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Introduction

Thank you very much for the opportunity to present to you today. 

My testimony is based on research I conducted with several specialists, including Dr. Jay Lehr,
science director of The Heartland Institute and editor of McGraw-Hill’s Standard Handbook on
Environmental Science, Health and Technology, Terry Francl and John Skorburg, both
agricultural economists with the American Farm Bureau Federation; Dennis and Alex Avery, an
economist and a biologist, respectively, with the Hudson Institute’s Center for Global Food
Issues; and James L. Johnston, an energy economist recently retired from Amoco.

Together we produced two studies: “State Greenhouse Gas Programs: An Economic and
Scientific Analysis” (February 2003) and “Greenhouse Gas Control: Implications for
Agriculture” (August 2003). My testimony is based on the findings of those two studies. Copies
of both studies are available here today, and can also be found on The Heartland Institute’s Web
site at www.heartland.org.

I have four points I would like to make in the time I’ve been given:

(1) State greenhouse gas programs are being proposed at a time when the scientific basis for the
“global warming” scare is at its weakest point ever. This is a solution to a problem that a
growing number of scientists now believe doesn’t exist.

(2) Farmers are likely to be forced to pay more for emission permits than they can hope to
recover in credits for sequestering carbon in their soil and crops.

(3) Higher taxes on fossil fuels will more than offset whatever farmers can hope to get in credits
for sequestering carbon.

(4) Carbon sequestration can play a role in responding to the possible problem of climate change,
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but probably not by paying farmers in the U.S. to adopt conservation tillage. The real promise of
carbon sequestration lies in forestry and in developing countries.

1. The scientific basis for the “global warming” scare is at its weakest point
ever. 

We now know a lot more about the “global warming” scare than we did a decade, or even 5
years, ago. We know:

# The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) forecasts were based on emissions
scenarios that are wildly unrealistic. For example, global per-capita CO2 emissions remained
relatively flat from 1970 to 1999, but the IPCC assumes per-capita emissions will double by
2050.

# The IPPC’s most realistic scenario forecasts now appears to be its lowest one, which would
lead to a warming of about 0.1 degree C per decade, or 1 degree in 100 years, and even this
may be an exaggeration.

# The IPCC studies are filled with qualifications and doubts that never made it into the
Summary for Policymakers. The National Academy of Sciences had documented these
uncertainties in a whole series of studies.

# Paleoclimatologists are now certain that the recent warming is not unprecedented, and that
climate changes can occur quickly without any apparent connection to greenhouse gas
concentrations.

#  The benefits of a modest warming would outweigh the costs – by $8.4 billion a year in 1990
dollars by the year 2060, according to Robert Mendelsohn at Yale University – thanks to
longer growing seasons, more wood fiber production, lower construction costs, lower
mortality rats, and lower rates of morbidity (illness).

At a January 30 conference organized by the American Council for Capital Formation, Dr.
Andrei Illarionov, chief economic advisor to Russian President Vladimir Putin, said Russia will
not ratify the Kyoto Protocol in its current form or under current circumstances. He pointed to
the scientific uncertainties, and also pointed out that only 3 of the 15 European Union countries
will meet (or say they will) meet their Kyoto targets, the rest won’t. 

Without Russian ratification, the Kyoto Protocol is dead. There will be no global emissions
trading, and no global pressure to raise energy prices or otherwise ration fossil fuels. This is, in
short, the wrong time to get on the “global warming” bandwagon. The science just isn’t there,
and neither is the political will to do something “just in case.”
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2. Farmers are likely to be forced to pay more for emission permits than they
can hope to recover in credits for sequestering carbon in their soil and
crops.

Even if you believe the threat of climate change is real, you should still oppose participating in a
scheme that promises to pay farmers to sequester carbon in their soil in crops. The reason is
farmers emit more greenhouse gases than they now sequester or can reasonably expect to
sequester in the future.

According to the latest data from EPA, agricultural
soils in the U.S. in 2001 sequestered 15.2 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, compared
to total emissions of 526 mmtCO2e. Emissions were
35 times as great as net sequestration.

If farmers want to be paid to store carbon, they had
better expect to be charged for emitting carbon. It is
unrealistic to expect the industry would be for long
exempted from the same emission permit
requirements imposed on other emitters. 

If you start down this path, you can expect to face
new regulations passed in the name of fighting
global warming, including limitations on production
per acre for some crops, mandatory fallowing of
crop land, limits and restrictions on livestock
production, and restrictions on the use of fertilizer. We know these regulations are waiting in the
wings because the Clinton administration had them in its wish list of global warming legislation.

3. Higher taxes on fossil fuels will more than offset whatever farmers are paid
to sequester carbon.

All of the leading environmental advocacy groups calling for action on global warming support
raising energy taxes to reduce the use of fossil fuels. Credits for sequestering carbon only make
sense in the long run if they are paired with outright rationing of energy use or, more likely,
higher taxes on fossil fuels. Credits and energy taxes are two sides of the same coin.

Most economists believe a tax equivalent to $0.50 a gallon on gasoline would be required to
achieve the Kyoto Protocol’s goal of cutting U.S. emissions to 7% below 1990 levels by the year
2012. What effect would such a tax have on farmers in Iowa? 

My colleagues and I estimated the impact of a $0.50 per gallon tax on agricultural inputs – fuels
and electricity, pesticides and other chemicals, fertilizer, and customer operations and hauling –

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
and Sequestration

Emissions mtCO2*
Total global 28 billion
Total U.S. 6.9 billion
U.S. agricultural 526 million

Sequestration
U.S. forestry (759 million)
U.S. agricultural soils (15.2 million)

------
* metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent

Source: USEPA, U.S. Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Sinks: 1990 - 2001, Final
version, April 2003.



** The actual figures, from the World Resources Institute, are 8 tons per hectare versus 269 tons per
hectare for a project in Russia.
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and then calculated the increased cost per acre for four major crops. It came to:

Wheat $16/acre
Soybeans $19/acre
Corn $45/acre
Cotton $64/acre

What this means is that while the government is putting into one of a farmer’s pockets to pay
him or her to sequester carbon, the government is taking money out of another pocket – at the
rate of between $16 and $64 per acre. This is probably far more than farmers can hope to get in
credits for sequestering carbon.

We then assumed farmers lack the market power to pass those higher costs along to consumers
by raising prices, and estimated the impact of those higher costs on net profitability. That
calculation found:

Soybean growers would lose 15% of their net profit
wheat growers would lose 22% of their net profit,
corn growers, 29%, and 
cotton growers, 45%

4. Carbon sequestration can play a role in responding to the possible problem
of climate change, but probably not by paying farmers in the U.S. to adopt
conservation tillage. 

Agricultural soils in the U.S. today capture only one-twentieth of 1 percent of total annual U.S.
greenhouse gas emissions, according to EPA, or 1 percent according to the USDA. Carbon
sequestration in agricultural soils rose only 14 percent from 1990 to 2001, a period when many
farmers shifted to conservation tillage and other methods to reduce erosion, again according to
official EPA data. It is beyond the powers of imagination to believe we could increase carbon
sequestration by 100 percent – which would mean farmers would be sequestering all of 2% of
total emissions – or 1,000 percent – enough to sequester 10% the total emissions, in the short
term, or that it would be worth the investment to do it.

The real promise of carbon sequestration lies in forestry and in developing countries. According
to EPA, forests in the U.S. sequestered 759 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent in
2001, 50 times as much as agricultural soils. An acre of forest can have 30 times the biomass of
an acre of marginal farmland.** 

But subsidizing tree planting would reduce U.S. farm exports and prompt more farm output in
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countries where there are no artificial constraints on farming. This would lead to more clearing
of forests in Third World countries, where deforestation is already a major problem. On a global
scale, more carbon, not less, would be released into the atmosphere.

If the U.S. government wants to tax its citizens to “do something” about global warming, the
most efficient thing it could do is subsidize tree planting in developing countries. Subsidizing
tree planting in the U.S. would probably cause global carbon emissions to rise, not fall, and
subsidizing farmers to sequester carbon in their soil is a fool’s errand – compared with forestry,
there just isn’t enough sequestration potential in agriculture to make much of a difference.

Conclusion

If environmentalists really believed global warming was a threat, they would focus their efforts
on ending deforestation in third world countries, which currently accounts for emissions equal to
three-fourths of the entire emission reduction called for by the Kyoto Protocol. And they would
focus on controlling the rapidly rising emissions in third world countries, where small
investments can produce big emissions reductions. Instead, they support the Kyoto Protocol,
which imposes caps on emissions from developed countries and no obligations at all on 179 of
the world’s 210 countries, accounting for 76% of CO2 emissions and 90% of the world’s
population.

The real goal of the global warming lobby is rather obvious. It is to reduce fossil fuel
consumption in first world countries. Environmentalists have adopted this goal for reasons
having very little to do with the environment, but a lot to do with their liberal ideologies. They
believe fossil fuels makes possible a life style that is too materialistic, or too much better than
what is common in other countries. They feel guilty, and they want us to share their pain. They
believe big corporations make big profits off fossil fuels and they positively loath big
corporations. They don’t like cars and trucks either, and think by limiting access to fossil fuels,
they can get more of us to walk or take trains. 

I would urge Iowans not to get on the global warming bandwagon. The science just isn’t there
and grows less convincing by the week. Farmers are likely to pay more – in credits for their own
emissions and in higher energy costs – than they stand to earn from selling carbon credits. And
to the extent that sequestration has a role to play in combating the possible problem of global
warming, the best place to do it isn’t in the U.S., but in developing countries, and not in corn,
wheat, or soybean fields, but in replanting forests.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify, and I am happy to try to answer any questions you
might have.


