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Valdez, Anthony (ENV)

From: Anastasia Glikshtern < >
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 10:27 PM
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc: Jackson, Jen (ENV)
Subject: General Public Comment, Commission on the Environment Policy Committee Meeting
Attachments: PC020041.JPG; PC020042.JPG; PC020043.JPG

Dear Anthony, 
Please include the following comment into the 12‐11‐2017 meeting minutes. 
Thank you very much, 
Anastasia Glikshtern 

Commissioners, 
 
Imazapyr (Polaris/Stalker) was sprayed on Mt. Davidson, once again, on 11‐28‐2017.  
I saw only one sign ‐ there might've been more ‐ it was late, it was getting dark ‐ I didn't go looking for them. 
 
After reducing use of high hazard herbicides somewhat since the peak in 2013, Natural Resource Division (former 
Natural Areas Program) is using more of them again.  
They used more in the first 10 months of 2017 than in all 2016 with spraying of glyphosate (probable carcinogen) nearly 
doubled. 
2012 study on rats showed 50% more instances of non‐alcoholic fatty liver disease in the group with long term exposure 
to ultra low doses of Roundup than in control group. 
(I personally know two people recently diagnosed with non‐alcoholic fatty liver disease.)  
 
Here is the link to a post about 2017 herbicide use  in "natural" areas on SF Forest Alliance site: 
https://sfforest.org/2017/11/20/pesticide‐use‐in‐san‐francisco‐natural‐areas‐creeping‐up‐again‐oct‐2017/  
 
Here is a post on Death of a Million Trees site about imazapyr killing "native" trees (oaks and maples,) when used to 
remove "non‐native" plants on Mount Baldhead in Michigan: https://milliontrees.me/2013/03/12/when‐the‐cure‐is‐
worse‐than‐the‐disease‐incompetent‐pesticide‐use/ 

The higher hazard herbicides are being proved again and again to be more toxic, persistent, and  mobile than their 
manufacturers disclose. Only these proofs come after years of use, after many people have suffered the consequences 
of the exposure.  The herbicides contaminate soil and water, they accumulate. There could be no excuse for using them. 
 
The city should finally start following the precautionary principle and discontinue unacceptable and unnecessary use of 
tier I & II non‐organic herbicides.  
 
Photos of the pesticide sign are attached. 
 
Sincerely, 
Anastasia Glikshtern 
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Valdez, Anthony (ENV)

From: Robert Hall 
Sent: Friday, December 08, 2017 11:12 AM
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Re: Comments for Environmental Commission meeting
Attachments: EC comment.docx

Thanks for getting back to me. My comment and photo are attached.  
 
Robert Hall 
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I’m here to urge you to protect San Francisco’s remnant patches of native 
grasslands. We need more Natural Area gardeners and fewer invasive 
weeds.  
Of course, you may know that grasslands provide food and shelter for bees 
and other insects that pollinate our local plants. But something many 
people don’t know is that grasses have an enormous capacity for carbon 
storage. All plants "harvest" carbon dioxide from the air and bind the 
carbon tightly into "chains" of glucose which are stored in the tissues of 
plants -- both above and below ground.  
When grasslands are grazed or cut, the roots die back depositing carbon 
deep into the soil. The plant then begins the process of regrowing tissue, 
above and below ground, until it is grazed or cut again.  This process  
pumps carbon into the soil. 
I want to tell you about two particular native bunch grasses that are carbon 
storage machines. 
California oatgrass roots can penetrate 3-4 feet into the soil. 
And our official California State Grass, purple needlegrass, lives up to 200 
years and has roots that extend 20 feet into the ground. That’s more than 
three Steph Curries stacked on top of each other.  
Most importantly, this grass is a resource for over 330 wildlife species and 
both can found in place like Twin Peaks, Glen Canyon and Bernal Hill.  
Please protect these grasses that are working hard to protect us against 
climate change. 
 
Submitted by Bob Hall 
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Legislative proposal: Carbon Fee and Dividend
Findings:
1. Causation: ‘Whereas the weight of scientific evidence indicates that greenhouse gas emissions from

human activities including the burning of fossil fuels and other sources are causing rising global
temperatures,

2. Mitigation (Return to 350 ppm or below): Whereas the weight of scientific evidence also indicates
that a return from the current concentration of more than 400 parts per million (“ppm”) of carbon
dioxide (“C02”) in the atmosphere to 350 ppm CO2 or less is necessary to slow or stop the rise in
global temperatures,

3. Endangeiment: Whereas further increases in global temperatures pose imminent and substantial
dangers to human health, the natural environment, the economy, national security, and an
unacceptable risk of catastrophic impacts to human civilization,

4. Co-Benefits: Whereas the measures proposed in this legislation will benefit the economy, human
health, the environment, and national security, even without consideration of global temperatures, as
a result of correcting market distortions, reductions in non-greenhouse-gas pollutants, reducing the
outflow of dollars to oil-producing countries and improvements in the energy security of the United
States,

5. Benefits of Carbon fees: Whereas phased-in carbon fees on greenhouse gas emissions (1) are the
most efficient, transparent, and enforceable mechanism to drive an effective and fair transition to a
domestic-energy economy, (2) will stimulate investment in alternative-energy technologies, and (3)
give all businesses powerful incentives to increase their energy-efficiency and reduce their carbon
footprints in order to remain competitive,

6. Equal Monthly Per-Person Dividends: Whereas equal monthly dividends (or “rebates”) from carbon
fees paid to every American household can help ensure that families and individuals can afford the
energy they need during the transition to a greenhouse gas-free economy and the dividends will
stimulate the economy,

Therefore the following legislation is hereby enacted:
1. Collection of Carbon Fees/Carbon Fee Trust fund: Upon enactment, impose a carbon fee on all

fossil fuels and other greenhouse gases at the point where they first enter the economy. The fee shall
be collected by the Treasury Department. The fee on that date shall be $15 per ton of CO2 equivalent
emissions and result in equal charges for each ton of CO2 equivalent emissions potential in each type
of fuel or greenhouse gas. The Department of Energy shall propose and promulgate regulations
setting forth CO2 equivalent fees for other greenhouse gases including at a minimum methane,
nitrous oxide, sulfur hexafluoride, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons, and nitrogen
triftuoride. The Treasury shall also collect the fees imposed upon the other greenhouse gases. All
fees are to be placed in the Carbon Fees Trust Fund and rebated to American households as outlined
in #3 below.

2. Emissions Reduction Targets: To align US emissions with the physical constraints identified by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) to avoid irreversible climate change, the yearly
increase in carbon fees including other greenhouse gases, shall be at least $10 per ton of CO2



equivalent each year. Annually, the Department of Energy shall determine whether an increase larger
than $10 per ton per year is needed to achieve program goals. Yearly price increases of at least $10
per year shall continue until total U.S. C02-equivalent emissions have been reduced to 10% of U.S.
C02-equivalent emissions in 1990.

3. Equal Per-Person Monthly Dividend Payments: Equal monthly per-person dividend payments shall
be made to all American households (Y2 payment per child under 18 years old, with a limit of 2
children per family) each month. The total value of all monthly dividend payments shall represent
100% of the net carbon fees collected per month.

4. Border Adjustments: In order to ensure there is no domestic or international incentive to relocate
production of goods or services to regimes more permissive of greenhouse gas emissions, and thus
encourage lower global emissions, Carbon-fee-Equivalent Tariffs shall be charged for goods
entering the U.S. from countries without comparable Carbon Fees/Carbon Pricing. Carbon-Fee
Equivalent Rebates shall be used to reduce the price of exports to such countries. The State
Department will determine rebate amounts and exemptions if any.
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Citizens’ Climate Lobby
Summary of “The Economic, Climate, Fiscal, Power,

and Demographic Impact of a National
Fee-and-Dividend Carbon Tax” ByREMI and Synapse

Summary by Danny Richter, Ph.D.

About the study:
Citizens’ Climate Education Corporation (CCEC) and Citizens’ Climate Lobby (CCL)

contracted a third party, Regional Economic Modeling, Inc. (REMI) to do a nation-wide
macroeconomic study on the impact of its Fee and Dividend (F&D) policy. The policy modeled
is not a perfect representation of F&D (most obviously, F&D begins at $15 per ton whereas the
study began at $10 per ton), but it is quite close, and accounts for the impact F&D’s border tariff
adjustment would have on the US economy. REMI used three models to do the study: (1) The
Regional Energy Deployment System (ReEDS) built by the National Renewable Energy
Laboratory and run by Synapse Energy Economics; (2) the Carbon Analysis Tool (CAT); an
enhancement of the open-source CTAM model and populated by data from the US Energy
Information Admiitistration (EIA); and (3) REMI P1+, a proprietary dynamic model of
subnational units of the United States’ economy whose methodology and equations are
peer-reviewed and available to the public. Output included impacts on 160 industries, nationally
and regionally for the 9 “U.S. Census” regions commonly grouped together in a number of
federal data sources and in the energy market forecasts from the EIA.

6,000 3000

5,000 2,500

4,000 2000

! 3,000 1,500 -o .2.

2,000
. 1,000

liii

us a N as 0 ,1 r, en fl us LO N LO 01 0 l r4 en Us

NEMS/ReEDS Baseilne CAT/ReEDS AIternatve

Figure 1: U.S. C02 emissions under F&D (yellow) and Figure 2: Thousands of jobs created by F&D relative to
without a carbon tax (blue). F&D reduces US emissions to the case without a carbon tax. Over a million jobs created
69% of 1990 levels by 2025, and to 50% by 2035. within 4 years, over 2 million within 9 years.

Model results were able to estimate the effects of the policy on GDP, personal income,
employment, prices, carbon dioxide emissions, mortality due to NOx and SOx emissions,
revenues, monthly dividend amount, energy generation capacity by technology, energygeneration by
type, investment in power, population, and economic migration on both a regional
and national level. Income and employment figures for each of 160 industry categories
considered are included. These 160 industries encompass the entire economy.



The results are all relative to a baseline case where there is no carbon tax (modeled by
using the exact same set-up, with a $0/ton value for the carbon tax). In other words, all three
models were run two times. Both times, the set-up was identical except for one thing: the price
of carbon was either $0 from 2016-2035 (the baseline), or was $10 per ton in 2016 and
increased by $10 every year after that (F&D).
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Figure 3: Cumulative lives saved from avoided emissions
by region under F&D. Region ENC, including Ohio,
Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, and Wisconsin, has the most
lives saved. 227,000 American lives would be saved in 20
years under F&D.
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Figure 4: Annual additional GD? due to Fee and
Dividend relative to no carbon tax. The numbers are positive
due to more jobs and more consumer spending with F&D.
Over the 20 years considered, GD? is $1.375 trillion higher
than without F&D.

Why should we trust REMI? (D
CCL hired REMT because we are committed to quality data free of ideological taint that

you might get from some think tanks. As its name suggests, REMI models regional economics.
It does this well. Dr. George Treyz founded REMI in 1980, after working as an academic with
Nobel Prize-winner Lawrence Klein and other pioneers in the field of econometric modeling.
REMI’s modeling products grew from Dr. Treyz’s work on one of the first regional
macroeconomic models ever created: the Massachusetts Economic Policy Analysis (MEPA)
model. Close links to the upper echelons of academia have persisted throughout REMI’s 3+
decades of experience, resulting in several academic publications in journals such as the
American Economic Review, the Review of Economics and Statistics, and the Journal of
Regional Science.

This experience and expertise is why private and public entities from all across the
political spectrum have entrusted REMI to do their analyses, and paid them well for that
expertise. These former clients include, but are not limited to: the American Gas Association
(AGA), the Nuclear Energy Institute (NET), the National Federation of Independent Business
(NFIB), the National Education Association (NEA), the International Brotherhood of Teamsters,
Booz Allen Hamilton, EY (formerly Ernst and Young), PWC (formerly Price Waterhouse
Coopers), and ICf International. Like CCL and CCEC, REMI is truly nonpartisan.

In that same spirit, CCL and CCEC did not attempt to influence the outcome of the
report in any way. In fact, we were excited when we saw that not all the results were positive for
every region, because that speaks to the integrity of the analysis. Our first priority is a livable
world, and we can’t get there without an honest and clear-eyed view of the facts.
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Study Highlights:
• C02 emissions decline 33% after 10 years, and 52% after 20 relative to baseline (Figure 1).
• National employment increases by 2.1 million jobs after 10 years, and 2.8 million after 20

years. This is more than a 1% increase in total US employment we don’t get without a carbon
tax (Figure 2)!

• 13,000 lives are saved annually after 10 years, with a cumulative 227,000 American lives
saved over 20 years (Figure 3).

• $70-$85 billion increase in GDP from 2020 on, with a cumulative increase in national GDP
due to F&D of $1.375 trillion (Figure 4).

• Size of monthly dividend for a family of 4 with two adults in 2025 = $288, and in 2035 =

$396. Annually, this is $3,456 per family of 4 in 2025 ($1152 per capita--children get ½
dividend) (Figure 5).

• Electricity prices peak in 2026, then start to decrease.
• Real incomes increase by more than $500 per person in 2025. This increase accounts for cost

of living increases (Figure 6).
• Maximum cost-of-living increase by 2035 is 1.7-2.5%, depending on region (Figure 7).
• Electricity generation from coal is phased-out by 2025.
• Biggest employment gains in healthcare, retail, and other services (excluding public

administration). This is because people have more money in their pockets to spend, and these
industries are most boosted by consumer spending.

• Regional Gross Product is steady or rising in 8 of 9 regions.
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Figure 5: Average monthly dividend for a family of four. Figure 6: US Income per capita, after accounting for cost-
Each adult gets one full share, arid each child one half-share of-living increases. This means that even accounting for the
up to two children. increased cost of living, the average American is wealthier

every single year of the policy.

Why Haven’t Previous Studies Found Such Positive Impacts?
The majority of previous reports considering a carbon tax have not modeled a completely

revenue-neutral carbon tax, do not envision a policy with such an aggressive rate of increase, do not
have the same detail as REMI can provide, do not consider a 100% dividend, and do not report health

O benefits. Where revenue-neutrality was modeled, a “double-dividend” was often discovered in which
carbon emissions were reduced and economic output grew. As these previous studies have highlighted,
including a May 2013 study by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), a carbon tax without revenue-



recycling is a completely different policy from a carbon tax that does recycle revenue. The two
policies, revenue-neutral carbon tax and a carbon tax without revenue returned, should not be confused
in terms of their effect on the economy.

Failing to consider such a rapid rate of increase in the carbon tax has prevented previous
studies from realizing the magnitude of emissions reductions and scale of economic benefit reported in
this study. Often, this was because rates of increase were not considered politically feasible. Most
other models, run by academics or think tanks, do not have the detail provided by REMI. Over the past
3 decades, REMPs regional modeling techniques have been refined, detail has been added, and
functionality improved. Three decades of such work and refinement in the private sector are what have
given it an unmatched level of detail and reliability difficult to replicate.

Despite these differences in conception, the results of REMI’s work are largely consistent with
previous studies in terms a benefit to the economy, industry effects, and emissions reductions. For
example, the May 2013 CBO study also stated that a well-designed carbon tax could increase
economic output and found a hypothetical $20 per ton carbon tax scenario would result in an 8%
reduction in emissions at the national level. If held at that level, REMI’s model setup would have
found comparable results.

3.0%

2.5% —NE
C

MA
2.0%

0;5% WNC 0
‘ 1.0% —ESC

0

wsc
.0 MNT

0.0%

_____

PAC

Figure 7: Cost of living increases by region. The lowest cost of living increase is approx. 1.7%, and the highest
2.5% hi 2035. The total increase over 20 years is thus about equal to 1 year of average inflation.

Interpreting the Results: Take-home points
The biggest take-home from this study is that there is no economic argument against fee

and Dividend. It creates jobs, grows the economy, saves lives, and makes Americans richer. It
does this while also reducing C02 emissions to 31% below 1990 levels by 2025, and to 50%
below 1990 levels by 2035.

F&D therefore sets the new standard for climate and economic policy. Other policies
must now compare their climate and economic impact against F&D. To be against doing
anything is to be against jobs, against a larger economy, and against saving American lives. We
know of no politician who wants to be against these things, and so we hope that this study will
clear the way to rapid passage of F&D.
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Citizens’ Climate Lobby
Financial Impact on Households of Carbon Fee and Dividend

Local Impacts in California - District 12

Introduction

This study on the impact to households of Carbon Fee and Dividend was funded to respond to concerns
expressed by members of Congress that constituents in their district would not benefit under our
proposal. Key to the concerns expressed was not only understanding how the average constituent did,
but how different groups of constituents fared. Concern for low-income constituents, for instance, is
common for members of both parties.

National

Households benefited by policy Minor loss (<0.2% of income)

100%
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80%
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40%
72% 42%

53% 55%
20% 36%
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All households Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile4 Quintile 5

Mean net benefit (% of avg. Winorne) $7 (0.01%) 5280(1.78%) 5133 (0.37%) $27 (0.05%) 5-83 (-0.10%) 5-322 t-O.18%)

Median gain (% of NH iacorne) $192 (0.50%) 5279 (1.95%) $202 (0.60%) $161 (0.29%) $128 (0.15%) 593(0.07%)

Median love (% of 1*1 i,corne) $-195 (-0.25%) 5-96 (-0.79%) $116 (-0.38%) 5-143 (-0.29%) $-183 (-0.24%) $-319 (-0.20%)

MedianHHincome%ofFPL 326% 95% 206% 326% 489% 858%

Figure 1: National Averages by Economic Quintile. Note that the three lowest-income quintiles show
a benefit for the mean (average) household. The average net benefit for the lowest-income quintile is
1.78% of income, whereas households in the top quintile experience, on average, net losses that are a
much smaller percentage of their total income, at just 0.18%.

All data is from the 2016 working paper, “Impact of CCL’s proposed carbon fee and dividend policy: A high-
resolution analysis of the financial effect on U.S. households” by Kevin Ummel, Research Scholar, Energy

Program, International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis (IJASA).

Current working paper and summary available at http ://citizensclimatelobby. or/househo1d-impact/



California - Congressional district No. 12
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Figure 3: Impact by Race for California - District 12. Minority households tend to do better than
white households as a result of lower average incomes (associated with lower carbon footprint) and/or
more people per household (larger pre-tax dividend).
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Median gain (% otHH Income) $222 (0.54%) $281 (2.22%) $283 (0.65%) $184 (0.23%) $119 (0.10%) $83 (0.04%)

Median toss (% of NH income) $-205(-0.16%) $-89(-0.74%) 5-96 (-0.26%) $-118(-0.18%) 5-178 (-0.1 5%) $-338(-0.13%)

MadianHHinr.oma%ofFPL 489% 103% 260% 488% 807% 1511%
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Figure 2: Impact by Quintile for California - District 12. Looking at the categories on the bottom of
this graph, only the numbers for “Mean Net Benefit” and “Median HH income % of FPL” include all
households in a given quintile (FPL = Federal Poverty Line). Only those households who receive a
financial gain are included in calculating the “Median Gain” figures, and likewise, only those
households which experience a loss are included in calculating the “Median Loss” figures.

California - Congressional district No. 12
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California - Congressional district No. 12

100%-

Households benefited by policy Minor loss (<0.2% of income)

figure 4: Impact by Age Group for California - District 12. The pattern of benefits across age groups
makes sense given the impact of age on both carbon footprints and dividend received. Older households
tend to have smaller footprints, reflecting reduced mobility and less conswnption as a result of low fixed
incomes. Younger households tend to be larger — and therefore benefited by the dividend formula — in
addition to less income/consumption in early career.
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California - Congressional district No. 12
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$263 (3.16%)
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O
Figure 5: Impact by Household Type for California - District 12. This graph reports data for
demographic groups of particular interest to many legislators. “Elderly” households are defined as
having a household head age 65 or older, no more than two adults, and no children present. “Poverty”
and “Low income” refer to households with income below 100% and 200% of FPL, respectively.
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California - Congressional district No. 12
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Figure 6: Impact by Community for California - District 12. This graph breaks down data by
“community type” — Rural, Suburb or Town, vs Urban.

Figure 7: Expenditures by Category for California - District 12. Here we show a breakdown of
where the carbon fee increases expenses (i.e. before the dividend) for each quintile. Note that direct
energy expenditures (gasoline and utilities) represent less than half of the expense for most quintiles
with other products and services making up the rest. Quinfile 1 shows low expenditure for private health
care since most health care for households in this quintile is covered by government programs. Allocated
Private fixed Income (PFI) measures economy-wide spending on fixed assets (e.g. structures,
equipment, software, etc.) that are used in the production of goods and services.
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figure 8: Relationship bePveen benefit and income for California - District 12. This line graph
shows the relationship between income expressed as a percentage of the Federal Poverty Level (fPL) vs.
the average (mean) benefit as a percentage of income for households. Benefits are highest for those at
the lowest income levels and generally positive through 200-300% of the FPL. Average loss for those

O with higher incomes is relatively small as a percentage of annual income. To avoid anomalies from
small sample size at the margins, this graph does not include results for households in the bottom 1% of
income, nor those above the 90th percentile of income in the district. This graph also does not convey
information about how much of the population in the district is at any given point along the line.
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‘$ Citizens’ Climate Lobby

Summary: Delivering CCL’s Carbon Dividend

Basics:
• CCL expects revenues from the fee of —$80 billion in year 1, —$130 billion in year 2.
• An adult (over 18) monthly check in year 1 would be —$22, and —$33 in year 2.
• Half that per child, up to Iwo children per household.

Constituents’ view of the program:
Step 1: Provide names, SSNs, address, and bank account information. Either from already-filed
tax return, or from a simple, 1-page form for non-filets.
Step 2: Begin receiving dividends.

Step 2A: Inquiries, changes in eligibility, error corrections; initiated by constituents
Step 3: End of calendar year: Prepare annual reconciliation to be submitted with tax returns, or
1-page form for non-filers.
Step 4: Receive reconciliation check or repay an overpayment.

What entities would be involved in administering it?
As few as 2 entities (IRS and Treasury) could be involved, or as many as 4 (IRS, Treasury, and
one or two other government agencies or contractors). See figure on next page for details.

Start up time:
Up to two years for full implementation. As few as 3 months for first dividends and partial
implementation if for the first couple of years annual or semi-annual dividends are used.

Three major sources for costs:
Note, cost was not a focus of the study, though estimated to be substantial. Less so if
considering costs as a % of total revenues. Costs will be highly dependent on choices made.

1. Major 1-time costs: Initiating a program, developing systems and software, developing
procedures (independent of number of dividend recipients), recruiting and hiring staff.

2. Major on-going costs: employees, office space, communications equipment,
recordkeeping, etc.

3. Transaction-related costs: handling inquiries and resolving errors (depends on
complexity of the problem and employee time to resolve). Frequency of payments not
closely associated with costs.

Who wrote this?
Allen H. Lerman, Former Economist at the U.S. Treasury, Individual Taxation Division, Office of
Tax Analysis, Office of Tax Policy, 1971-2014. Coordinated and supervised the implementation
of the 2003 and 2008 tax rebate programs for individual taxpayers on behalf of Treasury.
Designed the withholding changes used to pay the 2009-2010 Making Work Pay credit on a
current basis.



Residents who file Tax
Returns:

File income tax return.

Actions Required by Residents
0

Internal Revenue Service (IRS):

-- Processes income tax returns (Forms 1040, 1040-A, & 1040-EZ) normally.
-- Receives Form CFD-i extracted information.
--Merges Form CEO-i information with tax return information.
-- Prepares extract file with: Names, Ages, SSNs, Address, and Bank Account Information.

Sends Extract file to Contractor B.

1
Contractor B (could be same as Contractor A):

-- Accepts information from IRS and Residents.
-- Processes information, inquiries, changes, and corrections.
-- Determines monthly payment amounts.
— Prepares payment list.

1
Pay Agent (either Treasury Department or Contractor B):

Receives payment list.
Disburses monthly payments, mostly by electronic funds transfers (EFT)

3’
Residents:

-- Receive monthly payments.

-- After end of calendar year: Prepare annual reconcilation on Form CEO-S.
Tax Filers submit Form CFD4 to IRS with Income Tax Return and any balance due.
Non-Tax Filers submit Form CFD-i to Contractor A with Form CEO-i

3,
internal Revenue Service or Contractor A:

— Process Forms CFD-5.
— Prepare list of underpayments of Dividends.
-- Authorize payments.
-- Sends overpayment list and amounts to Pay Agent.

3,
Pay Agent (either Treasury Department or Contractor B):

Receives payment list.
Disburses underpayments of Dividends, mostly by EFT.

I
Residents:

Receive annual reconciliation checks.

Actions by Residents
are shown in

grey boxes

Actions by agencies or
contractors are shown in

0

0

Residents who do not file
Tax Returns:

File Form CFD-i.

1.
Contractor A:

Receives CFD-i.
Extracts information.

Sends information to IRS

ResIdents:

Initiate:
--inquires
— changes in eligibility
--error corrections.



‘(, Citizens’ Climate Lobby
Findings: 501 Congressional Meetings, June 2017

I. What are the top concerns with Carbon Fee and Dividend?
Table 1. The top three most common topic areas raised by Republican offices (‘the Climate Solutions
Caucus (C$C.$, Jobs, and the Border,) andDeinocratic offices (C$C, Paris, and Jobs, tied with the
Dividend,).

Top Issues CSC Paris Jobs Dividend Border

R’s 96 33 63 45 48

D’s 159 80 43 43 23

Total 256 114 108 90 71

CCL is respotiding to Congress’ concerns:
• We are excited about the widespread, bipartisan interest in the Climate Solutions Caucus.

We hope you will contact Rep. Curbelo (Republicans) or Rep. Deutch (Democrats) about
joining, or with your ideas for what role it should play.

• Paris: We were troubled by President Trump’s withdrawal from the Paris Climate Agreement.
We are hopeful that he will chose to re-enter the agreement to reclaim America’s place at the
bargaining table.

• i: Carbon fee and Dividend is projected to create 2.8 million jobs in 20 years. The largest
sectors ofjob growth include health care, retail, accommodation and food services, and
construction.

• Dividend: Offices were typically asking questions about dividend administration. CCL has a
study on this from a retired economist from the Office of Tax Analysis US Treasury, and his
work is the topic of Friday’s briefing.

• Border: 8 of the 10 largest economies in the world have a carbon price (fee, tax, or cap) planned
or in place. The 2 exceptions are India (which recently doubled its tax on coal), and the United
States.



II. CCL has good discussions in Republican Offices
Table 2. In Republican offices, we provided a subjective assessment of their level ofengagement with
volunteers. Tier 1 = Republican offices who showed clear and genuine interest, Tier 2 = quiet, but not
uninterested interactions, Tier 3 = combative or totally uninterested interactions, and N.R. = Offices
where our notes tacked sufficient detail for a determination. Ratio (Tier 1/Tier 3,.) shows Tier 1 offices
divided by Tier 3 offices. This table compares resultsfrom our past 4 June lobby days.

Year (Ws only) Total Tier I Tier 2 Tier 3 N.R. Ratio (Tier I/Tier3)

2Q17 264 185 57 9 13 21

2016 275 162 78 16 19 10

2015 266 152 58 25 30 6

2014 253 124 43 41 45 3

The data clearly show that Republicans are more interested in market-based approaches to
addressing climate change than anyone gives them credit for. 185 offices were ranked as Tier 1 (clear
and genuine interest), whereas only 9 ranked as Tier 3.

To put it another way, 20 times as many Republican offices were clearly interested in what our
volunteers had to say as offices who were clearly hostile to our message. This is an improvement over
the last year, when “only” 10 times as many offices were Tier 1 compared to Tier 3.

III. Who does CCL meet with?
In June of 2017, CCL had 501 meetings with Capitol Hill

offices. In 23% of those meetings, our volunteers met with the
Member of Congress. This is a big jump from previous years,

when we’d typically have MOCs in 8-10% of our meetings.

In 412 of our 501 meetings, our volunteers recorded the

rank of the staffer they were meeting with, All told, in 14% of

those meetings, a Chief of Staff or a Legislative Director was

present (15% in meetings with Republican offices, 12% in

meetings with Democratic offices).

In 2017, CCL had
a Representative
or a Senator in
23% of our
meetings.

CCL volunteers thank you for meeting with us, for sharing your concerns
and questions, and listening to our interests

Version 1: 10-31-17
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Community Leader’s Letter to Congress
Organization/Individual Endorsing Carbon Fee & Dividend

WHEREAS...

The costs of climate change—including destabilized weather patterns, rising sea levels, extreme weather events,

and other serious impacts - now pose a substantial threat to the health, prosperity, and security of Americans.

The costs are real, they are growing, and they are already burdening businesses, taxpayers, municipal budgets,

and families. Our economy, infrastructure, public safety, and health are directly at risk.

THEREFORE...

I/we urge Congress to support Carbon Fee & Dividend as a key element in reducing the risks of climate change.

Carbon Fee & Dividend will significantly reduce carbon emissions, create jobs, grow the economy, save lives, and

protect households from higher energy prices.

Carbon Fee & Dividend will place a fee on fossil fuels at the source (at the well, mine, or port of entry),
beginning at $15/metric ton C02 equivalent emissions, and steadily increase annually at $10/metric ton. 100%
of the net fees are returned to American households on a per-capita basis as a monthly dividend. Finally, a
border adjustment assesses a fee or rebate on goods traded with countries without a comparable carbon price.

Enacting such a policy will:

• Send a clear price signal to entrepreneurs and existing businesses to invest in a clean-energy economy

• Protect lower and middle-income households, as two-thirds of families will break even or receive more
in dividends than they would pay for in higher living expenses

• Create jobs, as the dividend puts money back into local economies

• Discourage domestic businesses from relocating where they can emit more C02 and encourage other
nations to adopt an equivalent price on carbon

Signing as an...

0 Organization (e.g. business, congregation) 0 Individual (e.g. elected official, business owner)

Organization Name (e.g. Citizens’ Climate Lobby) Full Name (e.g. Mark Reynolds)

Contact Name (e.g. Mark Reynolds) Title (e.g. Executive Director)

Contact Title (e.g. Executive Director) Organization (e.g. Citizens’ Climate Lobby)

Address:

City: State: ZIP:

E-mail: Signed*: Date:
I affirm I hove the authority to sign on behalf of this individual/organization

Signature is:

0 Public
0 Private - will not be shared with anyone outside of Citizens Climate and Congress

www.citizensclimate/obby.org/leaders / endorse@citzensclimatelobby.org

( Citizens’ Climate Lobby
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