A Chamber Divided: Is the US Chamber Really Representing its Members?

Overview

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has emerged as one of the most persistent voices in the discussion about policies to address global warming. The Chamber is known for representing the views of the business community on a range of issues, including global warming. 

But who is the U.S. Chamber really representing when it comes to global warming? 

Our analysis indicates that the staff of the U.S. Chamber is representing the views held by a small fraction of its board – just 4 members out of 122 members on the board of directors. These views, which question the scientific consensus and reject the need for federal regulation to reduce global warming pollution, stand in contrast to the views expressed by 19 members of the Chamber’s board that support federal regulations with goals to reduce total US global warming pollution.

Discussion

The President of the Chamber, Tom Donohue, said in a letter to the Chambers’ board of directors
 that the Chamber has “no blanket position for or against the concepts of a cap-and-trade system or carbon tax.” The Chamber may not have an explicit position against federal regulation of global warming pollution, but such opposition is clearly communicated by the Chamber’s suggestions for addressing global warming and criteria for federal policy. 

Donohue explained in his letter to his board what the Chamber would support in the way of addressing global warming. Noticeably missing from the list is any reference to a national policy expressly designed to reduce the amount of global warming pollution released into the atmosphere. According to Donohue, the Chamber will support energy efficiency improvements, investment in new and existing energy technologies and strong U.S. leadership to forge an international agreement that includes all major emitters.

Donohue also states what the Chamber will oppose, providing ample grounds to reject just about any policy that is proposed:

1. We should not implement policies that damage our economy or force American jobs overseas. 

2. We should not mandate the use of technologies before they actually exist. 
3. And, we should not enact policies that fail to recognize that we must have continued access to traditional energy sources – including coal, oil, gas, and nuclear – as well as alternatives. 
And in a series of public forums on climate and energy
 the Chamber has consistently sponsored presentations on the science that question the justification for any regulatory response to global warming.
 Donohue’s own letter conveys skepticism about the scientific justification for action. 

These forums have also presented discredited studies that purport to show the severe economic damage to the U.S. economy if the Lieberman-Warner bill of 2008 had been passed. These reports, which include studies conducted by the Heritage Foundation, the American Council for Capital Formation/National Association of Manufacturers and other groups, only modeled parts of the actual bill,
 excluding the sections designed to control the costs of implementation, promote greater energy efficiency, and invest in clean energy technologies. In justifying the presentation of these studies, one US Chamber writer compared enacting climate legislation to “suicide bombing”
 the American economy. 

Taking these elements into account, the Chamber’s real position on global warming can be fairly described as opposing federal regulations with goals to reduce total US global warming pollution. It should be noted that this analysis focuses on the context of Congressional legislation, not EPA regulation. 
Is this position consistent with the views of the companies that serve on the Chamber’s board? 
Our survey
 of the Chamber’s 122 members of the board of directors suggests it is not. To begin with, 99 of the companies on the Chamber’s board have no currently identifiable, publicly stated position indicating support or opposition to federal global warming policy.
 In other words, more than 80% of the companies on the board have no publicly stated position on the issue. 

But more puzzling is that of the 23 companies on the Chamber’s board that do have a publicly stated position on global warming policy, 19 have clearly stated support for one form or another of federal policy that would regulate global warming pollution, while only 4 either oppose regulations or refute the scientific justification altogether. 

In fact, it appears that the U.S. Chamber is representing the views of a small minority of its board members, at the expense of other businesses on the board.

	A Chamber Divided

	
	Favor federal policy with goals to reduce US emissions 
	Oppose federal policy

and/or refute the science
	No discernible public position

	No. of companies on Chamber board that:
	
19
	
4
	98


Companies listed as favor federal regulation that sets goals to reduce US global warming pollution include those that spelled have signed on to principles supporting such legislation as through coalitions or joint statements, including the US Climate Action Partnership (USCAP)
, Business for Innovative Climate and Energy Policy (BICEP)
 the Business Environment Leadership Council (BELC)
, Edison Electric Institute (EEI)
 as well as those that have signed joint communiqués describing support for cap and trade systems.
	U.S. Chamber of Commerce Board Member Companies’ Positions on Climate

	Supports economy-wide reductions in CO2 emissions and/or federal cap-and-trade legislation
	Opposes federal action on climate change or refutes the science

	Alcoa
	Peabody Energy

	Caterpillar Inc.
	Massey Energy Corp.

	Deere & Company
	CONSOL Energy

	Dow Chemical Company
	Con-Way Inc.*

	Duke Energy
	

	Eastman Kodak
	

	Entergy
	

	Fox Entertainment Group
	

	IBM 
	

	Lockheed
	

	Nike Inc.
	

	PepsiCo
	

	PNM Resources
	

	Rolls Royce North America Inc.
	

	Siemens Corporation
	

	Southern Company
	

	The Robertson Foundation
	

	Toyota Motor North America Inc.
	

	Xerox
	

	19 TOTAL
	4 TOTAL


* Con-Way does not have an explicit position against federal regulation that we could find. However, they are listed in the “opposes” column based on testimony presented in March 2009 in which the company expressed opposition to an economy-wide regulatory scheme that would include trucking.
Appendix A
I. U.S. Chamber Position

The most recent, complete statement of position on the subject is found in a letter to Members of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors, March 4, 2008, from Chamber President Tom Donohue.
 

Where We Stand on Climate Change

The business community and Chamber members have a range of views about the extent of the risk posed by climate change as well as appropriate policy options to address the risk. There have been recent attempts by some environmentalists to further divide and pressure business on this matter. Let me explain the Chamber’s approach.  

As the scientific inquiry continues (and given the recent reports indicating a cooling trend over the last year, such inquiry should continue) the Chamber supports public and private sector action to control the greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to climate change. 

We believe there are three important things the country could be doing right now to make significant progress. 

First– efficiency. We must encourage and require stronger action by all energy consumers to use fuel and power more efficiently – in buildings, appliances, consumer products, and transportation. 

Second – technology. Government and business should support investment in new technologies that expand alternative energy and allow us to use traditional sources more cleanly. 

Third – global action. The U.S. should exert strong leadership to conclude a successor agreement to the Kyoto Protocol. In order to work, this agreement must include all major carbon emitting economies. 

There are also things we should not do. We should not implement policies that damage our economy or force American jobs overseas. We should not mandate the use of technologies before they actually exist. And, we should not enact policies that fail to recognize that we must have continued access to traditional energy sources – including coal, oil, gas, and nuclear – as well as alternatives. 

It is in this context – a positive program of efficiency, technology, and global action coupled with the cautionary principles I have laid out – that the Chamber is evaluating all proposals and approaches on Capitol Hill. 

We have no blanket position for or against the concepts of a cap-and-trade system or a carbon tax. We are using our judgment, expertise, and the input of our members to analyze specific bills and specific language. After doing so with the hotly-debated Lieberman-Warner legislation, we have determined that in its current form, this bill does not make the grade. 

I want you to know that the Chamber is not taking a pass on this important issue. There is a strong likelihood that sooner or later, action will be taken on the regulatory front, and we must be positioned to strongly influence such action. We will continue to play a leading role in the climate change debate and embrace positive solutions that make sense. For questions about the policy and strategy behind our approach to climate change, please contact Executive Vice President Bruce Josten at (202) 463-5310. 

II. Board member companies that support federal regulations with goals to reduce total US global warming pollution.
ALCOA, INC.

Alcoa is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp -- and BELC -- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
CATERPILLAR, INC
Caterpillar is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp
DEERE AND COMPANY

Deere and Company is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp -- and BELC -- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY
Dow Chemical Company is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp
DUKE ENERGY

Duke Energy is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp -- and BELC -- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
EASTMAN KODAK COMPANY

Eastman Kodak Company signed on to the Bali Communiqué -- http://www.balicommunique.com/communique.html
ENTERGY

Entergy is a member of BELC-- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
FOX ENTERTAINMENT GROUP

Fox Entertainment Group’s parent company, the News Corporation, signed on to the Bali Communiqué -- http://www.balicommunique.com/communique.html
IBM

IBM is a member of BELC -- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
LOCKHEED MARTIN

Lockheed Martin is a member of BELC -- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
NIKE, INC.

Nike is a member of BICEP-- http://www.ceres.org/Page.aspx?pid=962
PEPSICO, INC.

PepsiCo is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp
PNM RESOURCES

PNM Resources is a member of BELC -- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
THE ROBERTSON FOUNDATION

“Our primary focus is to advance policy solutions such as a national cap on carbon coupled with market-based tools that will yield economically efficient carbon reductions.”

http://www.robertsonfoundation.org/climate.html
ROLLS ROYCE NORTH AMERICA INC.

Rolly Royce North America’s parent company, Rolls Royce, signed the Bali Communiqué -- http://www.balicommunique.com/communique.html
SIEMENS CORPORATION
Siemens Corp. is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp
SOUTHERN COMPANY

Southern Company states on their website that the company supports the Edison Electric Institute January 2009 principles on global warming.
“With other members of Edison Electric Institute, an association of shareholder-owned electric companies, we support climate change framework that calls for an 80 percent reduction of carbon emissions from current levels by 2050 and also recommends to Congress a unified industry position for allocating emissions allowances distributed to the utility sector under potential cap-and-trade legislation.”

http://www.southerncompany.com/corporateresponsibility/environment/climatePosition.aspx
TOYOTA MOTOR NORTH AMERICA

Toyota is a member of BELC -- http://www.pewclimate.org/companies_leading_the_way_belc/company_profiles
XEROX

Xerox is a member of USCAP-- http://www.us-cap.org/about/index.asp
III. Companies that oppose federal action on global warming pollution / refute the scientific consensus.
MASSEY ENERGY

Massey Energy chief Don Blankenship said it's time for the industry to fight what he calls “greeniacs" complaining about climate change.

The Associated Press State & Local Wire, “New online ad declares ‘clean coal’ a myth,” December 8, 2008, available via http://gazette-mail.com/News/200812080488, accessed March 25, 2009.)

Blankenship also made clear in his comments during a speech at Tug Valley Mining Institute in West Virginia, November 20, 2008, that he does not accept the science and does not support federal climate regulation. http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/paltman/caught_on_tape_the_big_lies_of_1.html 
CONSOL ENERGY

Peter Lilly, president of the coal group for CONSOL Energy:
"It used to be acid rain, the impact on the ozone layer, then the mercury," he said. "We've cleaned all those things as attention has been focused, and now we have climate change, and it's debatable, that's for sure."

Ali, Ann, “Bush Addresses Coal Association With Energy Solutions,” The State Journal, August 8, 2008, Vol. 24 No. 30 Pg. 13, available via http://www.allbusiness.com/energy-utilities/coal-industry-coal-mining/11577323-1.html, accessed March 25, 2009.

CON-WAY INC.

(“Panel II of a Hearing of the Energy and Air Quality Subcommittee of the House Energy and Commerce Committee,” Federal News Service, June 19, 2008, available via http://energycommerce.house.gov/cmte_mtgs/110-eaq-hrg.061908.LegislativeProposals.shtml, accessed March 25, 2009.)

MR. MULLETT: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Randall Mullett. I'm a vice president with Con-Way. It's a $4.7 billion trucking and logistics company. We employ 30,000 people at nearly 500 locations across the United States. We operate 11,000 tractors, 40,000 trailers, and we run about a billion miles every year on the nation's highways and roads.

Today I'm also representing the American Trucking Association, where I serve as vice chair of their Environmental and Energy Policy Committee.

While cap and trade continues to be the primary mechanism being discussed to promote carbon reduction, it is much more effective when applied to stationary sources rather than extremely diversified mobile sources such as trucking. We appreciate that the committee has taken the time to examine and address the uniqueness of the transportation industry in its white paper, "Scope of a Cap-and-Trade System."

As you know, commercial trucks are used for good movements, not pleasure. There are very few discretionary miles. We are very concerned about the effect that any cap-and-trade system will have on our ability to deliver the nation's freight.
There are no commercially viable hybrid line-haul trucks, and truck fuel economy has remained stagnant for some time, leaving us few options. ATA will be working closely with the U.S. DOT and the National Academy of Sciences in the evaluation of fuel economy and fuel efficiency standards, as directed under the Energy Information Security Act of 2007.

The trucking industry is concerned about what a cap-and-trade system will do to the price of fuel. At today's diesel prices, it costs over $1,400 to refuel a typical truck. Over a thousand trucking companies failed and over 10,000 independent operators, drivers and employees lost their jobs in the first quarter of this year alone. And there is a direct correlation between these failures and the price of fuel.

Significant fuel cost increases resulting from cap and trade will only exacerbate this problem. The trucking industry also supports safeguards that ensure carbon regulations do not inadvertently disrupt fuel supplies for the commercial transportation sector. As you know, we cannot choose the fuel we use to transport goods and we cannot decouple economic growth from the growth of freight transportation.

If not anticipated, and safeguards not included in legislative proposals, a cap and trade on mobile sources could disrupt the amount of diesel fuel to motor carriers. This may happen if the current mix of mid-level distillates that includes diesel fuel, jet fuel, home heating oil and kerosene has changed or it lags behind demand or it's diverted to other uses.

We fear that a cap and trade may also have the effect of reducing domestic refining capacity and shifting it to regions outside the country, further increasing costs and putting the supply of on-road diesel at risk.

The trucking industry supports federal preemption of state, local and regional climate change laws to avert a regulatory patchwork which would hamper the efficient delivery of the nation's goods. In the absence of federal guidance, other governmental entities are taking independent action. If federal preemption is not enabled, ATA would ask that the Congress exempt entities involved in the interstate transport of goods.

The trucking industry is keenly aware of the need to find real solutions to reduce carbon emissions. We have recently unveiled a bold sustainability program that will have an immediate impact on the environment, reducing fuel consumption by 86 billion gallons and reducing the carbon footprint of all vehicles by nearly a billion tons over the next 10 years, without restricting the delivery of the nation's goods or placing undue economic hardship and regulatory burden on the trucking industry.

ATA's recommendations set out real solutions, though low tech, for our industry that are achievable today to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The six key recommendations set out in the ATA program are enact a national 65-mile-an-hour speed limit and govern new truck speeds to 68 miles per hour; decrease idling; reducing highway congestion through highway infrastructure improvements; increase fuel efficiency through participation in EPA Smartway programs; promote the use of more productive truck combinations; and support a national fuel economy standard for medium and heavy-duty trucks.

In closing, ATA requests that Congress consider funding research and development in the areas of new engine technologies, truck aerodynamics, low-carbon fuels, tires, batteries, hybrids and other energy-saving technologies that are specific to the operation of line- haul trucks. Technology advancements have been stalled for many years, and an infusion of funding incentives is critical to develop the next generation of more efficient and lower carbon-emitting trucks.

We as an industry look forward to working with you to help reduce our carbon footprint. Thank you.

PEABODY ENERGY

Peabody Energy's president and CEO, Gregory Boyce, said expanded investment in coal-to-liquid technologies could ease the nation's energy woes. Technology, not regulation, is the way to deal with climate change, he added, calling for investment in projects to sequester carbon dioxide.

"The U.K. and Europe have shown that Kyoto type carbon caps don't work and punish society and economies in the process," Boyce told the Industrial Energy Consumers of America meeting in Washington. "Technology is the proper path to address climate concerns."

“Peabody CEO urges expanded investments in technology, less regulation,” Greenwire, April 13, 2006, Vol. 10 No. 9.

� March 4, 2008 letter from Tom Donohue to the Board of Directors of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce (� HYPERLINK "http://TinyURL.com/d5s7go" ��http://TinyURL.com/d5s7go�.)  


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.yourenergyfuture.org" ��http://www.yourenergyfuture.org�


� � HYPERLINK "http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/paltman/the_us_chamber_of_chicken_litt.html" ��http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/paltman/the_us_chamber_of_chicken_litt.html�





For more information, contact Peter Altman at NRDC at 202 289 2453 or paltman@nrdc.org


� See � HYPERLINK "http://co2mediaguide.org/Modeling%20Flaws%20in%20the%20Heritage%20Foundation%201-21-09--Johnson.pdf" ��http://co2mediaguide.org/Modeling%20Flaws%20in%20the%20Heritage%20Foundation%201-21-09--Johnson.pdf� and � HYPERLINK "http://co2mediaguide.org/E3%20ACCF-NAM2008.pdf" ��http://co2mediaguide.org/E3%20ACCF-NAM2008.pdf� for academic debunks of the Heritage and ACCF/NAM reports. 


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.chamberpost.com/2008/11/climate-change-theology-and-reality.html" ��http://www.chamberpost.com/2008/11/climate-change-theology-and-reality.html� 


� Research examined every member of the Chamber board and included the collection and examination of public statements by representing coalitions (i.e. USCAP, BICEP, BELC, EEI), as well as independent statements in print media, TV news reports, Congressional hearings, and press releases via Nexis and Westlaw search engines. The dates and links of various joint principles statemenst are: USCAP (January 2009) � HYPERLINK "http://www.us-cap.org" ��http://www.us-cap.org�;


BELC (July 2008) � HYPERLINK "http://www.pewclimate.org/business/belc" ��http://www.pewclimate.org/business/belc�; BICEP (November 2008) � HYPERLINK "http://www.ceres.org/bicep" ��http://www.ceres.org/bicep�; the Bali Communique (December 2007) � HYPERLINK "http://www.balicommunique.com/communique.html" ��http://www.balicommunique.com/communique.html�; and EEI (January 2009) � HYPERLINK "http://www.eei.org/ourissues/TheEnvironment/Climate/Documents/070208_climate_principles.pdf" ��http://www.eei.org/ourissues/TheEnvironment/Climate/Documents/070208_climate_principles.pdf�.


� In the past, the National Black Chamber of Commerce has voiced strong concern about climate policies such as the Kyoto Protocol and the Climate Security Act, but has not ruled out federal regulation. However, we were unable to find a position statement more recent than 2005. Since many of the companies that show up as favoring federal policy have only done so since December 2007, and since our research turned up no NBCC position since then, we deem it fair to note the NBCC’s past advocacy but not to count the NBCC as a current opponent of climate policy. 





In addition, Deloitte LLC has also stated support for federal policy on climate change, but the most recent such position was taken in 2005. While the company’s experts promote federal regulation (for example � HYPERLINK "http://deloitte.com/dtt/article/0,1002,sid%253D207115%2526cid%253D241925,00.html" ��http://deloitte.com/dtt/article/0,1002,sid%253D207115%2526cid%253D241925,00.html�), we cannot find a recent statement that appears to represent the company’s official position. As a result, Deloitte is not counted among those firms supporting federal policies. 


� http://www.uscap.org/


� http://www.ceres.org/bicep


� http://www.pewclimate.org/business/belc


� http://www.eei.org/ourissues/TheEnvironment/Climate/Documents/070208_climate_principles.pdf


� � HYPERLINK "http://tinyurl.com/d5s7go" ��http://tinyurl.com/d5s7go�.  A very similar statement also ran as “The Chamber’s Position on Global Climate Change,” Uschamber.com Magazine, via � HYPERLINK "http://www.uschambermagazine.com/content/080311?n=w" ��http://www.uschambermagazine.com/content/080311?n=w�, March 11, 2008, accessed March 5, 2009. JPGS of the Chamber letter are attached at the end of this document. 
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