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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
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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-
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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
con