,
the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, conducted a study that ana-
lyzed the proposed costs of the
Lieberman-McCain amendment to S.
139. They estimated the cost to be less
than $20 per household per year.

The United States has the techno-
logical capabilities and intellectual re-
sources to lead the world in an effort to
reduce future greenhouse gas emis-
sions. The Lieberman-McCain amend-
ment demonstrates to the inter-
national community our serious com-
mitment. The European Union, EU, has
recently adopted a mandatory cap and
trade program with a carbon dioxide
reduction target of 8 percent by the
year 2012. The proposed amendment
only calls for a stabilization of U.S.
greenhouse gas emissions. The compli-
ance costs of the EU greenhouse gas re-
duction program are expected to total
less than 0.1 percent of their GDP,
Gross Domestic Product. Therefore,
the EU predicts a minimal effect on
their economic growth even under a
rigorous approach.

I thank Senators LIEBERMAN and
McCAIN for recognizing the importance
of climate change and taking the lead
on legislation to stabilize greenhouse
gas emissions. Research shows that our
climate is changing due to human ac-
tivities. It is clear that piecemeal, vol-
untary approaches have failed to re-
duce the total amount of greenhouse
gas emissions in the United States.
Now is the time to send a strong mes-
sage that the U.S. is serious about the
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impacts of climate change. A policy of
inaction on climate change is not ac-
ceptable and will cost the United
States more than preventive policies. |
firmly believe that we can have eco-
nomic growth while protecting the
global environment. | urge my col-
leagues in the Senate to support the
Lieberman-McCain amendment to S.
139.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. | yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Alabama, Mr. SEs-
SIONS.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, |
thank Senator INHOFE for his leader-
ship on this issue. | recall several years
ago, as a member of the EPW Com-
mittee, we served on the Clean Air
Subcommittee and had field hearings
and took testimony from a number of
the scientists who are still speaking
out and discussing the issue of global
warming. | remember Dr. Lindzen from
Harvard sat back in one of our hear-
ings, kind of relaxed, and he said: We
can debate this global warming, but
even if we do, the things people are
proposing are not going to have any
significant impact on the global cli-
mate situation in which we are in-
volved.

I do think, as Senator INHOFE has
ably pointed out, a lot of the scientific
data is being disputed. One of the
issues that | know about personally
and have heard this witness, Dr.
Christy, testify about, is the satellite
data. Dr. John Christy at the Univer-
sity of Alabama at Huntsville studies
NASA scientist space data, tempera-
ture readings in the upper atmosphere.
According to the models that were sup-
posed to predict global warming, those
models called for the increase in tem-
perature to show up first in the upper
atmosphere.

According to his rigorous analysis of
the upper atmosphere temperatures,
they have not increased in the last 15
or 20 years—maybe just the most
minute fraction, but probably not any.

So this contradicts some of the
things we are hearing. | don’t know
what changes are out there in the envi-
ronment. We know a lot of factors are
involved.

Professor Sallie Baliunas from Har-
vard, an astrophysicist, has recently
discussed sunspots and Sun activity,
and charts that show that tend to cor-
respond with increasing or falling tem-
peratures.

I don’t know. It could be increasing
carbon dioxide, increasing soot, in-
creasing other materials that have
some impact on the environment, al-
though it does appear—our best science
shows in the early middle ages tem-
peratures were hotter than they are
today, before we had a lot of the things
that people are complaining about.

What | want to get around to saying
is | believe there are legitimate dis-
putes about the validity and extent of
global warming. There is little or no
dispute that what the United States
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does unilaterally is not going to have
any impact on the situation that is
happening in our global environment.
We have countries, like India with a
billion people and China with a billion
people, that are growing dramatically
and have almost no environmental con-
trols and are not going to participate
in environmental controls. What we do
here, whether or not we can spend bil-
lions and billions of dollars, what im-
pact will we have here? Not much, 1
submit.

I remember all these world gurus
that met in Kyoto and they passed the
Kyoto resolution and they wanted us to
adopt the Kyoto accords. That was
wonderful, to be at this conference and
everybody got excited, apparently, and
passed this resolution and asked all the
nations to sign.

We studied that here in the United
States. What they wanted to do, and
this was in the late 1990s, | believe
1997-1998, they wanted the United
States and the other countries to com-
mit to reducing greenhouse gases 7 per-
cent below 1990 levels by 2012.

Far from beginning to show a reduc-
tion, by the late 1990s we were 10 or
more percent above the 1990 level. Pro-
jections of increased energy demands
and other projections raised a clear in-
dication that we were going to con-
tinue to show increases and not de-
clines.

What | would say is that was ludi-
crous. It was totally unrealistic, could
not be accomplished. Yet these so-
called scientists were saying you are
not a good person, you are not politi-
cally correct if you didn’t agree to the
Kyoto Treaty. So we had a big debate
about it. We talked about it, and it be-
came so apparent that it was so bogus
and so unrealistic that when we voted,
it was 97 to nothing, as | recall, to re-
ject the Kyoto Treaty.

Senator McCAIN and Senator
LIEBERMAN have come back with a
more modest proposal. One thing |
would have to say about it is that the
Kyoto accord at least proposed to bring
other countries on board, to have them
agree to these reductions. This one is a
unilateral economic action, | suggest.
It says that by 2010 we ought to be at
2000 levels. The projections for growth
indicate that would be very costly to
meet. The Department of Energy re-
search group suggests that by 2010 it
would create, that year alone, a $45 bil-
lion cost on this economy. Make no
mistake, $45 billion is real money, and
it comes right out of this economy. It
is sucked right out of the growth of
this economy. It adds to the bill of
every business, every homeowner, and
if it drives up the cost of natural gas as
people say, it is going to take money
out of the pockets of fixed-income
Americans all over this country.

We cannot expect that there will be
no cost for this.

The question is, Will the cost be
worth the benefit? | suggest that Presi-
dent Bush has it right. Let us not focus
on CO,. Carbon dioxide does not hurt
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you. We have to have it in the atmos-
phere. It is what plants breathe. In
fact, the more carbon dioxide that ex-
ists, the faster plants grow. Plants will
grow in desert environments much bet-
ter with higher levels of carbon diox-
ide. It does not hurt our lungs. It
doesn’t hurt our health. It does not in-
jure. Sulfur dioxide, mercury, other
particulate pollutants are harmful to
us. Also, we need to focus on those
issues. As we focus on those issues, we
will reduce CO, at the same time and
perhaps that will play a role in our
meeting some of the goals we are fac-
ing today.

But to commit ourselves to a polit-
ical goal of reducing a gas that is not
harmful, and reducing it by amounts
suggested here that will have no im-
pact on global warming but a signifi-
cant adverse impact on our economy—
which means jobs, jobs, jobs—is a mis-
take.

We have people in this body who say:
Oh, we have too much unemployment;
we have too many people who can’t
find work; we are seeing too many jobs
go over to China. Do you think China
is going to be meeting these require-
ments? Do we think they will be spend-
ing $45 billion or more to get some
minor increase that we were talking
about here? | don’t think so.

This reduces our competitiveness in
the world marketplace. It hurts us as
we seek to maintain our manufac-
turing. It hurts our people on fixed in-
comes. It increases their cost of heat-
ing and cooling their homes. It is a big-
time mistake. We do not need to make
this mistake.

I don’t believe anybody will stand on
the floor of this Senate and suggest
that meeting CO, emission goals will
help this economy. It can only hurt
this economy.

Mr. MCcCCAIN. If the Senator will
yield for a question, | will stand on the
floor of the Senate and ask what cli-
mate change is doing to future genera-
tions of Americans—the fishing indus-
try and the farming and the climate
and the forest fires that are taking
place in California as we speak. If the
Senator will yield for a question, | will
stand up—

Mr. SESSIONS. I will not yield for a
question. | have accepted the speech of
the Senator while | held the floor. | am
pleased to do so. He is a great advo-
cate.

But | repeat: It is going to hurt this
economy. And everyone knows it. It is
going to drive up the cost of energy.
When you do that, it drives out jobs. It
will be a unilateral economic disar-
mament—a unilateral act by this coun-
try in which other nations will not be
participating. It will not help us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator for my time. | ap-
preciate the commitment of the Sen-
ator from Arizona, and | thank the
Senator from Oklahoma, Mr. INHOFE,
for his leadership and support him on
this side.
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| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, |
congratulate the Senator from Ala-
bama for smiling his way through that
intensive interrogation by the Senator
from Arizona.

I now yield 10 minutes to the Senator
from New York whose support for our
amendment | greatly appreciate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

Mrs. CLINTON. | thank the Senator
very much.

I am proud to rise in support of the
bipartisan climate change legislation
offered by Senators LIEBERMAN and
MCCAIN. | will be brief in my remarks,
because | believe that the sponsors of
the amendment have eloquently made
the full case for the legislation. But
this is a very important issue, and | did
not want to miss the opportunity to
voice my support.

Climate change is greatest environ-
mental challenge that we face. Its ef-
fects will unfold over decades and will
touch every corner of the globe. | think
the time to act is now.

First, | want to briefly touch on the
science. Many of the details remain to
be filled in, and | support further cli-
mate research so we can refine our un-
derstanding of how human activities
are affecting the climate system. But
there is already a strong scientific con-
sensus that supports action now. The
most definitive recent reports were
issued by the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change and the National
Research Council in 2001. In brief, the
findings of those reports include the
following:

No. 1, anthropogenic climate change,
driven by emissions of greenhouse
gases, is already underway and likely
responsible for most of the observed
warming over the last 50 years—the
largest warming that has occurred in
the Northern Hemisphere during at
least the past 1,000 years;

No. 2, over the course of this century
the Earth is expected to warm an addi-
tional 2.5 to 10.5 °F, depending on fu-
ture emissions levels and on the cli-
mate sensitivity—a sustained global
rate of change exceeding any in the
last 10,000 years;

No. 3, temperature increases in most
areas of the United States are expected
to be considerably higher than these
global means because of our Nation’s
northerly location and large average
distance from the oceans;

No. 4, even under mid-range emis-
sions assumptions, the projected warm-
ing could cause substantial impacts in
different regions of the United States,
including an increased likelihood of
heavy and extreme precipitation
events, exacerbated drought, and sea
level rise;

No. 5, almost all plausible emissions
scenarios result in projected tempera-
tures that continue to increase well be-
yond the end of this century; and

No. 6, due to the long lifetimes of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere,
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the longer emissions increase, the fast-
er they will ultimately have to be de-
creased in order to avoid dangerous in-
terference with the climate system.

These are disturbing findings from
the most authoritative scientific
sources we have. And the findings are
further bolstered by an October 1, 2003,
letter to the U.S. Senate signed by over
1,000 leading scientists.

So opponents who argue that we need
more study before we act are simply
wrong. We need to know more, but we
already know enough to take initial
steps to reduce the greenhouse gas
emissions that are causing climate
change.

I would add that we are already see-
ing the effects of climate change. Gla-
ciers are retreating all over the world.
In March 2002 the Larsen lIce Shelf on
the Antarctic peninsula completely
broke off and broke up. The glaciers in
the mountains in the tropics are rap-
idly melting; e.g., the snows of Kili-
manjaro will be gone by 2015. One of
my staff members took a photo of him-
self on the summit in 1970 next to a 20
foot high glacier at Uhuru Point; 29
years later his daughter was at the
same Uhuru Point and only a trace of
ice was left.

We are already feeling the effects of
climate change. And the scientific con-
sensus is that unless we act to reduce
emissions, the planet will continue to
warm over the next century, with wide-
spread and potentially devastating ef-
fects. These potential effects include
more frequent extreme weather events,
the wider spread of diseases such as
West Nile, Eastern Equine Encepha-
litis, and malaria.

As a Senator from New York, I am
concerned about coastal flooding if sea
levels were to rise, and how that would
affect communities on Long Island. 1
am concerned about how warming will
affect the Adirondacks, where tourism
and a way of life depend on cold and
snow in the winter. 1 am concerned
about impacts on New York farmers.
But | am also concerned about impacts
in other parts of the country and
around the world.

I am in wholehearted support of the
effort undertaken by Senators
LIEBERMAN and MCcCAIN to address this
issue of climate change. | have to say |
find it somewhat bewildering, this note
of fatalism, this sense of pessimism,
this defeatism | am hearing from the
other side of the aisle.

No. 1, it is a real problem. You can
say that it isn’t. You can say it over
and over again. It is a real problem,
and it is a problem that is getting
worse because we failed to attend to it.

But what bothers me is this idea that
somehow America—the most innova-
tive, creative nation the world has ever
seen—cannot cope with this problem.
This defeatism, this pessimism, this fa-
talism that | hear from the opponents
is fundamentally un-American.

We have a problem. We should get
about the business of addressing the
problem.
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What Senators MCcCAIN and
LIEBERMAN have done is to give us a
roadmap to doing that. It may not be
everything that many advocates would
wish for, but it lays out a marker, and,
more than that, it fulfills for me the
traditional sense of how Americans re-
spond in the face of a difficulty.

This legislation is not only necessary
but | think it provides an opportunity.
Yes, in the short run there may be
some adjustments that are needed, just
as there always are when we have to
face inevitable or necessary change.

We are confronting the greatest envi-
ronmental challenge when we talk
about global climate change. There can
only be one conclusion: Because of
human activity, we are warming the
Earth.

Some might say, ‘“Well, it doesn’t
seem that bad to me,” or, “The con-
sequences don’t seem that dire.”” But |
believe we have disturbing findings
from the most authoritative scientific
sources that argue otherwise. The most
definitive recent reports were issued by
the Intergovernmental Panel on Cli-
mate Change and by the National Re-
search Council in 2001.

I remind my colleagues that the Na-
tional Research Council study was re-
quested by the Bush administration.
And it fundamentally confirms the re-
sults of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change.

What was the response of the admin-
istration? Kill the messenger. Hide the
findings. Order EPA to take the infor-
mation about global climate change
out of its review of the status of the
environment.

You can deny a problem, you can ig-
nore it, and you can delude yourself
that it is not an issue. But | don’t
think that any longer is sustainable. It
is not intellectually honest, and it is
not politically defensible.

Opponents who argue that we need
more study before we act are simply
wrong. Yes, we need to know more, but
we already know enough to take initial
steps to reduce the greenhouse gas
emissions that are causing climate
change. That is what this legislation
proposes to do.

There are so many facts that support
the evidence of climate change—wheth-
er we talk about the Larsen Ice Shelf
on the Antarctic peninsula breaking off
and breaking up or whether we talk
about the snow at Kilimanjaro.

I want to show this one picture be-
cause it is so telling. It comes from the
personal experience of one of my fel-
lows who is working with me on my
staff. He took a photo of himself on the
summit of Kilimanjaro in 1970 next to
a 20-foot-high glacier at Uhuru Point.
And 29 years later, his daughter was at
the same point and there was only a
trace of ice left. Maybe people climbed
up there and carted the ice off. | don’t
know. Maybe that became some kind of
economic activity that the folks in
Tanzania decided to pursue.

That is not what happened. | think
what happened is we have evidence in
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the most dramatic way possible of the
effects of 29 years of global warming.
The scientific consensus is clear: That
unless we act to reduce emissions, the
planet will continue to warm over the
next century, with widespread and po-
tentially devastating effects. We have
heard some of those mentioned al-
ready.

| listened carefully to the Senator
from Maine talking about the change
in everything from sugar maple to the
potato crop in her State. | listened to
my colleague from Hawaii, where we
really began to acquire the evidence
and understanding of global climate
change.

I worry about disease. | think it is in-
disputable that we are seeing disease
move up in latitude. Diseases such as
West Nile, eastern equine encephalitis,
and malaria are now found at latitudes
that they have never been before.

As a Senator from New York, | am
concerned about coastal flooding, if sea
levels were to rise, and how it would af-
fect the communities | represent and
that my colleague from Connecticut
represents at Long Island Sound and
along the ocean.

I am concerned about the warming
effects on the Adirondacks; I am con-
cerned about the effects on New York
farmers; 1 am concerned about the
economy, if we do not act.

What is clear to me is that we have
extraordinary economic opportunity.
Since when did Americans say in the
face of a challenge, Oh, my goodness,
we can’t admit it, we can’t confront it,
because we don’t know how to deal
with it economically?

We could be making money and cre-
ating jobs if we took seriously the op-
portunities for alternative energy and
conservation. The fact that we do not
is because of the stranglehold special
interests who are committed to always
producing energy have on this body
and on the administration.

Let’s be clear, we put out most of the
greenhouse gasses from our country
and we have the technological know-
how, we have the understanding that
would enable us to be the leaders in ad-
dressing this issue. That is why the bill
offered by Senators McCAIN and
LIEBERMAN is so timely. Simply put, we
would stabilize greenhouse gas emis-
sions at 2000 levels by 2010.

Think of the energy we would un-
leash among our entrepreneurs if they
got the go-ahead to deal with this chal-
lenge. A market-driven system of
greenhouse gas tradable allowances
would exempt farmers, residences, and
auto manufacturers, and that would
give us a chance to go forward to try to
find solutions to the challenge of ad-
dressing greenhouse emissions. We
know this cap-and-trade approach can
enable cost-effective reductions in
emissions. We have seen it in the im-
plementation of the acid rain provi-
sions of the 1990 Clean Air Act. We
know that has worked. Why do we turn
our backs on what we know works?

It is amazing to me how often the
Congress, Capitol Hill, and Washington
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end up becoming evidence-free zones
because people do not want to deal
with what the evidence demonstrates.
We know the cost for this would be
minimal.

Let’s be honest. The science is clear.
The opportunities are clear. This bill
represents a modest and flexible first
step. Despite the assertions of oppo-
nents, compliance costs will be mini-
mal. The United States needs to regain
leadership. We need to take responsi-
bility. It gives a chance, then, to go to
the rest of the world to try to build an
international consensus. In the absence
of some kind of protocol or treaty, we
will be choking to death on the emis-
sions from countries such as China and
India as their standard of living rises.
Now is the time to act. We owe it to
our children and our grandchildren and
generations beyond.

I thank the two sponsors for giving
us the opportunity to go on record on
the right side of history.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, | rise
to express my support for the goal of
reducing greenhouse gas emissions to
2000 levels by the year 2010.

The scientific evidence that people
are causing the Earth to warm grows
more robust each year. According to
the National Academy of Sciences,
““Greenhouse gases are accumulating in
the Earth’s atmosphere as a result of
human activities, causing surface air

temperatures and subsurface ocean
temperatures to rise. Temperatures
are, in fact, rising. . . .”” Indeed, a new
scientific analysis shows that the

Earth is warmer now than it has been
in the last 1,000 years.

Perhaps most alarming is the rapid
warming that is occurring in the Arc-
tic. According to data released last
week by the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, Arctic tempera-
tures are currently increasing at a rate
of two degrees per decade, and Arctic
ice is melting at a rate of 9 percent per
decade. Scientists are now projecting
that the Arctic Ocean could be ice-free
in the summer by mid-century. Due to
the importance of the Arctic Ocean to
the world’s climate as a whole, this
prediction is truly alarming.

To be sure, there are still nhumerous
uncertainties. Researchers at the Uni-
versity of Maine have pointed out that
past changes in the climate have tend-
ed to occur very abruptly, but we do
not know if future changes in the cli-
mate will also occur in abrupt shifts.
Nor do we know how quickly future
warming will occur. Due to these un-
certainties, | believe we should not
only direct more attention to better
understanding the climate, but also
take prudent actions to reduce the risk
of disruptive climatic changes.

The McCain-Lieberman Climate
Stewardship proposal would reduce
U.S. greenhouse gas emissions to 2000
levels by the year 2010. In light of the
climate changes observed to date and
the potential risks of even greater and
more abrupt changes, | support this
goal. It is a prudent step in the right
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direction, and | intend to vote in favor
of the McCain-Lieberman amendment.

Although | am in favor of the Cli-
mate Stewardship Act, | think more
thought needs to go into the exact ac-
tions by which we reach the goal of re-
ducing emissions to 2000 levels by 2010.
These are important decisions, and
Congress should not allow such impor-
tant decisions to rest in the hands of
the agencies. | support concrete, cer-
tifiable reductions, and these reduc-
tions should come primarily by in-
creasing the efficiency of our economy
and further developing our renewable
energy resources. Increasing CAFE
standards for automobiles, efficiency
standards for air conditioners and
other appliances, and reducing power
plant emissions are just a few examples
of concrete steps that we can take to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

The United States has made tremen-
dous strides in increasing the energy
efficiency of the economy. In doing so,
we have averted millions of tons of
greenhouse gas emissions. With further
steps in improving our energy effi-
ciency, the McCain-Lieberman target
is imminently attainable. 1 urge my
colleagues to support this important
legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | yield 10
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, | have
enjoyed listening to this debate either
in person or over the television. | will
not try to add to it with a plethora of
statistics, forecasts, or predictions.
Rather, I want to deal with some of the
statements that have been made in-
cluding some we have just heard from
the Senator from New York and try to
do a little math of a very simple and
direct kind and ask a few questions.

First, the Senator from New York
said the United States produces most
of the greenhouse gasses. My under-
standing is the correct number is 25
percent of the greenhouse gasses pro-
duced in the world as a whole. That is
the largest of any single country. It
does not constitute most. But it is a
plurality and pluralities win elections
so that puts us in first place.

Now let us assume for the sake of fol-
lowing this through that we achieve a
savings of 10 percent. I am not sure we
will. No one is really sure in all of the
predictions, dire and rosy, that are
made with respect to this legislation
how much the savings will be, but we
will pick a number easy to calculate, 10
percent. That means, if the laws of
mathematics have not changed, we
would reduce the world emissions by
2.5 percent because 10 percent of 25 per-
cent is 2.5 percent.

The question then arises, will the
rest of the world stay static while we
reduce the total by 2.5 percent or will
a combination of China, India, Russia,
Australia, what have you, increase the
total by 2.5 percent so that the net ef-
fect in the atmosphere of America
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doing this is zero. That is a very likely
scenario. The net effect of the United
States doing this as far as manmade
emissions are concerned would be zero.
Yes, we could reduce theoretically ours
by 10 percent. That would be made up
by the rest of the world.

The question arises, how much ben-
efit is there to see to it that the overall
world situation is as it is now with the
United States producing no significant
impact on the total?

The next question, what do we do if
we reduce it by 10 percent? How do we
do that? Obviously, we will need the
power. Indeed, we will need substan-
tially more power between now and the
year 2010 if we are going to reduce the
emissions that come from fossil fuel to
generate the power we will have to go
someplace else. There are a variety of
places we can go.

One we hear often is we should use
natural gas. We should replace coal
with natural gas. That is a good idea.
But let us understand something right
now. We have in the United States cur-
rently a shortage of natural gas. As
Alan Greenspan pointed out, that is
one of our major economic challenges.
He also has pointed out, natural gas is
the one fossil fuel we cannot import. In
order to import natural gas we have to
have a pipeline, unless you liquefy it,
and that is tremendously expensive,
and we do not have the ports available
to receive natural gas in liquefied
form. The only places we can import
natural gas are Mexico and Canada,
and we are doing that.

If you look at a geological chart of
the United States you find there is
plenty of natural gas in the United
States, but a very large percentage of
that is on public land. Now the people
who are telling us we must reduce
greenhouse gas, namely the environ-
mental groups, are the same people
who are telling us we cannot drill for
natural gas in the United States be-
cause that somehow will desecrate the
public lands. 1 am not sure the land
cares whether there is a drilling rig on
it or whether there is a pipeline run-
ning across it, but certainly the Sierra
Club cares. They say absolutely no
drilling for natural gas on public lands.

If we cannot get to the natural gas,
we will continue to use coal. Let’s use
clean coal. We have enough clean coal
in the State of Utah to heat, light,
drive the city of San Francisco for the
next 300 years. We proposed mining
that. Clean coal, low-sulfur coal would
significantly reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. Who got very upset at the
idea we might start to use clean coal?
The Sierra Club. They got President
Clinton to declare a national monu-
ment right on top of the potential
clean coal to make sure there would
never be any coal mined from that
place because environmentally they do
not want any coal mines.

Well, we cannot use natural gas be-
cause we cannot get it off our public
lands. We cannot use the clean coal in
the West because we cannot get it off



October 29, 2003

our public lands. What is our alter-
native? Nuclear. That will do it. That
is what they do in Europe. That is why
Europe is in favor of Kyoto because
they do not use fossil fuel to generate
electricity; they use nuclear power.

So let’s have nuclear plants all over
the United States in order to produce
the 10 percent reduction called for in
this bill. Is the Sierra Club ready to en-
dorse and embrace nuclear? They will
not let us drill for natural gas. They do
not want us to use the clean coal and
they absolutely do not want us to build
nuclear plants.

All right. Where else do we go? Well,
in the West, we get a portion of our
power from hydroplants. Dams have
been built to store water. And as the
water tumbles down the front of the
dam, why, we get power. And it is the
goal of the Sierra Club, and other
groups that are supporting this bill, to
dynamite these dams. They want to
drain Lake Powell and dynamite the
dam.

It is very interesting, if | could make
a quick historic aside, when my father
was in the Senate, and they were talk-
ing about building the Glen Canyon
Dam that would produce this power,
the Sierra Club opposed it and said: We
will never, ever need that much power.
But, they said, if for some reason we
are wrong, and we should need that
power, there is no point in building the
dam to provide the power because look
at all the coal that is there. The coal is
the coal that they moved to make sure
would never get mined.

I could embrace the idea of reducing
the emissions in a test fashion to see if
it did indeed have any impact on global
warming if | could see the way clear to
produce the power some other way
than the way we are doing it now.

I would say to the Senator from Con-
necticut, who has excellent contacts in
the environmental world, if he would
go back to those who are supporting
this bill and say to them, “In return
for support of this bill, will you agree
to drill for natural gas on public lands,
to exploit low-sulfur coal where it ex-
ists on public lands, and to explore the
possibility of more nuclear plants so
that we don’t become dependent on fos-
sil fuel?”” | might very well be inter-
ested in cosponsoring and voting for
this bill.

But until those who are driving the
debate publicly are willing to address
the question of how you replace the
sources of power that would have to be
eliminated if this bill should pass, I in-
tend to vote against the bill.

| yield the floor.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, in 1997, the
Senate unanimously passed the Byrd-
Hagel resolution that stated that the
Senate would reject any climate agree-
ment that did not mandate ‘‘new spe-
cific scheduled commitments to limit
or reduce greenhouse gas emissions for
Developing Country Parties within the
same compliance period” as the United
States or that ‘““would result in serious
harm to the economy of the United
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States.”” The Kyoto Protocol failed to
meet these conditions, and con-
sequently, President Clinton never sub-
mitted the protocol for Senate ratifica-
tion, nor has President Bush.

The initiative before us, The Climate
Stewardship Act of 2003, also fails to
comply with the Byrd-Hagel resolu-
tion. First, it unilaterally commits the
United States to carbon emissions re-
strictions, and second, it puts into
place the regulatory structure for fu-
ture carbon dioxide emissions reduc-
tions. This initiative represents the
first phase in a long-term effort to re-
duce carbon dioxide emissions that
would ultimately inflict serious harm
on the U.S. economy. There is no need
at this time to go down that path.

There are many reasons why the U.S.
should avoid committing itself to car-
bon dioxide reductions. First, carbon
dioxide is the unavoidable consequence
of burning carbon-based fuels such as
coal, oil and natural gas. The only way
to get energy from a carbon-based fuel
is to force the carbon to combine with
oxygen through burning it. The result
of that process is carbon dioxide, an
odorless, colorless, non-toxic gas that
sustains life. Reducing carbon dioxide
to levels that would be climatically
meaningful would mean using some-
thing other than coal, oil or natural
gas to fuel our economy. Unfortu-
nately, there are no economically via-
ble alternatives to replace these fuels
at this time.

This was made clear in a review of
available energy technologies pub-
lished in Science magazine in Novem-
ber 2002. In that review, a team of sci-
entists many of whom are climate
alarmists—concluded that our fossil
fuel-dominated energy system ‘‘cannot
be regulated away’ and that we must
instead rely on ‘“the development with-
in the coming decades of primary en-
ergy sources that do not emit carbon
dioxide to the atmosphere.”

The review notes that the United Na-
tions’ Framework Convention on Cli-
mate Change calls for a stabilization of
greenhouse gases at levels that avoid
““dangerous anthropogenic [man-made]
interference with the climate system.”
Nobody really knows what that level
is, but the authors of the study argue
that stabilization at levels as low as
450 parts per million may be necessary
to do this. The review states that,
“[t]largets of cutting to 450 parts per
million . . . could require a Herculean
effort.”” And, “[e]lven holding at 550
parts per million is a major challenge.”
Incidentally, we are currently at 370
parts per million, so the Herculean ef-
fort would still result in carbon dioxide
levels significantly higher than we
have now.

Now | realize that the initiative be-
fore us falls well short of stabilizing at-
mospheric emissions at 450 or 550 parts
per million. But let me be clear that if
the Senate passes this initiative it
would set a precedent that would lead
to future, more costly reduction re-
quirements. Currently, the executive
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branch has no authority to regulate
carbon dioxide emissions. Indeed, the
Clean Air Act expressly forbids the ex-
ecutive to regulate carbon dioxide
emissions. This initiative would create
the architecture for a series of increas-
ingly stringent controls on energy use.
It is widely acknowledged that if in-
deed global warming is a serious prob-
lem, that even the Kyoto Protocol is
woefully inadequate to meet the chal-
lenge. As noted by the EU, and else-
where, ‘‘avoiding dangerous inter-
ference with the climate system . . .
would require substantial (50 to 70%)
global reductions in total greenhouse
gas emissions.” So this precedent-set-
ting initiative would be the first stage
of what appears to be a monumental
and extravagantly expensive under-
taking, and the levels of carbon dioxide
in the atmosphere would still be higher
than they are now after all our efforts
and all the cost.

The Science review notes that the
world’s power consumption is about 12
trillion watts, 85 percent of which is
supplied with fossil fuels. By 2050, total
energy consumption will be as much as
three times the amount currently pro-
duced by fossil fuels. The review states:
“Energy sources that can produce 100
to 300 percent of present world power
consumption without greenhouse emis-
sions do not exist operationally or as
pilot plants.”

The authors conclude that the ability
to stabilize greenhouse gas emissions
without seriously damaging the econ-
omy is not possible at this time: ““CO>
is a combustion product vital to how
civilization is powered.”” All of the pos-
sible alternative fuels ‘‘have serious
deficiencies that limit their ability to
stabilize global climate.”” The authors
simply hope that we can ‘‘develop revo-
lutionary changes in the technology of
energy production, distribution, stor-
age, and conversion.”’

In other words, the means to mean-
ingfully reduce carbon dioxide emis-
sions are not available, suggesting that
the economy would suffer from a pre-
mature attempt to reduce emissions.

How would this initiative affect the
U.S. economy? The Department of En-
ergy’s Energy Information Administra-
tion makes it quite clear that policies
that regulate carbon dioxide emissions
would most heavily impact coal, which
is the United States’ most plentiful
and affordable domestic energy source,
and is the most important fuel in elec-
tricity generation. Currently, 52 per-
cent of America’s electricity needs are
generated from coal. And while that
share is projected to decrease some-
what over the next 20 years, total coal
use may well go up to keep up with
growing electricity demand. It doesn’t
make a lot of sense to target our most
important and plentiful domestic en-
ergy resource.

Incidentally, my State’s only signifi-
cant coal reserves are located on Black
Mesa and the mine there is a major em-
ployer of Native Americans from the
Hopi Tribe and Navajo Nation. This
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mine also supplies secure, affordable
energy for millions of Southwest fami-
lies.

There is also a lot of concern up here
about the decline in manufacturing
jobs nationally. But the Energy Infor-
mation Administration also makes it
clear that energy intensive manufac-
turing industries would also be harmed
by policies that regulate carbon diox-
ide.

Finally, we are not the only nation
to come to the realization that Kyoto-
style policies carry a hefty price tag.
Russia made it quite clear at a recent
United Nations’ World Climate Con-
ference that the Kyoto Protocol does
not serve the economic interests of her
people, and therefore will not be pur-
suing greenhouse emissions reductions.
Andrei Illarionov, President Putin’s
chief economic advisor has stated that
Kyoto is incompatible economic
growth, noting that 40 years of data
from 150 countries shows that GDP
growth is highly correlated with in-
creased carbon dioxide emissions. Thus
Kyoto is incompatible with Putin’s
goal of doubling Russia’s economic
growth over the next 10 years, which
would put the country slightly above
its Kyoto target. Moreover, lllarionov
stated: ““‘But Russia isn’t going to stop
at this level, so the carbon dioxide
level will be much higher.”” He con-
cludes that supporting Kyoto would
mean ‘‘dooming the country to pov-
erty, backwardness and weakness.”’

And that is the message | want to
leave with my colleagues. Engaging in
Kyoto-style emission reduction pro-
grams are incompatible with economic
growth at our current levels of tech-
nology, and to act now without sound
scientific justification would be fool-
ish. I urge my colleagues to vote no on
S. 139.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | would
like to inquire as to the amount of
time we have left on our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 30 minutes 35 seconds.

Mr. INHOFE. AIll right. Mr. Presi-
dent, | was telling my good friend from
Connecticut a few minutes ago, if we
keep hearing it repeated that ‘‘the
science is real, the science is real, the
science is real,” sooner or later they
are going to start believing it. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

Let me just say, first of all, reference
was made by one of the speakers to the
Byrd-Hagel resolution that was passed
95 to 0. What did that resolution say?
The resolution said, if there is eco-
nomic damage or if the developing
countries do not have to do the same
thing the developed nations do, then
we are not going to ratify the treaty.
That is exactly what they came back
with.

So here we have a situation now that
is even worse because we are talking
about passing a bill that would put the
United States of America in a position
where they have to do something that
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not only the developing nations do not
have to do, but even the developed na-
tions do not have to do.

So | can tell you right now, there are
a lot of people in China who are rejoic-
ing, thinking: Boy, all those American
jobs are going to come to us if they
pass this. In India, they are rejoicing;
in Brazil, the same thing. In South
Korea, President Roh, and President
Vincente Fox of Mexico would be de-
lighted to think about the great jobs
that would go there—many of which
have already gone there because of
some of our overregulation in this
country.

Like Kyoto, this is an extreme ap-
proach. I am not going to try to figure
out which bill we are talking about.
The McCain-Lieberman bill has been
around now for months. And now, at
11:53 this morning, they changed it. |
don’t know what was changed.

But | would say this: This is a car-
toon that appeared that | think you
will enjoy, | say to Senator LIEBERMAN.
It is the camel’s nose under the tent,
the fact that if you get just a little bit
here, then all of a sudden the rest of it
will come in. And the rest of it is the
body of Kyoto.

Now, why do | say that? | say that
because they are actually saying one
thing. | don’t care how they change
their bill, they are changing the policy
of America to make us believe and
have, as a new policy, that CO; is a pol-
lutant. CO; is not a pollutant. Other
things are pollutants.

In fact, we have the Clear Skies Act
which the President of the United
States, President Bush, is promoting.
It has the largest reduction in emis-
sions that any President has ever pro-
moted, with a 70-percent reduction.
And those are in sulfur dioxide and
mercury.

But in this case here, just to show
you that nothing really has changed by
the last minute change, these fea-
tures—the covered gases, emission
caps, timetables, emissions trading,
wealth transfer, emissions reporting,
sequestration and sinks, verification,
and future racheting—those are the
same things that are in the current bill
that appeared in the bill mysteriously
at 11:53.

Now, | would like to suggest we have
heard a lot of hysteria tonight. We are
going to hear it tomorrow for 2 more
hours—no, 1 more hour. That time is
going to be equally divided, and they
are going to be talking about the hor-
rible things that are going to happen,
the ice caps are going to be breaking,
all these things.

I would suggest to you, Mr. Presi-
dent, we heard the same thing a few
years ago. Looking at a couple maga-
zines—this is Science Digest. They
came out, and they said: ‘““Brace Your-
self for Another Ice Age.” The same
people who are talking about warming
today were talking about bracing your-
self for another ice age. If there were
time, | would read the script. It is real-
ly enlightening to do so. I would en-
courage my fellow Senators to do that.
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Then, Time magazine came out, and
they have ‘“Another Ice Age?”’ They
talked about these horrible things that
are going to happen: We are not going
to be able to grow anything anymore.
We are going to have to shut down
businesses because we are no longer
going to be able to function because we
have another ice age—not global warm-
ing, global cooling.

Then along came Newsweek, and it
says: ‘“The Cooling World.” They talk
about the horrible things that are
going to happen.

So it seems to me it is the strategy
of those individuals who are catering
to the extreme environmental left to
try to scare people. And there is no
reason to do that.

Now, | think probably the most sig-
nificant thing | am going to be talking
about tonight is to try to make people
realize that if you say something
enough times, as we keep hearing—as |
mentioned a minute ago, about the
science being real, about it is proven,
and all that—sooner or later people be-
lieve it. One reason is we do have a lib-
eral national media, and they would
like to have people believe that.

Now, we heard a lot of discussion
about the National Academy of
Sciences. | would like to quote Dr.
Frederick Seitz, who is the former
president of the National Academy of
Sciences, and 17,800 other independ-
ently verified signers.

Now, the Senator from Arizona
talked about the 1,010 scientists. We
are talking about 17,800. This is what
the Oregon petition said. This is a peti-
tion that was put together by the lead,
Dr. Frederick Seitz, the former presi-
dent of the National Academy of
Sciences, along with 17,800 other signa-
tures:

We urge the U.S. government to reject the
global warming agreement that was written
in Kyoto, Japan, in December, 1997, and any
other similar proposals. The proposed limits
on greenhouse gases would harm the envi-
ronment, hinder the advance of science and
technology, and damage the health and wel-
fare of mankind.

This is the former president of the
National Academy of Sciences. He goes
on to say:

There is no convincing scientific evidence
that human release of carbon dioxide, meth-
ane, or other greenhouse gases is causing or
will, in the foreseeable future, cause cata-
strophic heating of the Earth’s atmosphere
and disruption of the Earth’s climate. More-
over, there is substantial scientific evidence
that increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide
produce many beneficial effects upon the
natural plant and animal environments of
the Earth.

Now, this is significant. We are talk-
ing about not only is CO; not a pollut-
ant—which it is not a pollutant—but it
is a fertilizer. It is something that
helps us and something that would be
to the benefit to have more of, not less.

Now, in addition, there are over 4,000
scientists, 70 of whom are Nobel prize
winners, who have signed the Heidel-
berg appeal.

The Heidelberg appeal says: No com-
pelling evidence exists to justify con-
trols of anthropogenic greenhouse gas
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emissions. Anthropogenic is the term
meaning ‘“‘“man-made.”” We keep hear-
ing the Senator from New York talking
about the man-made gases. It does not
exist. These are 4,000 scientists. Look
at some of the scientists we are talking
about. They are on this list. It is too
many to delineate at this time. The
bottom line is that the science just flat
is not there.

Ninety percent of the science—in
fact, 100 percent of the science | have
heard the other side talk about tonight
is all science that they allege hap-
pened, but it was all before 1999. What
we are talking about are things that
have happened since then. There has
been a turnaround.

Last July 8, James Schlesinger—we
all remember him; he certainly is no
Republican—the Energy Secretary to
former President Carter, said:

There is an idea among the public that the
science is settled. That remains far from the
truth.

He goes on to talk about the fact
that the science is not sound behind
the myth, the hoax of global warming.

It is important to realize that the
IPCC, which is the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change, came from
the United Nations with the idea that
they are making the recommendations.
The lead scientist behind that was a
scientist named Dr. Michael Mann.

What we have done here is talk about
what has happened in terms of the
science that has come from this recent
2003 science, as opposed to what came
under Michael Mann or the the Inter-
governmental Panel on Climate
Change. One is the detail, less hemi-
spheric, and the information that they
used, the age of the data. Under Mi-
chael Mann it was older, 1999 or before.
The newer is after the IPCC. This is all
new stuff. | will submit this for the
RECORD because it is all very self-ex-
planatory.

Several times reference was made by
the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut to MIT and what MIT is say-
ing to us. | would like to quote Dr.
Richard Lindzen, an MIT scientist and
a member of the National Academy of
Sciences. Both of these—MIT and Na-
tional Academy of Sciences—were used
to fortify the case that this hoax called
greenhouse gas is a reality. This is
what Dr. Rich Lindzen said. He has spe-
cialized in the climate issue for over 30
years. He told the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works, the com-
mittee | chair:

There is a definite disconnect between
Kyoto and science. Should a catastrophic
scenario prove correct, Kyoto would not pre-
vent it.

These are new discussions that are
coming from scientists whose creden-
tials cannot be questioned. Again, it is
MIT science—we heard that a few min-
utes ago—and the National Academy of
Sciences.

Dr. David Legates is director of the
Center for Climatic Research at the
University of Delaware. This is going
back to Michael Mann, the guy who is
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the scientist behind the IPCC, all this
stuff that we have been hearing. Dr.
Legates said:

Although [Mann’s work] is now widely
used as proof of anthropogenic global warm-
ing, we’ve become concerned that such an
analysis is in direct contradiction to most of
the research and written histories available.
Our paper shows this contradiction and ar-
gues that the results of Mann . . . are out of
step with the preponderance of the evidence.

Preponderance of the evidence, we
keep hearing the other side say the
science there. No one is going to ques-
tion it. We are all questioning it.

This is from a publication called
“Energy and Environment,” and this
was November 15, last week. It starts
talking about the flaws in the logic
that were used by the Mann study. The
flaws all come out. | will show the
greatest flaw of all.

Let me hold this piece of paper up to
this side. This is what Dr. Mann has
been talking about. He referred to the
famous hockey stick. Here is the hock-
ey stick. The shaft goes along here and
all of a sudden that is the hockey stick
part. That is supposed to be where it is
getting so warm. What he failed to do
was to go back to the 1400s. If you look
at this, the Earth was much warmer,
the temperatures were much warmer
back then than they are today by a
long ways. So it is just leaving out
these little convenient things that
causes the truth to be distorted.

I think this is probably the most im-
portant chart. It shows you what the
other side does. They will cover up the
part that disclaims everything they are
saying and come out and use it as evi-
dence to promote it. | am saying that
the temperatures on the Earth’s sur-
face were higher in the 1400s than they
are today.

One of the most recent things that
came out just in March was the Har-
vard Smithsonian study. This was the
most far-reaching study ever made on
climate change. It examined the re-
sults of more than 240 peer-reviewed
papers published by thousands of re-
searchers over the past four decades.
The study covers a multitude of geo-
physical and biological climate indica-
tors. They came to the conclusion that
climate change is not real, that the
science is not accurate. We will be
coming back to that from time to time,
probably tomorrow also.

This is the range of climate proxies
that were used to come up with the
conclusions of the Harvard Smithso-
nian study. If you read them all, it
starts with borehole data, cultural
data, glacier advance and retreats,
geomorphology, all these things were
used. Primarily what was used by Dr.
Mann were the tree rings. And this cov-
ers every known type of a proxy that
could be used. All of this was in the
Harvard Smithsonian study.

So | think if you go back one more
time to the chart that we had up here
that shows how they are misrepre-
senting the data, if you stop and think
about it, just use logic on things that
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we know. What is incontrovertible?
What do we know right now that no
one can question? What we know is
that there was a medieval warming pe-
riod. That period was around from 800
A.D. to about 1300. Then there was the
little ice age that came along. The lit-
tle ice age went from 1300 to 1900. Then
we went into another warming period
that endured from 1900 until 1940.

Something significant happened in
1940. In 1940, we started going into an-
other cooling period. But wait a
minute. The 1940s was the decade when
the surge came in CO, emissions. That
was during the time when more people
were driving, and it happened right
after the war. So we had the greatest
increase in releases of CO; during that
time, an 80-percent increase.

What did that do? Did that cause
warming? It did not. It precipitated a
cooling period that endured through
the 1970s. | think if you look at that, |
don’t know how anyone can say that
the science is at all favoring—and cer-
tainly not recent science—the concept,
I call it a hoax, of global warming.

Since | gave a speech on the floor
when | used these charts, which | may
not have time to do tonight, there have
been a lot of things that have come
out. The University of Colorado re-
searched the Arctic Circle information.
To do that, they actually went down
beneath the snowpack in the Colorado
Rockies, and the scientists discovered
fungi emitting large quantities of car-
bon dioxide in methane. Of course, this
is totally unrelated to manmade emis-
sions. That is not man-made. They are
talking about man-made emissions.
That is something that was there that
was never considered until it was dis-
covered about a month ago. They said
in an article in the Washington Post,
quoting the scientist:

Indeed, scientists said, if other regions of
the world have similar fungal communities
thriving under the winter snows, as seems
likely, climatologists will have to revise
their models of global warming to accommo-
date fungi surprisingly massive role in the
winter production of greenhouse gases, such
as carbon dioxide.

It went on to say—these are the sci-
entists now, after this discovery just a
month ago:

The global warming models can no longer
ignore fungi in snowy regions and seasons as
they had, scientists said, especially because
about 40 percent of the landmass is covered
with snow for at least part of the year.

We will revisit this issue, but there is
no question that the science refutes ev-
erything the alarmists we have heard
about have been trying to promote. |
think something that would be more
meaningful to the Members of this
body would be, so what, there is. There
is a preacher named Lon Solomon. On
the rare occasions | am here on Sun-
day, | will go out to the McLean Bible
Church. Right in the middle of his ser-
mon he says: So what.

We have gone through all this, the
science is flawed, it doesn’t exist. So
what. What is the big deal? The big
deal is the economic harm that would
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come to this country. Let’s examine it
for a moment.

Later on | will go over all of the let-
ters, but here is what the teamsters,
boilermakers, electrical workers, and
others wrote me in a letter on Sep-
tember 9—this past September 9. This
is not in 1999. They write:

Mandatory reduction requirements for car-
bon dioxide and other greenhouse gases
would create much higher energy prices for
consumers and put the economic recovery at
risk, while providing little or no tangible
benefit for the global environment. We,
therefore, urge you to vote against S. 139,
the Climate Stewardship Act.

CBO, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice—we depend on them for scoring,
for coming up with numbers we use to
make economic decisions in this body.
They said it best:

The price increases resulting from a carbon
cap would be regressive. That is, they would
place a relatively greater burden on lower in-
come households than on higher income
households.

A minute ago we heard Senator
VoINoVvIcH from Ohio. During one of our
committee hearings, a guy named Tom
Mullen, who is the president of Catho-
lic Charities, testified before our com-
mittee and said:

The overall impact on the economy in
northeast Ohio would be overwhelming, and
the needs that we address at Catholic Char-
ities in Ohio with the elderly and poor would
be well beyond our capacity and that of our
current partners in government and the pri-
vate sector.

You heard about the harassment he
has been subjected to because he
cares—sincerely, genuinely cares—
about these older people.

What about minorities? According to
a study by the National Black Chamber
of Commerce and the United States
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, if the
United States ratifies Kyoto or passes
domestic climate policies—that is what
we are talking about, effectively imple-
menting the treaty; that is their goal—
the result would ‘‘disproportionately
harm America’s minority commu-
nities, and place the economic ad-
vancement of millions of U.S. Blacks
and Hispanics at risk.”

That was the Center for Energy and
Economic Development doing a study
for the Black Chamber of Commerce
and the Hispanic Chamber of Com-
merce.

It gets down to being more specific.
We find out from this study that the
Kyoto issue we are talking about right
now would cost 511,000 jobs by Hispanic
workers and 864,000 jobs held by black
workers. Poverty rates for minority
families will increase dramatically,
and because Kyoto will bring about
higher energy prices, many minority
businesses would be lost.

Here is a chart that shows the unem-
ployment rate this study revealed. This
study was sanctioned by the Black and
Hispanic Chambers of Commerce be-
cause of their concern. Keep in mind
all these things will happen to them,
and yet there is no science or logic be-
hind those decisions.
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This information came from Pennsyl-
vania State University. They did a
study. In this study, they break it
down by State as to how many jobs are
going to be lost. I will point out a cou-
ple of States.

Illinois would lose, if we were to pass
S. 139, 159,000 jobs. I hope the Senators
from Illinois are watching right now
because 159,000 jobs is not what they
would want. lIronically, in Indiana,
they would lose 194,000 jobs. In Michi-
gan—and that is a big auto State—they
would lose 133,000 jobs. They tell you
we are going to carve out a special deal
for the autos. Look, this is the nose-
under-the-tent concept. They now say
if we adopt this, our policy is the
science is real and global warming, in
fact, exists.

In Pennsylvania—and | am sure the
Pennsylvania Senators are very sen-
sitive to this—they would lose, if we
pass this bill, 178,000 jobs. In the State
of West Virginia, it will be 126,000 jobs;
in Wisconsin, 113,000 jobs; for the inter-
est of the Senator presiding, over
100,000 jobs in the State of Minnesota.

Something was stated by the Senator
from Connecticut concerning farms. He
said we are going to carve out farmers
and agriculture, that nothing is going
to happen there. Standard & Poor’s
Data Resource International did a
study—again, a very recent study.
They talked about what is going to
happen.

Let me share with my colleagues
what will happen to the agricultural
families in America, according to
Standard & Poor’s. You can discredit
Standard & Poor’s, but | don’t think
you will get by with it. They are legiti-
mate.

Fewer small family farms: Higher en-
ergy costs, together with the reduced
domestic and export demand, would
lead to a severe decline in agricultural
investment and a sharp increase in
farm consolidations. The number of
small farms likely would decline much
more rapidly than under business-as-
usual conditions.

Higher production costs: Production
costs would increase by up to $16 bil-
lion, an increase of almost 9 percent,
and would be difficult for agriculture
to pass on to the consumers. These
higher production costs include a $13
billion increase in manufactured
input—that is fuel, fertilizer, and
chemicals—expenditures, and $1.6 bil-
lion increase in farm origin.

Lower demand for agricultural prod-
ucts: Weaker demand for agricultural
products results both from the 1.6 per-
cent decline in GDP and 2.4 percent de-
crease in consumers’ disposable in-
come. It goes on and on.

Higher food program costs: If you are
not sensitive to the farmer, you ought
to be sensitive to the people who have
to eat in this country. For example,
USDA spends more than $39 billion for
six food assistance programs, including
the Food Stamp Program—there are a
lot of people interested in that pro-
gram—and child nutrition programs.
We talk about that every day.
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For these programs alone, emission
controls from the protocol would add
500,000 persons to the food stamp rolls
and increase program costs up to 5 per-
cent annually.

Again, this is not Senator JIM INHOFE
talking. I am not qualified to make
these assessments. This is a study
made by a Standard & Poor’s research
group.

Getting back to the MIT joint pro-
gram, since they have been used quite
a bit, the MIT Joint Program on
Science and Policy of Global Change,
the average crop yield is 30 percent
higher in a COz-enhanced world.

That is what the Senator from Utah
was talking about.

I inquire from the Chair as to our re-
maining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three
minutes and thirty seconds.

Mr. INHOFE. I reserve the remainder
of my time. 1 am anxious to hear from
the Senator from Connecticut and the
Senator from Arizona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, dev-
astating fires across California fueled
by unusual drought conditions have al-
ready claimed the lives of 18 people, de-
stroyed nearly 2,000 homes, consumed
nearly 600,000 acres roughly the size of
Rhode Island, and caused over $2 bil-
lion in damages. Glaciers in Glacier
National Park have dwindled from 150
more than a century ago to about 35
today. Some scientists estimate that
the park will have no glaciers in 30
years. An ice-dammed lake drained re-
cently when the Ward Hunt Ice Shelf,
which a century ago rimmed the entire
northern coast of Ellesmere Island,
broke up along the coast of northeast
Canada. NASA has confirmed that part
of the Arctic Ocean that remains fro-
zen year-round has been shrinking at a
rate of 10 percent per decade since 1980.

We can talk about the impact of the
Kyoto Treaty, as Senator INHOFE just
did. | call the attention of my col-
leagues to this picture. Here is the Arc-
tic Sea ice boundary in 1979. There it is
today. | am sure that that will be nat-
ural causes and have nothing to do
with man-made activity, human activi-
ties, but the fact is, as the Senator
from New York showed, Kilimanjaro is
now without snow.

At a conference in Iceland in August,
scientists told senior government offi-
cials that the Arctic is heating up fast,
disclosing disturbing findings from a
massive study of polar climate change.
Dr. Robert Corell, who heads the Arctic
Climate Impact Assessment team, said:
If you want to see what will be hap-
pening in the rest of the world 25 years
from now, just look at what is hap-
pening in the Arctic.

Look at what is happening in the
Arctic. The destruction of 70 percent of
heat-sensitive coral reefs due to in-
creases in water temperatures places
reef fisheries in jeopardy, increases
coastal damages from hurricanes, and
hurts local economies supported by
tourism.
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Researchers at the University of
Texas, Wesleyan University and Stan-
ford University earlier this year re-
ported in the journal Nature that glob-
al warming is forcing species around
the world, from California starfish to
Alpine herbs, to move into new ranges
or alter habits that could disrupt eco-
systems.

The end result of these changes could
be substantial ecological disruption,
local losses in wildlife, and even ex-
tinction of certain species.

From an article in the July 2003
Journal of Hydrology: The winters in
New England are getting shorter. Ac-
cording to U.S. Geological Survey sci-
entists, northern New England winters
have receded by 1 or 2 weeks in length
over the last 30 years.

The list of what is happening goes on
and on.

The chair of the Climate Research
Committee of the National Academy of
Sciences stated very clearly during an
October 1, 2003, hearing before the
Commerce Committee: The planet has
a fever, and it is time to be taking ac-
tion.

I caution my colleague from Okla-
homa about statements that he at-
tributes to certain members of the sci-
entific community. Specifically, 1 am
referring to two scientists that he re-
ferred to before, Dr. Wigley and Dr.
Schneider. Dr. Wigley has written to
Senators FRIST and DASCHLE about the
misrepresentation of his work by Sen-
ator INHOFE. He writes a long letter:
Senator INHOFE urges that Congress
should put stock in scientists who rely
on the most objective scientific data.
He characterizes me as someone whose
credentials cannot be trusted.

Mr. INHOFE. May | interrupt for a
question?

Mr. McCAIN. Yes, but not to take my
time.

Mr. INHOFE. | do not believe I men-
tioned Dr. Wigley in my remarks. It
must have been somebody else.

Mr. McCAIN. Pardon me?

Mr. INHOFE. | do not believe | men-
tioned Dr. Wigley in my remarks.

Mr. McCAIN. Dr. Wigley was men-
tioned by the Senator in his statement
on the floor.

He goes through several misrepresen-
tations. Perhaps the most serious one,
and this is a quote from his letter: the
third representation made by Senator
INHOFE concerns the observed record of
global mean temperature changes over
the past 100 years. This data show a
warming to about 1940, little change
from 1940 to the mid-1970s, and then
further warming. Senator INHOFE im-
plies that these changes are incon-
sistent with the global warming hy-
pothesis and with climate models. This
is categorically incorrect. In order to
understand these observed changes, it
is necessary to consider all likely caus-
al factors, both human-induced and
natural. Human-induced factors in-
clude the warming effects of green-
house gases and the cooling effects of
sulfate aerosols. Natural factors in-
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clude changes in the output of the sun,
effects of explosive volcanic eruptions
like Mount Pinatubo in 1991. When all
these factors are considered, models
give an expected pattern of 20th cen-
tury temperature changes that is in re-
markable agreement with the observa-
tions, and the models clearly show the
three phases as noted above, in par-
ticular the leveling off, the warming
trend over 1940 to 1975, turns out to be
explained largely by the cooling effects
of sulfate aerosols, temporarily offset-
ting the warming due to increasing
concentration of greenhouse gases,
something which was first pointed out
in the paper of mine published in Na-
ture in 1989, which has been clearly
stated in a subsequent IPCC report.
This remarkable agreement shows
quite clearly that human factors have
been the dominant cause of global
scale climate change over the past 50
years, contrary to the assertion by
Senator INHOFE that all observed
changes are merely manifestations of
natural viability.

For his part, Dr. Schneider had the
following to say about Senator
INHOFE’s statement: It is misrepre-
senting my views to characterize them
as even implying that IPCC is exagger-
ated or failed to describe the state of
the science fairly at the time the as-
sessment reports were completed in the
year 2000.

So Dr. Wigley and Dr. Schneider take
some exception to how their views were
characterized on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

I want to point out again that the
17,000, or whoever they were, scientists
or those who claimed to be scientists—
and there are some interesting signa-
tures to that—were in opposition to
the United States signing the Kyoto
Treaty.

I know that my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, would like to
say a few words, but I again want to
read a letter from 1,010 preeminent sci-
entists who write:

DEAR SENATORS FRIST AND DASCHLE: Two
years have elapsed since the publication of
the reports by the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change and the National Re-
search Council on the state of the science of
climate change and its impacts on the
United States and the rest of the world. As
scientists engaged in research on these sub-
jects, we are writing to confirm that the
main findings of these documents continue
to represent the consensus opinion of the sci-
entific community. Indeed, these findings
have been reinforced rather than weakened
by research reported since the documents
were released. In brief—

And he goes through a number of as-
pects of it.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE STATE OF CLIMATE SCIENCE: JULY 2003—
A LETTER FROM U.S. SCIENTISTS
JuLy 29, 2003.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATORS FRIST AND DASCHLE: Two

years have elapsed since the publication of
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the most recent reports by the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and
the National Research Council (NRC) on the
state of the science of climate change and its
impacts on the United States and the rest of
the world. As scientists engaged in research
on these subjects, we are writing to confirm
that the main findings of these documents
continue to represent the consensus opinion
of the scientific community. Indeed, these
findings have been reinforced rather than
weakened by research reported since the doc-
uments were released.

In brief, the findings are that:

(1) Anthropogenic climate change, driven
by emissions of greenhouse gases, is already
underway and likely responsible for most of
the observed warming over the last 50
years—the largest warming that has oc-
curred in the Northern Hemisphere during at
least the past 1,000 years;

(2) Over the course of this century the
Earth is expected to warm an additional 2.5
to 10.5°F, depending on future emissions lev-
els and on the climate sensitivity—a sus-
tained global rate of change exceeding any in
the last 10,000 years;

(3) Temperature increases in most areas of
the United States are expected to be consid-
erably higher than these global means be-
cause of our nation’s northerly location and
large average distance from the oceans;

(4) Even under mid-range emissions as-
sumptions, the projected warming could
cause substantial impacts in different re-
gions of the U.S., including an increased
likelihood of heavy and extreme precipita-
tion events, exacerbated drought, and sea
level rise;

(5) Almost all plausible emissions sce-
narios result in projected temperatures that
continue to increase well beyond the end of
this century; and,

(6) Due to the long lifetimes of greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere, the longer emis-
sions increase, the faster they will ulti-
mately have to be decreased in order to
avoid dangerous interference with the cli-
mate system.

Evidence that climate change is already
underway includes the instrumental record,
which shows a surface temperature rise of
approximately 1°F over the 20th century, the
accelerated sea level rise during that cen-
tury relative to the last few thousand years,
global retreat of mountain glaciers, reduc-
tion in snow cover extent, earlier thawing of
lake and river ice, the increase in upper air
water vapor over most regions in the past
several decades, and the 0.09°F warming of
the world’s deep oceans since the 1950’s.

Evidence that the warmth of the Northern
Hemisphere during the second half of the
last century was unprecedented in the last
1000 years comes from three major recon-
structions of past surface temperatures,
which used indicators such as tree rings, cor-
als, ice cores, and lake sediments for years
prior to 1860, and instrumental records for
the interval between 1865 and the present.

On the subject of human causation of this
warmth, the NRC report stated that, “The
IPCC’s conclusion that most of the observed
warming of the last 50 years is likely to have
been due to the increase in greenhouse gas
concentrations accurately reflects the cur-
rent thinking of the scientific community on
this issue.” Indeed, computer simulations do
not reproduce the late 20th century warmth
if they include only natural climate forcing
such as emissions from volcanoes and solar
activity. The warmth is only captured when
the simulations include forcings from
human-emitted greenhouse gases present in
the atmosphere.

In summary, the main conclusions of the
IPCC and NRC reports remain robust con-
sensus positions supported by the vast ma-
jority of researchers in the fields of climate
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change and its impacts. The body of research

carried out since the reports were issued

tends to strengthen their conclusions.
Sincerely,

Richard J. Abitz, Ph.D., Director,
Fernald, Inc., Cincinnati, OH.

Vincent J. Abreu, Ph.D., Research Sci-
entist, University of Michigan, Department
of  Atmospheric, Oceanic, and Space
Sciences, Ann Arbor, MlI.

Ilse Ackerman, M.S., Doctoral Candidate,
Cornell University, Department of Crop and
Soil Sciences, Ithaca, NY.

Leslie M. Adams, Ph.D., University of New
Hampshire, Department of Plant Biology,
Durham, NH.

Steven M. Adler-Golden, Ph.D., Principal
Scientist, Spectral Sciences, Inc., Bur-
lington, MA.

David D. Ainley, Ph.D., Senior Ecologist,
Harvey and Associates, San Jose, CA.

Neela Malati Akhouri, Ph.D., Information
Manager, University of Toledo, Lake Erie
Center, Oregon, OH.

Becky Alexander, Ph.D., Post-Doctoral
Fellow, Harvard University, Department of
Earth and Planetary Sciences, Cambridge,
MA.

J. David Allan, Ph.D., Professor, Univer-

Fluor

sity of Michigan, School of Natural Re-
sources and Environment, Ann Arbor, MlI.

Mr. MCCAIN. The letter further
states:

Over the course of this century, the Earth
is expected to warm an additional 2.5 to 10.5
degrees Fahrenheit, depending on future
emissions levels and on the climate sensi-
tivity—a sustained global rate of change ex-
ceeding any in the last 10,000 years.

Temperature increases in most areas of the
United States are expected to be consider-
ably higher than these global means because
of our nation’s northerly location and large
average distance from the oceans.

Almost all plausible emissions scenarios
result in projected temperatures that con-
tinue to increase well beyond the end of this
century, and

Due to the long lifetimes of greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere—

Those are the ones that cause no
harm in the view of the opponents of
this legislation.

the longer emissions increase, the faster
they will ultimately have to be decreased in
order to avoid dangerous interference with
the climate system.

Evidence that climate change is already
underway includes the instrumental record,
which shows a surface temperature rise of
approximately 1 degree Fahrenheit over the
20th century, the accelerated sea level rise
during that century relative to the last few
thousand years, global retreat of mountain
glaciers, reduction in snow cover extent, ear-
lier thawing of lake and river ice, the in-
crease in upper air water vapor over most re-
gions in the past several decades, and the
0.09 Fahrenheit warming of the world’s deep
oceans since the 1950s.

Evidence that the warmth of the Northern
Hemisphere during the second half of the
last century was unprecedented in the last
1,000 years comes from three major recon-
structions of past surface temperatures,
which used indicators such as tree rings, cor-
als, ice cores, and lake sediments for years
prior to 1860, and instrumental records for
the interval between 1865 and the present.

On the subject of human causation of this
warmth, the NRC report stated that the
IPCC’s conclusion that most of the observed
warming of the last 50 years is likely to have
been due to the increase in greenhouse gas
concentrations accurately reflects the cur-
rent thinking of the scientific community on
this issue.
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What the Senator from Connecticut
and | are doing is an incredibly modest
proposal to try to at least stop the in-
crease of greenhouse gases. The over-
whelming majority of the scientific
community in the United States of
America agrees that climate change is
taking place. How serious that is, how
significant it is, and how longlasting
its effect could be the subject of sig-
nificant debate and discussion.

But the fact is that the loss of jobs,
which | do not believe is accurate, is an
issue that needs to be addressed. But
what about the loss of our environ-
ment? What happens if the coral reefs
die? What happens if the Arctic icecap
melts? What happens if we continue to
see increased temperatures?

I don’t know all the answers as to
what happens. | leave that in the hands
of people who are smarter than I am.
But if this picture doesn’t concern you,
then nothing will. I hope we will be
able to pass this legislation as a very
modest and a very humble beginning to
addressing the issue of climate change.

I assure my colleagues of one thing. |
will talk about this again tomorrow.
We will be back on this issue, just as
we were back on the issue of campaign
finance reform. We will be back on it
because this is not stopping. This is
not stopping. More and more evidence
will be accumulated and more and
more people will become concerned be-
cause we love this great country of
ours and we love this world and we do
not want to see it destroyed.

The overwhelming body of scientific
evidence indicates we are placing our
globe in jeopardy and the lives and fu-
tures of our children and our grand-
children. We may have lived in a very
nice time in the history of the world.
Our children and grandchildren may be
condemned to a much less happy world.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MCcCAIN. As sponsors of the

amendment, traditionally, we speak
last.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Would the Chair

advise us how much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-
main 23 seconds for the proponents of
the measure and 3 minutes 23 seconds
for the Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Since it was called to
our attention that tradition would
have it you wrap up, you may have the
last 23 seconds. Let me say to my good
friend from Arizona—and he is a good
friend—you can talk about these peo-
ple. He talked about 1,010 scientists. |
talked about over 20,000 scientists who
have agreed with this, looked at this,
and said it doesn’t really exist. | have
talked about sources that cannot be
impugned by anyone. | am talking
about the Smithsonian, Harvard,
Standard & Poor’s, and others.

Let me just mention | have saved, |
think, the best for last because, yes, we
are concerned about jobs. That is the
biggest concern we have in America
now. Wharton Econometric Fore-
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casting Associates came out with
something that delineated exactly the
damage that would be done to America
and that it would cost 2.4 million U.S.
jobs. That is why the labor unions are
involved in this. It would reduce GDP
by 3.2 percent, or about $300 billion,
which is more than we spend on pri-
mary and secondary education com-
bined.

They said because of Kyoto, Amer-
ican consumers would face higher med-
ical, food, and housing costs. Tomor-
row | will delineate exactly how much
that is. At the same time, an average
household of four would see its real in-
come drop by $2,700 by 2010, and each
year thereafter.

They go on to say—this is the Whar-
ton School of Economics:

Under Kyoto, energy and electricity prices
would nearly double and gasoline prices
would go up an additional 65 cents a gallon.

I know | am almost out of time.
Since it was brought up by the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut
about the farmers, let me tell you who
is frantically trying to stop us from de-
stroying the American farmer: the
International Dairy Foods Association,
the National Association of Wheat
Growers, National Cattle and Beef As-
sociation, National Food Processors
Association, National Grange, the Na-
tional Oilseed Producers, the American
Farm Bureau, the National Corn Grow-
ers Association. The list goes on and
on, because these people are very much
concerned about the competitive dis-
advantage in which they would find
themselves.

I would also have to say | invite my
very good friend from Arizona to go
back and search the record of my re-
marks, the 40-minute talk | made a few
minutes ago. Nowhere in that talk are
the two names—what were they,
Wigley and Schneider?—who were men-
tioned during that time. Tomorrow
there will be ample opportunity to ad-
dress that issue.

We are talking about a big deal. You
wonder what the motivation is? | will
quote a couple of people. If the science
is not real, if it inflicts all this damage
on America, then what could possibly
be the motivation? | think maybe
Jacques Chirac, the President of
France, the other day was correct when
he said, ‘““Kyoto is not about climate. It
is the first component of an authentic
global governance.”

Do we really want to have France
dictating policies to us?

Mr. McCAIN. | ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Oklahoma
have an additional 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. Let me just say | will
yield the remainder of my time. | think
it would be only fair if | get an addi-
tional 3 minutes, that they get an addi-
tional 3 minutes, too, and | don’t want
that to happen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | wish to
express my appreciation to all who
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have engaged in this debate tonight. |
wish we had more time. This press of
end-of-year business prevents us from
doing so. We will be revisiting this
issue. | congratulate the Senator from
Oklahoma for an articulate presen-
tation of his views. | look forward to
our additional 2 hours together tomor-
row.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. McCAIN. | ask unanimous con-

sent that the order for the quorum call
be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, | ask
that there now be a period of morning
business, with Senators permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

————

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT
OF 2003

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, | speak
about the need for hate crimes legisla-
tion. On May 1, 2003, Senator KENNEDY
and | introduced the Local Law En-
forcement Enhancement Act, a bill
that would add new categories to cur-
rent hate crimes law, sending a signal
that violence of any kind is unaccept-
able in our society.

| describe a sad and reprehensible dis-
play of intimidation that took place in
Peoria, IL, on July 6, 2001. That day,
Forest Hatley and Charles Lambert de-
cided to burn a cross at a home in
Macomb, IL, where an interracial cou-
ple lived. The two men constructed a 7-
foot by 3-foot cross and doused it with
gasoline. Shortly after midnight, the
two men transported the cross to the
victims’ yard, planted it in front of the
home, and ignited it. Lambert and
Hatley each admitted this action was
taken to intimidate the couple because
of the male’s race and because he was
living with a person of another race.

| believe that Government’s first
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend
them against the harms that come out
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can
become substance. By passing this leg-
islation and changing current law, we
can change hearts and minds as well.

———

NOMINATION FOR THE EQUAL EM-
PLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COM-
MISSION

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
nomination of Naomi Churchill-Earp to
be a member of the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission in the De-
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partment of Labor was approved today
by the Health, Education, Labor, and
Pensions Committee, despite concerns
about her ability to fairly apply em-
ployment laws.

Many of us in the committee have
strong reservations about her record. A
Commissioner of the EEOC must have
a record of conduct that supports and
promotes equality in the workplace.
Ms. Churchill-Earp has served as an
equal employment manager at a num-
ber of Federal agencies and while serv-
ing in these positions, a number of dis-
crimination complaints have been filed
against her. African Americans, in par-
ticular, say that she has created a hos-
tile working environment by making
disparaging remarks about African-
American employees. The NAACP and
Blacks in Government oppose her nom-
ination, and many of us share their
concerns.

The committee did not hold a hear-
ing on this important nomination, and
we did not have the opportunity to
question her about her qualifications
and positions. Unless we have an oppor-
tunity to resolve these concerns, | in-
tend to oppose this nomination when it
reaches the full Senate.

———

NOMINATION FOR COMMISSIONER
OF EDUCATION STATISTICS

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
nomination of Robert Lerner to be
Commissioner of Education Statistics
in the Department of Education was
approved today by the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions Committee
despite concerns about this nominee’s
qualifications.

The Commissioner of Statistics must
conduct the activities of that office in
a manner that is ‘“‘objective, secular,
neutral and non-ideological’’ and *‘free
of partisan political influence and ra-

cial, cultural, general or regional
bias.” The Commissioner must also
have ‘‘substantial knowledge’” of the

programs assisted by the National Cen-
ter for Education Statistics.

Many of us feel that Dr. Lerner does
not meet these requirements. He has
clearly been an advocate for partisan
ideological causes, and his advocacy
does not seem to be compatible with a
non-partisan role as Commissioner. His
published writings raise questions
about his ability to set aside his ideo-
logical views in dealing with statistical
analysis.

Previous nominees for this important
position have come from academic
backgrounds and with experience in
dealing with statistical analysis. Dr.
Lerner has no such experience or aca-
demic background.

The Committee did not have a hear-
ing on this important nomination and
we did not have the opportunity to
question Dr. Lerner regarding his
qualifications and past advocacy. Un-
less we have an opportunity to resolve
these concerns, | intend to oppose this
nomination when it reaches the full
Senate.

S13509

NATIONAL CEMETERY EXPANSION
ACT OF 2003

Mr. GRAHAM of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, today the House passed impor-
tant legislation that has already
unanimously passed the Senate and au-
thorizes the construction of six new na-
tional veterans cemeteries. By passing
this bill, we ensure that America’s vet-
erans and their families have access to
the burial honors they have earned.

The brave men and women who
fought for our nation are a population
that is aging rapidly. In 2002, America
lost 646,264 veterans. Projections show
that this rate will continue to climb
through the year 2008, when we are ex-
pected to lose over 700,000 veterans.

By the end of 2004, only 64 of the 124
veterans national cemeteries will be
available for both casketed and cre-
mated remains. As cemetery service
capabilities decrease, veterans in areas
near cemeteries that are at capacity
will lose access to burial options with-
in a reasonable distance of their
homes. In order to ensure that burial
options are provided for veterans and
their family members, we must develop
new cemeteries and expand existing
cemeteries. This process must start as
soon as possible because the construc-
tion of a new cemetery takes an aver-
age of seven years.

In anticipation of veterans’ future
needs, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs conducted a study that identifies
veteran population centers not served
by an open national or state veterans
cemetery. The report, ‘““Future Burial
Needs,”” was initially released in May
2002 and has been recently revised
using veteran population estimates
from the 2000 census. The report identi-
fied 31 locations as areas where ceme-
teries would need to be established.

Recognizing that it would not be
practicable to establish national ceme-
teries in all 31 locations, especially in
areas where state cemeteries could
meet the needs of smaller veterans’
populations, VA established guidelines
to determine the neediest areas. In lo-
cations that had more than 170,000 vet-
erans residing more than 75 miles from
an open state or national cemetery, VA
would establish or expand national
cemeteries. Based on revised popu-
lation estimates and the new guide-
lines, VA identified 11 locations that
required either a new national ceme-
tery or an expansion of an existing na-
tional cemetery. Of these locations,
five will be served by an already-
planned state cemetery funded through
VA’s State Cemetery Grants Program
or by expanding existing national
cemeteries. This bill directs the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs to con-
struct veterans cemeteries six cities:
Jacksonville, Florida; Sarasota, Flor-
ida; Birmingham, Alabama; Bakers-
field, California; Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania; and Columbia, South Caro-
lina.

We cannot afford to wait any longer
to fulfill this commitment to our na-
tion’s veterans. Mr. President, I am
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