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THE WHITE HOUSE AC/ER

WASHINGTON

December 20, 1990
MEMORANDUM FOR GOVERNOR SUNUNU

FROM: D. ALLAN BROMLEY _{X{A+—"

SUBJECT: THE 1992 BRAZILIAN CONVENTION ON
' THE ENVIRONMENT

P

In 1992 world attention will focus on Brazil as the host of a major conference on the
global environment. This conference is one of a continuing series that included the
1972 Stockholm Conference and will address a very broad spectrum of environmental
issues.

For the 1972 conference, the U.S. government appointed Senator Howard Baker as
Special Ambassador and gave him a staff and the charge of developing U.S. positions
for the Conference. He was appointed some eighteen months prior to the conference
and reportedly felt that more lead time would have enabled him to do a much better
job for the U.S.

Due to the growing interest in the issues, the scope and visibility of the 1992
Brazilian Conference will be very much higher than was the case in 1972,

Because of the importance of the 1992 Conference, the Carnegie Commission sent the

- -enclosed-letter-urging-that-we-take-action-as-soon-as-possible-to-ensure-appropriate—. -

U.S. participation in the Brazilian Conference. Timely action would support President
Bush’s commitment to global stewardship and environmental issues generally.

You, I am sure, will have people in mind as attractive candidates for this
responsibility and I would only add the following as names that you might wish to
include in your considerations:




-

d) Howard Baker. Everyone agreed that he did a fine job in 1972. He is still
vigorous and would certainly be able to hit the ground running. place

I believe that it is important that we act in a timely fashion to get our preparations
underway. I was impressed, for example, by the extent to which the South American
nations visited by the President two weeks ago alréady have in place extensive
preparatory activities, and I am told the same is true of the major European
countries and Japan.

Enclosure
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CARNEGIE COMMISSION ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND GOVERNMENT

10 Waverly Place, New York, NY. 10003 (212) 998-2150 FAX (212) 995-3181

6 July 1990

The Honorable D. Allan Bromley

Assistant to the President for Science and Technology
The White House

Washington, D.C. 20506

Dear Allan,

As you are aware, the Carnegle Commission on 801ence, Technology, and
Govermment was established in 1988 to seek ways in which the branches of
the U.S. govermment can encourage and better use the contributions of the
nation's scientists and engineers.

In early June the Commission convened a workshop to examine
"International Environmental Organizations: The Science and Technology
Dimensions." This meeting was designed to study, in depth, the
institutional issues raised at the recent "white House Conference on
Science and Economics Related to Global Change."

Workshop participants took particular note of the June 1992 United
Nations ministerial Conference on Environment and Development to be held
in Brazil. As a result, the co—chairs of the workshop, have prepared a
letter, attached here, Wthh recommends three near-term actions by the
U.S. govermment. These are:

1) appointment of a Special Ambassador for the 1992 Brazil Conference to
oversee the complex U.S. efforts required to be successful at the
meeting;

2) appointment of a Presidential Commission (or comparable body) for the
Conference to synthesize data and concepts for the U.S. position; and

3) appointment of a Public Advisory Committee to the Special Ambassador
to enhance dialogue among industry, universities, and citizens with the
government on issues relating to the Conference.

The workshop participants believe that such actions could greatly
facilitate the process of analysis and consultation needed to organize a
unified U.S. position for this important meeting and to relay
reconmendations to the President for consideration. We understand that
the Office of Science and Technology Policy is working with the Council
on Environmental Quality, the Department of State, and other agencies in
the preliminary preparation for Brazil. Thus, we bring the suggested
actions to your attention. If the Workshop participants are correct, it
would be desirable to take actions, in concert with the Congress, before
the end of 1990, so that the mechanisms can be most effective.

Our Carnegie group would be pleased to meet with you and other officials
to share detailed views relating to this matter.

.Respectfu_lly yours ’

/J,’mf//J)u/ﬂ”c\

William T. Golden/ hua Lederberg
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CARNEGIE COMMISSION ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND GOVERNMENT

6 July 1990

Mr. William T. Golden

Dr. Joshua Iederberg

Co—Chairmen, Carnegie Comnussmn

on Science, Technology, and Goverrment

10 Waverly Place '

New York NY 10003 ‘

Dear Bill and Josh,

As co—chairmen of the meeting, we are pleased to report a successful
Workshop of the Carnegie Commission on the subject of "International
Environmental Organization: The Science & Technology Dimensions" at The
Rockefeller University, June 4-6, 1990. The detailed findings of the
Workshop will be conveyed to you later this sumer.

During the course of our discussions, an important issue emerged
that calls for early consideration. Our attention was drawn to the UN
Conference on Environment and Development to be held in Brazil in June,
1992. Major recent studies have provided convmcmg evidence that the
linkage between environment and development is now so compelling that the
two very complex and important topics often need to be considered together.
Decisions of lasting significance with regard to international institutions
and decision-making processes bearing on both the quality of the global
environment and the strategies for economic growth could be made in
connection with the Conference.

The UN has appointed an ocutstanding Secretary General, Maurice
Strong of Canada, for the Conference and established a Preparatory Committee
to develop the agenda and supporting papers. A demanding schedule of
international and regional meetings has been set by the Preparatory
Committee for the next two years. Several scientific organizations in the
United States (for example, the American Association for the Advancement of
Science, American Association of Engineering Societies, Social Science '
Research Council, Consortium of Social Science Associations , the Council of
Scientific Society Presidents, and Sigma Xi) have banded together to elicit
and integrate the views of the scientific community in this country on these
issues. There has been a call from the recent ministerial~level conference
in Bergen, Norway, supported by influential scientists from many nations,
for a "Science Summit" on environment and development that would be held
only a few months before the 1992 Brazil Conference.

Our Workshop members agreed that it is a matter of prime importance
that the United States be well prepared for the Brazil Conference. Several
of the attendees were involved in similar preparatory work for other UN
conferences, such as that on the Enviromment held in Stockholm in June,
1972, and on Science and Technology for Development held in Vienna during

The Rockefeller University, Box 234, 1230 York Avenue, New York, NY 10021 {212) 570-7917
FAX (212) 570-7974  BITNET ausubel@rockvax INTERNET ausubel@rocky2.rockefelleredu



CARNEGIE COMMISSION ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND GOVERNMENT

August 1979. The strong and persuasive national position developed by the
United States was a factor in the success at Stockholm. An experienced
delegation coped well with the contentious problems faced in Vienna. Our
Workshop' participants were unanimous in the conviction that lessons from the
past show that more activity in regard to the Brazil Conference is
desirable, both within the government and in its interactions with the
outside community. Several actions should be considered, as a matter of
urgency, to assure a dynamic and creative part1c1patlon by our country. We
recommend the following:

1) The President should appoint a Special Ambassador to work with the
Secretary of State and cther high level officials to oversee policy planning
and development of a unified U.S. government position for the Conference on
Environment and Development. This Special Ambassador should be provided
with adequate funds and staff to support careful preparation of papers
outlining options for the U.S. position. To be effective, the initial
papers should be in hand no later than 1 September 1991. Accordingly, the
Ambassador should be appointed by the fall of 1990, this year.

2) The President and the Congress should establish a Presidential Commission
(or comparable body) on the UN 1992 Conference on Environment and
Development to provide and help synthesize a wide range of data and views
from governmental and nongovernmental sources in order to assist the State
Department and other federal agencies involved in the planning process. To
assure an appropriate diversity of perspectives, the President and Congress
should appoint individuals from the Congress, the Executive Branch,
industry, labor, environmental organizations, the scientific and engineering
community, and other professionally expert and concerned groups to serve on
the Commission. Selected members of the Commission would later serve as
members of the U.S. delegation to the Conference and would thus be
well-prepared to represent the U.S. position. For the 1972 Stockholm
Conference, Senator Howard H. Baker, Jr. of Tennessee served as chairman of
the comparable advisory group. Having a distinguished and knowledgeable
sitting member of the Congress lead the group worked exceptionally well.

3) The Secretary of State in consultation with appropriate federal
officialsl should appomt a larger Public Adwsory Committee to work with
the Ambassador in preparing for the Conference.’ The Committee would serve
to assure broad public dialogue in the U.S., through regional conferences
and other means, on the issues the Conference will address.

* k% %k % k k % %k %k % * %

1 These include the Assistant to the President for Science and
Technology, the Chairs of the Councils of Economic Advisors and
Envirormental Quality, the Secretary of Energy, the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, the
Administrator of the Agency for International Development, the Under
Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, and the Director of the
National Science Foundation.
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We urge you to bring these considered recommendations to the
attention of the President, key White House officials, the Secretary of
State, and such other individuals in the executive and legislative branches
whom you feel must be informed now. We note that the steps recommended are
ones that traditionally have been taken by the U.S. goverrment in preparing
itself for world conferences of major potential significance, such as the
1972 Stockholm Conference and the 1979 Vienna Conference.

As agreed at the Workshop, this letter has been prepared in
consultation with Harvey Brooks, Rodney W. Nichols, Walter A. Rosenblith,
and H. Guyford Stever, members of the Commission and its international
steering group who participated in the Workshop, and has their full
agreement. A list of all the Workshop participants is attached.

We join in commending you for your initiative in bringing the
participants of our Workshop together and look forward to discussing with
you our conclusions on a range of issues during the months ahead.

Sincerely yours,

it — ] elnn

Jesse H. Ausubel Thomas F. Malone

cc. Workshop participants
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 14, 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR GOVERNOR SUNUNU
FROM: D. ALLAN BROMLEY , WV~

SUBJECT: Congressional Hearings on Framework Convention

The House Energy and Commerce Subcommittee on Health and Environment requested
Energy, State, EPA, and OSTP to testify on a variety of global change issues at a
January 31, 1991 hearing. We are working with Fred McClure's office on this matter.

The subcommittee is requesting testimony on the position the U.S. will take next month
to the first negotiating session on a framework convention; the nature and severity of
climate change due to anthropogenic emissions; how global warming concerns are taken
into account in the national energy strategy; current and future commitments, both
domestically and internationally, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, particularly CO,;
and other global climate change issues.

State says it would be inappropriate to testify at a public hearing prior to the February
meeting as that could prejudice the U.S. position. This was relayed to Subcommittee
majority staff who prepared a follow up letter (attached) insisting that the
Administration testify or provide written justification for its refusal. This information
was discussed at the White House Global Change Task Force meeting on January 11.

Options to respond include: 1) decline, 2) testify only on those issues that can be
discussed in public at this time, or 3) suggest that Congressmen and their staff be
briefed in a closed meeting. Whatever is said, a hearing will probably result in bad
publicity for the Administration.

If we go to the Hill, it would have to be decided whether to go before the Subcommittee
(Rep. Waxman chairs) or the full Committee (Rep. Dingell chairs). It is believed that
Rep. Sharp (Energy Subcommittee chair) and Rep. Dingell have an interest in this issue
and would not want to cede jurisdiction to Waxman's Subcommittee. In addition, they
would probably be less antagonistic of the Administration than Waxman on this issue.

The next steps are to determine what Reps. Dingell and Sharp think about this hearing
and try to obtain a closed-door briefing for full Committee members if that seems
appropriate. The Global Change Strategy group expressed reservations about testifying,
but did not reject the idea and felt that if the decision was made to go to the Hill, that
I should represent the Administration. I welcome your comments on this and would
be happy to work with Fred McClure to arrange a legislative strategy meeting for you
on this issue, if you would like.
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HENRY A. WAXMAN
2471 DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA

January 10, 1991

The Honorable James A, Baker III .
Secretary of State '
Office of the Secretary
7¢th Floor, 2201 ¢ Street
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary Baker:

I understand that the White House, the State and Energy
Departments, and the Environmental Protection Agency are refusing
to send representatives to testify before the Health and the
Environment Subcommittee on global climate change on January 31,
1991. This is extremely distressing. » o

Global climate change is an immensely important problem.
Domestically, the Environmental Protection Agency’s Science
Advisory Board has called global warming the most serious
environmental threat to the welfare of the United States.
Internationally, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, a
panel established by the United Nations Environment Programme and
the World Meteorvlogical Organization, has stated it is "certain”
that global warming will occur and predicted a warming of 3
degrees centigrade (5.5 degrees Fahrenheit) by 2100; and over 100
nations, meeting at the Second World Climate Conference, have
declared that global warming poses a "risk for survival in
low-lying coastal and arid and semi-arid areas of the world" and
called for international negotiations to limit emissions of
greenhouse gases to begin "without delay.”

Because of the problem’s tremendous importance, I asked that
top Administration officials present the Administration’s views
on a variety of global warming issues. These included the
Administration’s views on the nature and severity of global
warming; on the appropriate domestic policy responses; and on the
importance of international action to address global warming.
Perhaps most important, I asked for a description of the U.S.
objectives in the international negotiations on global warning to
begin on February 4, 1991. I addressed my requests to you; Dr.
Bromley, the White House Science Advisor and head of the
interagency task force on global warming; Admiral Watkins of the
Energy Department; and Administrator Reilly of the Environmental
Protection Agency.

THIS STATIONERY PRINTED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYGLED FIBERS
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My staff was informed by your staff, however, that no
representative from the Administration can testify on any matter
related to global warming in advance of the February round of
international negotiations.

The ostensible reason for the refusal to. testify is that the
U.S. position on global climate change is "classified"
information. My staff was informed that discussing U.S. policy
on global warming with a congressional committee of jurisdiction
in advance of the international negotiations in February would
prejudice the U.S. position. However, we were told that the
Adnministration could testify after the February round of
negotiations were completed, :

The Administration position is unacceptable. One of the
important purposes of the hearing is to provide a forum for the
Administration to advise and consult with members of Congress
about the position that the U.S. will take in the global warming
negotiations. This is appropriate -- indeed, essential -- in
light of the worldwide importance of the threat of global.
warming. Yet the Administration’s position is that Congress --
and the public -- should not be informed of the VU.S. position
uritil after the fact. The Administration’s response indicates
that current U.S. policy on global warming will be formulated and

executad in secret.

This does a disservice to the country. The global warming
issue is complex, controversial, and vital to global welfare. It
should be fully debated before Congress and the American people.
This should happen before U.S. negotiators sit down with
negotiators from other nations and commit the U.S. to a policy
position. Unfortunately, the Administration’s refusal to appear
-=- and its insistence that U.S. policy is "classified® ~--
prevents this debate from occurring.

Moreover, my invitations to Administration witnesses asked
for a large amount of important information that does not bear
upon the upcoming international negotiations. For instance, I
asked Dr. Bromley to set forth "the Administration’s views on the
domestic policies the U.S. should implement to reduce the U.S.
contribution to global warming." Yet apparently the
Adminiztration is maintaining that its views on domestic policy
are also "classified." This is an unjustifiable position. ‘

It is equally unjustifiable to claim that administrator
Reilly cannot accept my invitation to testify about matters such
as the science of global warming, the sources of greenhouse
gases, and potential domestic mitigation measures. The State
Department also claims that it cannot report to Congress on the
factual issue of what commitments and actions other nations have
taken to address global warming. I cannot comprehend how these
matters might be government secrets.
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I request that you provide me, in writing, by the end of
business on January 14, a full explanation and justification for
the refusal to testify on global warming. I am attaching to this
letter my letters of invitation te you, Dr. Bromley, Secretary ’
Watkins, and Administrator Reilly. I expect that you will
address each request for information raised in each letter and
set forth in detail why that information cannot be presented to
members of Congress at this time, ‘

With every good wish, I am, L -

Sincerely,

“";5&:1:""
A, W
M r of Congress

\

HAW/pbs

cc: Dr. D. Allan Bromley
Admiral James D. Watkins
The Honorable William K. Reilly
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MEMORANDUM FOR GOVERNOR SUNUNU

FROM: D. ALLAN B /W'
EDE HOLID

SUBJECT: Climate Change Framework Convention Meeting at
9:30 Wednesday morning

A meeting has been scheduled for Wednesday, January 23 at
9:30 A.M. in your office to obtain your approval, in concept, of
the DPC paper on Global Climate Change and a brochure
highlighting the environmental achievements of the Bush
Administration. If you approve, we will distribute these papers
to members of the DPC for their written comments and clearance.

Thereafter, we suggest that you meet with a group of

H advisers on Friday to give final approval to the strategy for the
Framework Convention, to approve the final draft of the
accomplishments brochure and to consider the more sensitive
strategic questions raised by the upcoming negotiations --
questions we did not think it prudent to raise in the DPC paper,

such as:

o} Will publishing a brochure highlighting U.S. accomplishments
towards stabilizing emissions of greenhouse gases actually
undercut the Administration's position that there is
insufficient scientific and economic evidence to justify
negotiations over targets and timetables?

o} What would have to change in the science, economics or
politics of global climate change to warrant reconsidering
our opposition to some form of targets and timetables?

o) If the U.S. ultimately acquiesces to some regime of targets
and timetables, when should the Administration make this
concession -- and how should it be portrayed?

o) What should the U.S. do if other countries do not support

the comprehensive approach or if other countries support the
comprehensive approach without granting any credit to the
U.S. for phasing out CFCs under the Montreal protocol?

o) Should the President address the opening session of the
climate change negotiations either in person or by video
tape?
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Participants in this morning's meeting will include Dick
Darman, Boyden Gray, Roger Porter, Michael Deland, Bob.Grady, Ken
Yale, Teresa Gorman and Richard Porter.' Bob Grady took the
initiative to prepare the draft U.S. accomplishments brochure,
with the assistance of OSTP and other agencies.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 22, 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL

FROM: The Global Change Working Group
SUBJECT: - Framework Convention on Climate Change
ISSUE: '

Negotiators representing the United States at the first
negotiating session of the Framework Convention on Climate Change
on February 4, 1991 require guidance on three issues:

(1) Aspects of the strategy U.S. representatives should
follow during the negotiations;

(2) Whether we should press other nations to adopt the
"comprehensive approach;" and

(3) Whether a document outlining U.S. accomplishments
should be released at the first negotiating session.

BACKGROUND

1. The General Situation.

Formal negotiations on a framework convention will take place,
over the next 18 months, under the auspices of the United Nations
General Assembly. Although differences exist regarding the
purpose of the Convention, it is our understanding that the
Convention should establish an institutional basis for
international cooperation on climate change including the conduct
.of scientific research and the exchange of climate change
information. It will also provide the legal and logistical
structure for future protocols or annexes (if any) containing
specific commitments. The Convention is expected to be ready for
signing at the June 1992 U.N. Conference on Environment and
Development in Brazil.

President Bush has invited other nations to meet in Washington
for the first negotiating session. This is scheduled to take
place February 4 to 14, 1991. The first negotiating session will
focus on organizational and procedural issues. This paper
provides' background on the guestion of climate change and
addresses three issues that need to be considered prior to the
negotiations. '

2. Previous International Action.

The World Meteorological Organization and the United Nations
Environment Programme set up the Intergovernmental Panel on
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Climate Change (IPCC) in 1987 as a vehicle to assess scientific
information pertaining to climate change, impacts of such change,
and possible strategies to assist in responding to potential.
changes. The U.S. participated in and accepted the activities of
the IPCC. -

At the Second World Climate Conference in November 1990, the IPCC

adopted an interim report. This report addressed four major
areas of climate change: (1) research; (2) the impacts of
potential change; (3) response strategies; and (4) legal measures
to implement response strategies, including possible elements of
a framework convention on climate change. This report forms the
basis for the negotiations on a framework convention on climate
change.

The Second World Climate Conference agreed that the scientific
conclusions set out by the IPCC reflect the international
consensus of scientific understanding of climate change,
including these key points:

o "Emissions resulting from human activities are
substantially increasing atmospheric concentrations of
greenhouse gases. These increases will enhance the
natural greenhouse effect, resulting on average in an
additional warming of the Earth's surface."

o "without actions to reduce emissions, global warming is
predicted to reach 2 to 5 degrees C over the next
century, a rate of change unprecedented in the past
10,000 years."

o "The warming is expected to be accompanied by a sea
level rise of 65 cm (+/- 35 cm) by the end of the next
century."

o Substantial scientific uncertainty continues regarding

the details of climate change. To narrow the
uncertainties, on-going research is being conducted in
high priority areas, such as oceans, clouds, carbon
cycle, polar ice sheet, and sea ice.

Some policy makers do not share the certainty reflected by the
predictions published in the IPCC report, because of the
unsettled state of the scientific analysis.

3. The'Science of Climate Change.

Studies show that concentrations of greenhouse gases have
increased. However, the causes of this increase--including both
natural and human factors, as well as the way these may affect
regional climate patterns and the earth's temperature regulation
process--continue to be unclear. Certain gases, such as .carbon
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dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and chloroflurocarbons (CFC's),
increase, the retention of heat in the atmosphere.

Natural processes are responsible for twenty times the amount of
greenhouse gas fluctuations than those caused by human
activities. For instance, even though nitrous oxide is emitted
by the manmade process of burning fossil fuels and using nitrogen
fertilizers, it is also emitted by the natural aerobic
decomposition of organic matter in oceans and soils and by
bacteria. Nevertheless, significant changes in atmospheric
concentrations are being caused by human-related activities,
largely reflecting increases in industrialization.

The earth adapts to changes in greenhouse gas concentrations
through a complex system that naturally regulates global
temperatures. One result of this natural regulatory process may
be changing climate patterns and higher average temperatures.
This system is not only affected by "sources" of greenhouse gas
emissions, but also by "sinks" that sequester concentrations of
these gases. The system also includes the radiation of energy
into space.

Although scientific research on the relation between the emission
of greenhouse gases and climate change has focussed on global
warming, this is only one of several interrelated climate
phenomena that may be affected by such emissions. Other climate
phenomena that may be affected include the patterns and amounts
of precipitation, the patterns and severity of storms, as well as
the mean sea level. Each of these climate phenomena may involve
significant fluctuations in temperature over wide regions of the
earth's surface. It is important to note that the effects of
climate change may vary by region. Changes in temperature and
precipitation may cause adverse effects in some areas of the
world while resulting in beneficial effects in other areas.

Computer models have been developed to predict the effects on
climate of different concentrations of greenhouse gases.
Nevertheless, these computer models are not yet able to reflect
the natural system of temperature regulation with much accuracy.
As a result, scientists are not able to agree on the magnitude,
spatial distribution, and timing of any climate changes caused by
increased concentrations of greenhouse gases and the effect of
natural mitigating factors. The computer models are particularly
poor guides to regional variations of climate changes. These
changes are the basis upon which economic impact studies are
made, and are key to the development of responsible policy
decisions.

4. The Economics of Climate Change.

Cost-~benefit analyses of proposals for reducing emissions compare
the costs of such proposals with any benefits they would produce
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by altering climate processes. These benefits would equal the
total costs of projected climate changes (often called the costs
of not acting) only for proposals that promise to stabilize the
climate. Most emission limitations that have been proposed
internationally would reduce natural and human emissions only
slightly and would therefore have only a minor effect on climate
processes.

Economic studies of climate change issues have only just begun
and little is yet known. For example, there are few quantitative
analyses of the cost of sea level rise. Nor has there been much
study of the impact that future climate changes may have on the
agriculture, forestry and fishing industries, which are sensitive
to climate variations. These industries amount to only 3 percent
of the U.S. GNP, but they represent a much larger part of the
economies of developing nations.

Studies based on historical data regarding carbon dioxide
emissions suggest that stabilization or small reductions would
impose costs on the order of 1 percent of GNP for industrialized
countries by the turn of the century and that those costs would
rise over time. Other studies based on analyses of particular
technologies suggest that, in principle at least, costs could be
more modest. Advances in technology could lower baseline
emissions, costs of reduction, and the tendency of costs to rise
over time.

5. Energy Issues in Climate Change.

Even though human activities cause only a fraction of greenhouse
gas emissions, international talks have focused on reducing man-
made emissions, especially emissions from the use of fossil fuel.
The U.S. produced almost 6 billion tons of carbon dioxide from
fossil fuels in 1988. . Because this was about 25 percent of all
man-made carbon dioxide emissions world-wide, the U.S. has become
a large target for criticism from other countries despite our
positive record on overall greenhouse gas emission control. It
is worth noting that the U.S. also produces about 25 percent of
the world's GNP, so that its share of man-made carbon dioxide
emissions compares with its share of production.

THE CLIMATE CONVENTION NEGOTIATIONS:

A framework convention establishes general obligations and
procedures for carrying out these obligations. Specific
commitments are usually included in subsequent annexes or
protocols to a convention. Nevertheless, several countries are
pressing to include specific obligations for targets and
timetables for stabilizing emissions of certain gases in the
convention or in protocols negotiated simultaneously with the

- convention.
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We have taken the position that such commitments are premature
and should be negotiated only after signing a framework
convention. Even then commitments should be made only if
analyses demonstrate that they are necessary and will result in
net benefits. The model is the Vienna Convention (March 22,
1985) on ozone depletion and the subsequent Montreal Protocol
(September 16, 1987). We are uncertain of the level of support
the U.S. will receive on our position and may have to reconsider
if other countries fail to support us.

1. The Process.

The climate change negotiations will be carried out through the
auspices of the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee, serviced
by a United Nations Secretariat. Following the first session
here in Washington, most of the negotiating sessions will be held
at U.N. facilities in Geneva, with one or possibly more sessions
in Nairobi. Sessions will be one to two weeks in length, and
will be held every three or four months through 1991. Sessions
will be scheduled as needed in 1992, Jean Ripert of France is
likely to be elected to chair the negotiations.

2. The U.S. Delegation.

The U.S. delegation for the first session will be headed by
Curtis "Buff" Bohlen, Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs. The
alternate head of delegation will be Robert A. Reinstein, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Environment, Health and Natural
Resources. Reinstein will function as negotiator for this and
subsequent sessions. The negotiating team is expected to include
12-15 representatives of the agencies with relevant energy,
environmental, scientific and economic expertise and interest in
this issue. Federal government agency involvement with the
framework convention is being coordinated by the Department of
State. White House coordination of the negotiations is being
provided by the Office of Science and Technology Policy.

3. Agenda for the First Session.

Although a draft agenda has not yet been circulated by the U.N.
Secretariat, the following work-plan is anticipated for the nine-
day session:

o Organizational matters (1 day):;

o  Initial country statements (2 days):

o Establishment of subgroups and preparation of
the legal negotiating text (5 days); and

o Other matters such as defining the
relationship between the IPCC and these talks
(1 day).
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Countries will propose text they wish to see included in the
convention. Language not agreed to by all the parties will be
bracketed. Little attempt will be made to resolve differences
about the text during the first session.

The U.S. will propose several non-controversial provisions,
particularly in the area of scientific and economic research and
cooperation. More importantly, as discussed in question 2 below,
the U.S. will seek to convince other countries that they should
adopt the comprehensive approach in the text of the framework
agreement.

A summary of other countries' positions on the global change
issue and their approach to the framework convention negotiations
is attached in Appendix A.

4. Elements for Possible Inclusion in the Framework Convention.

In addition to certain non-controversial elements of the
framework convention identified by the IPCC, we expect several
controversial elements to be proposed as well.

-- Targets and Timetables: Several countries will try to
force a debate about targets and timetables for reductions of
~ greenhouse gas emissions, particularly carbon dioxide emissions
from the burning of fossil fuels, over the next 18 months. .All
other OECD countries, except Turkey, have made statements arguing
that such obligations should be undertaken now, either as part of
the convention itself or in protocols negotiated simultaneously
with the convention.

-~ The Precautionary Principle: Many countries will suggest
putting an article on the "Precautionary Principle" into the
framework convention. As yet, there is no commonly accepted
definition of this principle. Some believe it merely reiterates
the need to prevent pollution. Others hold that it imposes a
burden of proof, i.e., that an activity cannot be undertaken
unless proof can be shown that it will not harm the environment.

-- Financial assistance: Consistent with the Houston
Economic Declaration, a general commitment to promote financial
assistance for developing countries will be negotiated in the
framework convention. Developing countries will undoubtedly
propose that this include a commitment to provide "new and
additional" funding, a commitment that we oppose. The United
States will argue that the newly established Global Environmental
Facility in the World Bank is the appropriate mechanism through
which any multilateral assistance should be processed.

-- Development and transfer of technology: The deveioping
countries have often called for technology transfer on a
"preferential and noncommercial basis.” Although this language
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raises the problem of protection of intellectual property rights,
there is a wide range of technologies for which this issue does
not arise. U.S. negotiators intend to highlight the value of
existing cooperation programs.

QUESTION 1: Should the following strategy be adopted to guide

U.S. representatives at the first negotiation
session?

1. Propose specific language on scientific cooperation and
monitoring consistent with the comprehensive approach.
2. Oppose specific targets and timetables for greenhouse
gas emission reduction--particularly carbon dioxide.
3. Oppose extreme statements of the "Precautionary

Principle."

4. Oppose commitment to new and additional financial
assistance.

5. Explore ways of promoting technology transfer that will

be advantageous to the U.S., taking full account of
market forces and the protection of intellectual
property rights.

6. Highlight steps already taken to show U.S. commitment
to act. (See Question 3 for further elaboration).

Over the past year, the U.S. has taken a prudent approach to the
climate change issue. Other countries have been willing to
commit themselves to specific targets and timetables for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions with little regard, in some cases, for
either the cost or the lack of information necessary to craft an
effective plan.

The U.S. is widely perceived as entering these negotiations in an
isolated position, since it is the only major developed country
that has not committed itself to a timetable for achieving
specific greenhouse gas reductions. Therefore, to buttress the
prudence of our approach we will need to have a well-defined
negotiating plan to take with us to the table in February.

The U.S. can bolster its position on targets and timetables by
pointing out the scientific uncertainties as well as the likely
costs, administrative complexities, and possible trade problems
that could arise from the imposition of large taxes on the carbon
content of fossil fuels--the primary means for achieving major
reductions. We have solid economic and scientific research
already under way and partially completed that could be used to
back up this position.

To address the doubt expressed by other countries concerning the
sincerity of our commitment on the climate change issue, we may
wish to consider signals that would show the U.S. commitment to
act. Indeed, we are already taking steps--albeit steps justified
for other reasons such as energy security, clean air and other
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environmental concerns--that address climate issues and that can

be used to improve the U.S. bargaining position. (Question 3 sets
forth a specific proposal in this regard).

Pros:

o This strategy highlights steps aiready taken that
demonstrate U.S. leadership, and underscores the prudence of
the U.S. approach for addressing global climate change.

o The positions outlined are consistent with past U.S.
negotiations on the issue.

o The strategy emphasizes the importance of reliable
scientific and economic research as the basis of any action.

(o] Avoiding specific commitments on timetables and levels of
reduction until subsequent protocols provides more time to
gather the scientific and economic data necessary to make
informed decisions.

(o) The approach is supported by some other countries (including
Canada and some developing countries) and by some
environmental leaders.

Cons:

o] This strategy may be considered a delaying tactic by other
countries, by environmental groups and by the media.

o) If our position is seen as too obstructionist, it may reduce
our negotiating leverage on this issue.

(e} The media is likely to continue its criticism of the
Administration on this issue.

QUESTION 2: Should U.S. negotiators press other nations to

adopt the "comprehensive approach" in_ the
Framework Convention?

Over the past year, the U.S. has actively promoted a
"comprehensive approach" to greenhouse gases. Under this
approach, all gases would be placed on an equal footing based on
a scientifically determined "greenhouse potential index"--an
index taking into account the intrinsic molecular greenhouse
efficiency of each gas, its average residence time in the
atmosphere and other relevant considerations.

This approach is preferable beéause: (1) other gases than carbon
dioxide are greenhouse gases, some of which are less costly to
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regulate (such as CFC's); (2) it would ensure that developing
nations contribute to the international effort; (3) it lays the
groundwork for a market approach (nationally and internationally)
to reduce emissions at the lowest possible cost; (4) it avoids
problems inherent in attempting to develop individual protocols
for each greenhouse gas, and (5) it focuses attention on the

'potential for expanding sinks that sequester greenhouse gas

emissions.
Pros:

o Promotes an innovative approach to the issue of climate
change enhances U.S. leadership in the negotiations.

[) Moves the climate change issue away from a narrow focus on

carbon dioxide which places a disproportionate burden on
energy and transportation sectors of the economy.

(o} It is a more valid approach, from a scientific perspective,
than other approaches.

o Focussing on the total picture, including both sinks and
" sources, increases the flexibility of efforts to limit the
effects of greenhouse gases.

Cons:

o Some countries may portray our strong support for this
approach as a ploy for avoiding the reduction of carbon
dioxide.

o May involve measurement requirements too sophisticated for

some countries to handle.

o Scientific uncertainties regarding characteristics and
behavior of some of the gases make it difficult to calculate
exactly comparable indices at this time.

o Methods for monitoring and reducing emissions of greenhouse
gases from sources such as forestry, bovine animals, and
pipelines are still being developed.

May-become a tactical bargaining chip that could be used to

(o]
pressure the U.S. into accepting targets and timetables.
QUESTION 3: Should a document be released at the first

negotiating session outlining U.S. accomplishments
that reduce greenhouse gas emissions?

Although we have opposed specific timetables and targets for
reducing emissions, the U.S. has already taken steps that address
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the possibility of global climate change, such as the global
change research program, the Clean Air Act, phasing out CFC's,
and the tree initiative. 1In fact our efforts are unmatched by
any other country. Nevertheless, the U.S. was portrayed as anti-
environment at earlier climate change conferences principally
because of our lack, to date, of initiatives in the energy
sector. This situation might change if attention is directed to
our achievements. For this reason, we are developing a
publication to highlight U.S. accomplishments which could be
distributed at the first negotiating session.

The document could be framed as a U.S. "Action Plan" on climate
change. While it would be comprised of steps already approved or
on their way to being implemented, it is important not to frame
the document solely as an "accomplishments" brochure, lest there
be an attempt to discount actions already taken in order to press
for future commitments. Similar brochures have been prepared and
distributed by other countries at past conferences. A draft for
such a document is attached in Appendix B.

Pros:

(o] The concrete steps taken by the U.S. compare well with the
largely rhetorical policy pursued by critics of the
Administration.

o A guality document would demonstrate our rigorous interest
in the global climate change issue without breaking new
policy ground.

(o} The U.S. would no longer be the only country without an
"Action Plan."

o Could become the focus of a negative campaign by being
portrayed as papering over the U.S. unwillingness to make
new international commitments.

(o) May raise questions about why the U.S. still refuses to
endorse targets and timetables--if the U.S. is so close to
achieving targets others only talk about, why does it
continue to resist targets?

o Could provide fodder for manipulation by countries or
interest groups with opposing views of the United States.

Attachments



Appendix A

Country Targets and Timetables

Australia

Cabinet announced target 11 October of stabilizing CO2,
CH4, N20 2t 1988 levels by 2000, reducing 20 percent by
2005, provided no net adverse effect on Australian
competitiveness if other major developed nations do not take
similar actions. ‘

Austria

Urged at February IPCC plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize by 2000 as first step; no specific
domestic target set. )

Belglum

gzid at IEX meeting in July that it had begun taking
sctions that woulé lower emissions, but had not yet
conductes the analysis necessary to justify establishing a
czroet. Supperted US pesition at Bergen.

o
arget.

presidernt Ceollor nected in June World Envirornment Day
speech the need for epecific commitments for the
ctabilization and reductions of CO2 emissions per capita.
Ee implied, but did not explicitly state, that he was
referring feremost to the fossil fuel emissions of developed

countries.,
Canada

Piedged in June t¢ ctabilize CO2 at 1588 levele by
2005,

China

ssrongly impllies that it favors targets for developed
countries, opposes them for LDCs. Projects substantial CO2

emissions growth.

Denmark

National energy plan calls for 20 percent CO2 reductien
by 2005. .

EC Cormigsion

ravors stabllization -of CO2 at 1990 levels by year
2000, significant reduction by 2005.



Finlénd

Urged at IPCC February plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize by year 2000 as first step, RO speclfic
donestic target set.

France

Proposed in September a three-tiered global strategy to
converge per capita CO2 emissions rates by early 21st
century. Under this plan, France would stabilize its
emissions at or below 2.0 tons per capita by 2000 (up to a
10 percent increase from current levels), provided that
other major industrialized countries agree to stabilize

their emissions.

Germany

Cebinet anrcunced in June non-binding commitment to
reduce CO2 emissions 25 percent from i987 levels irn former

wes: German area by 2005.
India

Opposes targets for develeping countries.
Israel

Opposes targets.

‘Italy

Supports stabillzation of CO2 at 1950 levels by 2000 as
part of EC-wide irnitiative. No domestic target sel.

Japan

Announced action plan 15 October to stabilize CO2
emisgions per capits at 1990 levels by 2000. Methane
emissions will also be capped at current levels. Gross CO2,
820, and other greenhouse gae emissions will be stabilized

by 2000 if feasible.
Malta
Supports targets and timetables; no domestic target
set.
Mexico

Appreciates unilateral commitments By industrialized
countries to stabilize emissions by 2000. Believes
obligations should be equitably differentlated according to



courntries' respective responsibilities for causing and
combatting climate change and their level of development.

Netherlands

Parliament passed in September revised National
Environmental Policy Plan, calling for stabilization of CO2
emissions at 1989-90 average by 198495, 3 to 3 percent
reduction by 2000. Government officials describe commitment

as bindirg.

Nevw Zealand

Environment minister announced plans in September to
reduce CO2 emissicns 20 percent from 1590 levels by 2005.

Norway

Xational goal is stabilization at 1987 levels by 2000,
provided cther ceuntries take similar actions.

Portugal
Opposes targets.
gaudi Arabia
savors stabilizaticn by 2000 target feor industrialized
countries; =no domestic target set.
Spain

Would support EC stabilizatlon target if scaled to
curzent per capitz emissions 8o as to be equitable among EC

members.

Sweden

Parliamentary mandate to stabilize CO2 at 1588 levels.
Supported call at IPCC Februsry plenary for stabilization by

2000,

Switzerland

Urged at IPCC February plenary that induetrialized
countries stabilize emissions by year 2000 as first step; no

domestic target set.

Dnited Kingdom

Prime Minister Thatcher anncunced in May that the UK
would enact & strategy to achieve a stabilization of CO2
emigsicns at 1990 levels by 2003, provided other major
irdustrislized countries take similar steps.




USSR
Opposes targets.
Venezuela
Opposes tétgets.

Note: Only the government of the Netherlands describes its
target as binding.




DRAFT

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 21, 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL

FROM: The Global Change Working Group
SUBJECT: Framework Convention on Climate Change
ISSUE:

Negotiators representing the United States at the first
negotiating session of the Framework Convention on Climate Change
on February 4, 1991 require guidance on three issues:

(1) Aspects of the strategy U.S. representatives should
follow during the negotiations;

(2) Whether we should press other nations to adopt the
"comprehensive approach;" and

(3) Whether a document outlining U.S. accomplishments
should be released at the first negotiating session.

BACKGROUND :

1 The General Situation.

Formal negotiations on a framework convention will take place,
over the next 18 months, under auspices of the United Nations
General Assembly. The purpose of the Convention will be to
establish an institutional basis for international cooperation in
the conduct of scientific research, and in the exchange of
information on global climate change. It will also provide the
legal and logistical structure for any future protocols or
annexes containing specific commitments. The Convention is
expected to be ready for signing at the June 1992 U.N. Conference
on Environment and Development in Brazil.

President Bush has invited other nations to meet in Washington
for the first negotiating session. This is scheduled to take
place February 4 to 14, 1991. The first negotiating session will
focus on organizational and procedural issues. This paper
provides background on the question of climate change and
addresses three issues that need to be considered prior to the
negotiations.

2. Previous International Action.

The World Meteorological Organization and the United Nations
Environment Programme set up the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) in 1987 as a vehicle to assess scientific
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" information pertaining to climate change, impacts of such change,
and possible strategies to assist in responding to potential
changes. The U.S. participated in and endorsed the activities of
the IPCC.

At the Second World Climate Conference in November 1990, the IPCC
adopted an interim report. This report addressed four major
areas of climate change: (1) research; (2) the impacts of
potential change; (3) response strategies; and (4) legal measures
to implement response strategies, including possible elements of
a framework convention on climate change. This report forms the
basis for the negotiations on a framework convention on climate
change. :

The Second World Climate Conference agreed that the scientific
conclusions set out by the IPCC reflect the international
consensus of scientific understanding of climate change,
including these key points:

o "Emissions resulting from human activities are
substantially increasing atmospheric concentrations of
greenhouse gases. These increases will enhance the
natural greenhouse effect, resulting on average in an
additional warming of the Earth's surface."

o "Without actions to reduce emissions, global warming is
predicted to reach 2 to 5 degrees C over the next
century, a rate of change unprecedented in the past
10,000 years."

o "The warming is expected to be accompanied by a sea
level rise of 65 cm (+/- 35 cm) by the end of the next
century."

o There are substantial scientific uncertainties in the

details of climate change. To narrow, the
uncertainties, research is being conducted in high
priority areas, such as oceans, clouds, carbon cycle,
polar ice sheet, and sea ice.

Some policy makers do not share the certainty reflected by the
predictions published in the IPCC report, because of the
unsettled state of the scientific analysis.

3. The Science of Climate Change.

Studies show that concentrations of greenhouse gases have
increased. However, the causes of this increase--including both
natural:and human factors, as well as the way these may affect
regional climate patterns and the earth's temperature regulation
process--continue to be unclear. Certain gases, such as carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and chloroflurocarbons (CFC's),
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increase the retention of heat in the atmosphere. Natural
processes are responsible for twenty times the amount of
greenhouse gas fluctuations than those caused by human
activities. Nevertheless, significant changes in atmospheric
concentrations are being caused by human-related activities,
largely reflecting increases in industrialization.

The. earth adapts to changes in greenhouée gas concentrations
through. a complex system that naturally regulates global
temperatures. One result of this natural regulatory process may
be changing climate patterns and higher average temperatures.
This system is not only affected by "sources" of greenhouse gas
emissions, but also by "sinks" that sequester concentrations of
these gases. The system also includes the radiation of energy
into space. 3

Although scientific research on the relation between the emission
of greenhouse gases and climate change has focussed on global
warming, this is only one of several interrelated climate
phenomena that may be affected by such emissions. Other climate
phenomena that may be affected include the patterns and amounts
of precipitation, the patterns and severity of storms, as well as
the mean sea level. Each of these climate phenomena involve
significant fluctuations in temperature over wide regions of the
earth's surface. It is important to note that the effects of
climate change may vary by region. Changes in temperature and
precipitation may cause adverse effects in some areas of the
world while resulting in beneficial effects in other areas.

Computer models have been developed to predict the effects on
climate of different concentrations of greenhouse gases.
Nevertheless, these computer models are not yet able to reflect
the natural system of temperature regulation with much accuracy.
As a result, scientists are not able to agree on the magnitude,
spatial distribution, and timing of any climate changes caused by
increased concentrations of greenhouse gases and the effect of
natural mitigating factors. The computer models are particularly
poor guides to regional variations of climate changes. These
changes are the basis upon which economic impact studies are
made, and are key to the development of responsible policy
decisions.

4. The Economics of Climate Change.

Economic studies compare the costs of reducing emissions to the
costs of not acting. - The costs of not acting do not translate
directly into the possible benefits of reducing emissions. For
example, the limitation of emissions proposed by some countries
would reduce natural and human emissions only slightly and would
therefore have only a minor effect on climate processes.

Economic studies of climate change issues have only jusf begun
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and little is yet known. For"example, there are few quantitative
analyses of the cost of sea level rise. Nor has there been much
study of the impact that future climate changes may have on the
agriculture, forestry and fishing industries, which are sensitive
to climate variations. These industries amount to only 3 percent
of the U.S. GNP, but they represent a much larger part of the
economies of developing nations.

Studies based on historical data regarding carbon dioxide
emissions suggest that stabilization or small reductions would
impose costs on the order of 1 percent of GNP for industrialized
countries by the turn of the century and that those costs would
rise over time. Other studies based on analyses of particular
technologies suggest that, in principle at least, costs could be
more modest. Advances in technology could lower baseline
emissions, costs of reduction, and the tendency of costs to rise .
over time.

5. Enerqy Issues in Climate Change.

Even though human activities cause only a fraction of greenhouse
gas emissions, international talks have focused on reducing man-
made emissions, especially emissions from the use of fossil fuel.
The U.S. produced almost 6 billion tons of carbon dioxide from
fossil fuels in 1988. This was about 25 percent of all man-made
carbon dioxide emissions world-wide and has drawn criticism from
other countries despite our positive record on overall greenhouse
gas emission control.

" THE CLIMATE CONVENTION NEGOTIATIONS:

A framework convention establishes general obligations and
procedures for carrying out these obligations. Specific
commitments are usually included in subsequent annexes or
protocols to a convention. Nevertheless, several countries are
pressing to include specific obligations for targets and
timetables for stabilizing emissions of certain gases in the
convention or in protocols negotiated simultaneously with the
convention.

We have taken the position that such commitments are premature

and should be negotiated after signing of a framework convention. -
Even then commitments should be made only if analyses demonstrate
that they are necessary and will result in net benefits. We may
have to reconsider our position if other countries fail to

support us.

1. The Process.
The climate change negotiations will be carried out through a

forum provided by the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee,
serviced by a United Nations Secretariat. Following the first



session here in Washington, most of the negotiating sessions will
be held at U.N. facilities in Geneva, with one or possibly more
sessions in Nairobi. Sessions will be one to two weeks in
length, and will be held every three or four months through 1991.
Sessions will be scheduled as needed in 1992. Jean Ripert of
France is likely to be elected to chair the negotiations.

2. The U.S. Delegation.

The U.S. delegation for the first session will be headed by
Curtis "Buff" Bohlen, Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs. The
alternate head of delegation will be Robert A. Reinstein, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Environment, Health and Natural
Resources. Reinstein will function as negotiator for this and
subsequent sessions. The negotiating team is expected to include
12-15 representatives of the agencies with relevant energy,
environmental, scientific and economic expertise and interest in
this issue. Federal government agency involvement with the
framework convention is being coordinated by the Department of
State. White House coordination of the negotiations is being:.
provided by the Office of Science and Technology Policy.

3. Aqénda for the First Session.

Although a draft agenda has not fet been circulated by the U.N.
Secretariat, the following work-plan is anticipated for the nine-
day session:

o Organizational matters (1 day):

o Initial country statements (2 days):

o Establishment of subgroups and preparation of
the legal negotiating text (5 days); and

o Other matters such as defining the
relationship between the IPCC and these talks
(1 day). '

Countries will propose text they wish to see included in the
convention. Language not agreed to by all the parties will be
bracketed. Little attempt will be made to resolve differences
about the text during the first session.

The U.S. will propose several non-controversial provisions,
particularly in the area of scientific and economic research and
cooperation. More importantly, as discussed in question 2 below,
the U.S. will seek to convince other countries that they should
adopt the comprehensive approach in the text of the framework
agreement.

A summary of other countries' positions on the global change
issue and their approach to the framework convention negotiations
is attached in Appendix A.



4. Elements for Possible InCluéioﬁ-in the Framework Convention.

In addition to the non-controversial elements of the framework
convention which were identified by the IPCC, we expect several
controversial elements to be proposed as well.

-- Targets and Timetables: Several countries will try to
force a debate about targets and timetables for reductions of
greenhouse gas emissions, particularly carbon dioxide emissions
from the burning of fossil fuels, over the next 18 months. All
other OECD countries, except Turkey, have made statements arguing
that such obligations should be undertaken now, either as part of
the convention itself or in protocols negotiated simultaneously
with the convention.

-- The Precautionary Principle: Many countries will suggest
including an article on the so-called "Precautionary Principle"
in the framework convention. There is, however, no definition of
this principle that is universally accepted. Some have described
it as merely a statement reiterating the need to prevent Fy
pollution. Others have taken the position that it requires
affirmative proof that an activity w1ll not harm the environment
before 1t can be undertaken.

-- Financial assistance: Consistent with the Houston
Economic Declaration, a general commitment to promote financial
assistance for developing countries will be negotiated in the
framework convention. Developing countries will undoubtedly
propose that this include a commitment to provide "new and
additional" funding, a commitment that we oppose. The United
States will argue that the newly established Global Environmental
Facility in the World Bank is the appropriate mechanism through
which any multilateral assistance should be processed.

-- Development and transfer of technology: The developing

~countries have often called for technology transfer on a

"preferential and noncommercial basis." Although this language
raises the problem of protection of intellectual property rights,
there is a wide range of technologies for which this issue does
not arise. U.S. negotiators intend to hlghllght the value of
existing cooperatlon programs.

QUESTION 1: Should the following strategy be adopted to guide
U.S. representatives at the first negotiation
session?

1. Propose specific language on scientific cooperation and
monitoring consistent with the comprehensive approach.

2. Oppose specific targets and timetables for greenhouse"
gas emission reduction--particularly carbon dioxide.

3. Oppose general statements of the "Precautionary



Principle."

4. Oppose commitment to new and addltlonal financial
assistance.

5. Explore ways of promoting technology transfer that will
be advantageous to the U.S., taking full account of
market forces and the protection of intellectual
property rights.

Over the past year, the U.S. has taken a prudent approach to the
climate change issue. Other countries have been willing to
commit themselves to specific targets and timetables for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions with little regard for either the cost
or the lack of information necessary to craft an effective plan.

Some will argue that the U.S. enters these negotiations in an
isolated position, alleging that it is the only major developed
country that has not committed itself to a timetable for
achieving specific greenhouse gas reductions. To buttress our
prudent approach, we will therefore need to have a well-defined
negotiating plan to take to the table in February.

The U.S. can bolster its position on targets and timetables by
pointing out the scientific uncertainties as well as the likely
costs, administrative complexities, and possible trade problems
that could arise from the imposition of large taxes on the carbon

. content of fossil fuels--the primary means for achieving major

reductions). We have solid economic and scientific research
already under way and partially completed that could be used to
back up this position.

To address the doubt expressed by other countries concerning the
sincerity of our commitment in the climate change issue, we may
wish to consider signals that would show the U.S. commitment to
act. Indeed, we are.already taking steps--albeit steps justified
for other reasons such as energy security, clean air and other
proven environmental concerns--that address climate issues and
that can be used to improve the U.S. bargaining position.

Pros:

(o) This strategy-underscores U.S. leadership in addressing
global climate change.

o The positions outlined are consistent with past U.S.
negotiations on the issue.

o The strategy emphasizes the importance of reliable
scientific and economic research as the basis of any action.

o Avoiding specific commitments on timetables and levels of
reduction until subsequent protocols provides more time to
gather the scientific and economic data necessary to make



informed decisions. s

(o) The approach is supported by some other countries (including
Canada and some developing countries) and by some
environmental leaders.

o This strategy may be considered a delaying tactic by other
~ countries, by environmental groups and by the media.

o If our position is seen as too passive, it may reduce our
leadership position on this issue. '

o] The media is likely to continue its criticism of the
Administration on this issue.

QUESTION 2: Should U.S. negotiators press>other nations to
adopt the "comprehensive approach" in the
Framework Convention? , :

Over the past year, the U.S. has actively promoted a
"comprehensive approach" to greenhouse gases. Under this
approach, all gases would be placed on an equal footing based on
a scientifically determined "greenhouse potential index"--an
index taking into account the intrinsic molecular greenhouse
efficiency of each gas, its average residence time in the
atmosphere and other relevant considerations.

This approach is preferable because: (1) other gases than carbon
dioxide are greenhouse gases, some of which are less costly to
regulate (such as CFC's); (2) it would encourage developing
nations to contribute to limiting the emission of greenhouse
gases; (3) it lays the groundwork for a market approach
(nationally and internationally) to maximize emission reductions
at the lowest possible cost; (4) it avoids problems inherent in
attempting to develop individual protocols for each greenhouse
gas, and (5) it focuses attention on the potential for expanding
sinks that sequester greenhouse gas emissions.

Pros:

o Promoting an innovative approach to the issue of climate
change enhances U.S. leadership in the negotiations.

o Moves the climate change issue away from a narrow focus on
carbon dioxide that places a disproportionate burden on
energy and transportation sectors of the economy.

o] It is more scientifically valid than other approaches.
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o] Focussing on the total picture, including both sinks and
sources, increases the flexibility of efforts to limit the
effects of greenhouse gases.

Cons:

(o) Some countries may portray our strong support for this
approach as a ploy for avoiding the reduction of carbon
dioxide.

o May be considered too complicated for some countries to
implement.

o Scientific uncertainties regarding characteristics and

behavior of some of the gases make it difficult to calculate
exactly comparable indices at this time.

o) Methods for monitoring and reducing emissions of greenhouse
gases from sources such as forestry, bovine animals, and
pipelines are still being developed. -

Eve

QUESTION 3: Should a document be released at the first o
negotiating session outlining U.S. accomplishments o
that reduce greenhouse gas emissions? K

Although we have opposed specific timetables and targets for

reducing emissions, the U.S. has already taken steps that address

the possibility of global climate change, such as the global B
change research program, - the Clean Air Act, phasing out CFC's, "
and the tree initiative. In fact our efforts are unmatched by )
any other country. Nevertheless, the U.S. has been portrayed as
anti-environment at earlier climate change conferences. This

situation might change if attention is directed to our

achievements. For this reason, we are developing a publication

to highlight U.S. accomplishments which could be distributed at

the first negotiating session. :

The document could be framed as a U.S. "Action Plan" on climate
change. While it would be comprised of steps already approved or
on their way to being implemented, it is important not to frame
the document solely as an "accomplishments" brochure, lest there
be an attempt to discount actions already taken in order to press
for future commitments. Similar brochures have been prepared and
distributed by other countries at past conferences. A draft for
such a document is attached in Appendix B.

Pros:
o The concrete steps taken by the U.S. compares well with the

largely rhetorical policy pursued by critics of the
Administration, both at home and abroad.
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o A quality document would demonstrate our interest in the
global climate change issue without breaking new policy
ground. -

o] The U.S. would no longer be the only country without an

"Action Plan."
Cons:

o Could become the focus of a negative campaign by being
portrayed as papering over the U.S. unwillingness to make
international commitments.

(o] May raise questions about why the U.S. still refuses to
endorse targets and timetables--if the U.S. is so close to
achieving targets others only talk about, why does it
continue to resist targets?

(o] Could provide fodder for manipulation by countries or
interest groups with opposing views of the United States.

Attachments



Appendix A

POSITIONS ON COy EMISSION TARGETS

Stablllzatlon by 1993:
Stabliization by 2000:

Stabillzation at © 10% over
current levels by 2000:

Stabllization by 2003
3-5% reduction by 2000:

20% reduction by 2005:

25% reduction by 2005

Support targets for Industrialized countries,
woaker or no targets for LDCs:

Opposs targata:

Netheriands

Australia
Austric

EC Commission
Finland

Italy

Japan

Neorway

Sweden
Switzeriond

Fronce

Canada
United Kingdom

Netherlands

Australia
Denmark
New Zealand

Germany

Brazil

Chinag

India

Mgalta

Mexico
Saud! Arabia

Israel
USSR
Venszusla

Baose Year
(when spacified)

1888~80
1988
1880
1880
1990

1887
1888

1888
1880

1888-80
1988
1990

1887




Country Targets and Timetables

Australia

Cabinet announced target 11 October of stabilizing CO2,
CH4, N20 at 1988 levels by 2000, reducing 20 percent by
2005, provided no net adverse effect on Australian
competitiveness if other major developed nations do not take
similar actions.

Bustria

" Urged at February IPCC plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize by 2000 as first step; no specific
domestic target set.

Belgium

Said at IEA meeting in July that it had begun taking
actions that would lower emissions, but had not yet
conducted the analysis necessary to justify establishing a
target. Supperted US position at Bergen. ‘

Brazil

President Collor noted in June World Environment Day
speech the need for specific commitments for the
stabilization and reductions of CO2 emissions per capita.

He implied, but did not explicitly state, that he was
referring foremost to the fossil fuel emissions of developed

countries,

Canada

. Pledged in June to stabilize CO2 at 1988 levels by
2005.

Chine

strongly implies that it favors targets for developed
countries, opposes them for LDCs, Projects substantial CO2

emissions growth.

Denmark

. National energy plan calls for 20 percent CO2 reduction
by 2005.

EC Commission

Favoré gstabllization ©of €02 at 1990 levels by year
2000, significant reduction by 2005.



Finland

Urged at IPCC February plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize by year 2000 as first step, no specific
domestic target set. -

France

Proposed in September a three~tiered global strategy to
converge per capita CO2 emissions rates by early 2lst
century. Under this plan, Prance would stabilize its
emissions at or.below 2.0 tons per caplta by 2000 (up to a
10 percent increase from current levels), provided that
other major industrialized countries agree to stabilize
their emissions. - '

Gerﬁany

Cabinet announced in June non-binding commitment to
reduce CO2 emissions 25 percent from 1987 levels in former

West German area by 2005.
India

Opposes targets for developing countries.
Israel

Opposes targets.

' Italy

Supports stabilization of €O2 at 1990 levels by 2000 as
part of EC-wide initiative, No domestic target set,

Japan

Announced action plan 19 October to stabilize CO2
emissions per capita at 1990 levels by 2000. Methane
emissions will also be capped at current levels., Gross CO2,
N20, and other greenhouse gas emissions will be stabilized

by 2000 if feasible.
Malta

Supports targets and Eimetables; no domestic target
set.

Mexieco

Appreciates unilateral commitments by industrialized
countries to stabilize emissions by 2000, Believes
obligations should be equlitably differentlated according to

t



countries' respective respbnsibilities for causing and
combatting climate change and their level of development.

Netherlands

Parliament passed in September reviged Natlonal
Environmental Policy Plan, calling for stabilization of CO2
emissions at 1989-90 average by 1994=-95, 3 to 5 percent
reduction by 2000. Government officials describe commitment

as binding.
New Zealand

Environment minister announced plans in September to
reduce CO2 emissicns 20 percent from 1990 levels by 2005.

Norway

National goal is stabilization at 1987 levels by 2000,
provided cther countries take similar actions.

Portugal
Opposes targets.

saudi Arabia

" Favors stabilization by 2000 target for industrialized
countries; no domestic target set. ‘ '

Spaih

Would support EC stabilizatlon target if scaled to
current per capita emissions so as to be equitable among EC

members.

Swedan

Parliamentary mandate to stabilize CO2 at 1988 levels.
Supported call at IPCC February plenary for stabilization by

2000.
Switzerland

' Urged at IPCC February plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize emissions by year 2000 as firat step; no

domestic target set.
Onited Kingdom

Prime Minister Thatcher announced in May that the UK
would enact a strategy to achieve a stabilization of CO2
emigsions at 1990 levels by 2005, provided other major
industrialized countries take similar steps.



USSR

Opposes targets.
Venezuela

Opposes targets.

Note: Only the government of the Netherlands describes its
target as binding.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 22, 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR GOVERNOR SUNUNU

FROM: D. ALLAN BROMLEY W

SUBJECT: Global Climate Change

Attached is a paper on remaining issues that need clarification prior to the negotiating
session on a framework convention on climate change, scheduled to begin here on
February 4.

I would like to schedule some time with you todaj' to review the paper and discuss

future steps. This could include discussion in a small group, or the full Domestic
Policy Council.
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. (Q . The first document is in a form that could go to the
qgga * DPC if you so deci@e: The second provides some data
<g? on the current positions of other countries and the
(§§Q L third is a very rough cut at an accomplishment paper
d&b C that I believe to be important in getting the
I8 accomplishments of the Bush Administration before the
public - both domestic and international - with our
spin for a change rather than leaving the environmental
activists with a clear field in which to work us over.
‘ ~ Both in.terms of our investment in new understanding
MEMORANDUM FOR C of the phenomena - both scientific and economic - and of
concrete action rather than talk, we have a record
FROM: D unmatched by any other nation and I want the President
' ; to get proper credit for it. This material was pro-

SUBJECT: G duced by the G]opa] Change St&ntggy WOrking Group.

Attached is a paper on remaining issues that need clarification prior to the .negotiating
session on a framework convention on climate change, scheduled to begin here on
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The first document is in a form that could go to the
DPC if you so decide. The second provides some data

on the current positions of other countries and the
third is a very rough cut at an accomplishment paper
that I believe to be important in getting the
accomplishments of the Bush Administration before the
public - both domestic and international - with our
spin for a change rather than leaving the environmental
activists with a clear field in which to work us over.
Both in terms of our investment in new understanding
of the phenomena - both scientific and economic - and of
concrete action rather than talk, we have a record
unmatched by any other nation and I want the President
to get proper credit for it. This material was pro-
duced by the Global Change Stgptegy Working Group.



THE WHITE HOUSE

wasuineToN DRAFT

January 21, 199f

MEMORANDUM FOR TﬁE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL

FROM: The Global Change Working Group
SUBJECT: Framework Convention on Climate Change

ISSUE:

Negotiators representing the United States at the first
negotiating session of the Framework Convention on Climate Change
on February 4, 1991 require guidance on three issues:

(1) Aspects of the strategy U.S. representatives should
- follow during the negotiations;
(2) Whether we should press other nations to adopt the
"comprehensive approach;" and
(3) Whether a document outlining U.S. accomplishments
' should be released at the first negotiating session.

BACKGROUND :
1. The General Situation.

Formal negotiations on a framework convention will take place,
over the next 18 month, under auspices of the United Nations
General Assembly. The purpose of the Convention will be to
establish an institutional basis for international cooperation in
the conduct of scientific research, and in the exchange of
information on global climate change. It will also provide the
legal and logistical structure for any future protocols or
annexes containing specific commitments. The Convention is
expected to be ready for signing at the June 1992 U.N. Conference
on Environment and Development in Brazil.

President Bush has invited other nations to meet in Washington
for the first negotiating session. This is scheduled to take
place February 4 to 14, 1991. The first negotiating session will
focus on organizational and procedural issues. This paper
provides background on the question of climate change and
addresses three issues that need to be considered prior to the
negotiations. '

2. Previous International Action.

The World Meteorological Organization and the United Nations
Environment Programme set up the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) in 1987 as a vehicle to assess scientific
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information pertaining to climate change, impacts of such change,
and possible strategies to assist in responding to potential
changes. The U.S. participated in and endorsed the activities of
the IPCC.

At the Second World Climate Conference in November 1990, the IPCC
adopted an interim report. This report addressed four major
areas of climate change: (1) research; (2) the impacts of
potential change; (3) response strategies; and (4) legal measures
to implement response strategies, including possible elements of
a framework convention on climate change. This report forms the
basis for the negotiations on a framework convention on climate
change.

The Second World Climate Conference agreed that the scientific
conclusions set out by the IPCC reflect the international
consensus of scientific understanding of climate change,
including these key points:

o "Emissions resulting from human activities are
substantially increasing atmospheric concentrations of
greenhouse gases. These increases will enhance the

_ natural greenhouse effect, resulting on average in an
additional warming of the Earth's surface."

o "Without actions to reduce emissions, global warming is
predicted to reach 2 to 5 degrees C over the next
century, a rate of change unprecedented in the past
10,000 years."

o "The warming is expected to be accompanied by a sea
level rise of 65 cm (+/- 35 cm) by the end of the next
century."

o] There are substantial scientific uncertainties in the

details of climate change. To narrow the
uncertainties, research is being conducted in high
priority areas, such as oceans, clouds, carbon cycle,
polar ice sheet, and sea ice.

" Some policy makers do not share the certainty reflected by the
predictions published in the IPCC report, because of the
unsettled state of the scientific analysis.

3. The Science of Climate Change.

Studies show that concentrations of greenhouse gases have
increased. However, the causes of this increase--including both
natural and human factors, as well as the way these may affect
regional climate patterns and the earth's temperature regulation
process--continue to be unclear. Certain gases, such as carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and chloroflurocarbons (CFC's),



3;

increase the retention of heat in the atmosphere. Natural
processes are responsible for twenty times the amount of
greenhouse gas fluctuations than those caused by human
activities. Nevertheless, significant changes in atmospheric
concentrations are being caused by human-related activities,
largely reflecting increases in industrialization.

The earth adapts to changes in greenhouse gas concentrations
through ‘a complex system that naturally regulates global
temperatures. One result of this natural regulatory process may
be changing climate patterns and higher average temperatures.
‘This system is not only affected by "sources" of greenhouse gas
emissions, but also by "sinks" that sequester concentrations of
these gases. The system also includes the radiation of energy
into space.

Although scientific research on the relation between the emission
of greenhouse gases and climate change has focussed on global
warming, this is only one of several interrelated climate
phenomena that may be affected by such emissions. Other climate
phenomena that may be affected include the patterns and amounts
of precipitation, the patterns and severity of storms, as well as
. the mean sea level. Each of these climate phenomena involve
significant fluctuations in temperature over wide regions of the
earth's surface. It is important to note that the effects of
climate change may vary by region. Changes in temperature and
precipitation may cause adverse effects in some areas of the
world while resulting in beneficial effects in other areas.

Computer models have been developed to predict the effects on
climate of different concentrations of greenhouse gases.
Nevertheless, these computer models are not yet able to reflect

- the natural system of temperature regulation with much accuracy.
As a result, scientists are not able to agree on the magnitude,
spatial distribution, and timing of any climate changes caused by
increased concentrations of greenhouse gases and the effect of
natural mitigating factors. The computer models are particularly
poor guides to regional variations of climate changes. These
changes are the basis upon which economic impact studies are
made, and are key to the development of responsible policy
decisions. : '

4. The Economics of Climate Change.

Economic studies compare the costs of reducing emissions to the
costs of not acting. - The costs of not acting do not translate
directly into the possible benefits of reducing emissions. For
example, the limitation of emissions proposed by some countries
would reduce natural and human emissions only slightly and would
therefore have only a minor effect on climate processes.

Economic studies of climate change issues have only just begun
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and little is yet known. For example, there are few quantitative
analyses of the cost of sea level rise. Nor has there been much
study of the impact that future climate changes may have on the
agriculture, forestry and fishing industries, which are sensitive
to climate variations. These industries amount to only 3 percent
of the U.S. GNP, but they represent a much larger part of the
economies of developing nations.

Studies based on historical data regarding carbon dioxide
emissions suggest that stabilization or small reductions would
impose costs on the order of 1 percent of GNP for industrialized
countries by the turn of the century and that those costs would
rise over time. Other studies based on analyses of particular
technologies suggest that, in principle at least, costs could be
more modest. Advances in technology could lower baseline
emissions, costs of reduction, and the tendency of. costs to rise
over time.

5. Energy Issues in Climate Change.

Even though human activities cause only a fraction of greenhouse
gas emissions, international talks have focused on reducing man-
made emissions, especially emissions from the use of fossil fuel.
The U.S. produced almost 6 billion tons of carbon dioxide from
fossil fuels in 1988. This was about 25 percent of all man-made
carbon dioxide emissions world-wide and has drawn criticism from
other countries despite our positive record on overall greenhouse
gas emission control.

THE CLIMATE CONVENTION NEGOTIATIONS:

A framework convention establishes general obligations and
procedures for carrying out these obligations. Specific
commitments are usually included in subsequent annexes or
protocols to a convention. Nevertheless, several countries: are
pressing to include specific obligations for targets and
timetables for stabilizing emissions of certain gases in the
convention or in protocols negotiated simultaneously with the
convention.

We have taken the position that such commitments are premature
and should be negotiated after signing of a framework convention.
Even then commitments should be made only if analyses demonstrate
that they are necessary and will result in net benefits. We may
have to reconsider our position if other countries fail to
support us.

1. The Process.
The climate change negotiations will be carried out through a

forum provided by the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee,
serviced by a United Nations Secretariat. Following the first
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session here in Washington, most of the negotiating sessions will
be held at U.N. facilities in Geneva, with one or possibly more

- sessions in Nairobi. Sessions will be one to two weeks in

length, '‘and will be held every three or four months through 1991.
Sessions will be scheduled as needed in 1992. Jean Ripert of
France is likely to be elected to chair the negotiations.

2. The U.S. Delegation.

The U.S. delegation for the first session will be headed by
Curtis "Buff" Bohlen, Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs. The
alternate head of delegation will be Robert A. Reinstein, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State for Environment, Health and Natural
Resources. Reinstein will function as negotiator for this and
subsequent sessions. The negotiating team is expected to include
12-15 representatives of the agencies with relevant energy,
environmental, scientific and economic expertise and interest in
this issue. Federal government agency involvement with the
framework convention is being coordinated by the Department of
State. White House coordination of the negotiations is being
provided by the Office of Science and Technology Policy.

3. Agenda for the First Session..

Although a draft agenda has not yet been circulated by the U.N.
Secretariat, the following work-plan is anticipated for the nine-
day session:

o Organizational matters (1 day):

o Initial country statements (2 days):

o) Establishment of subgroups and preparation of
the legal negotiating text (5 days); and

o Other matters such as defining the
relationship between the IPCC and these talks
(1 day). ‘

Countries will propose text they wish to see included in the
convention. Language not agreed to by all the parties will be
bracketed. Little attempt will be made to resolve differences
about the text during the first session.

The U.S. will propose several non-controversial provisions,
particularly in the area of scientific and economic research and
cooperation. More importantly, as discussed in question 2 below,
the U.S. will seek to convince other countries that they should
adopt the comprehensive approach in the text of the framework
agreement.

A summary of other countries' positions on the global change
issue and their approach to the framework convention negotiations
is attached in Appendix A.



4, Elements for Possible Inclusion in the Framework Convention.

In addition to the non-controversial elements of the framework
convention which were identified by the IPCC, we expect several
controversial elements to be proposed as well.

-- Targets and Timetables: Several countries will try to
force a debate about targets and timetables for reductions of
greenhouse gas emissions, particularly carbon dioxide emissions
from the burning of fossil fuels, over the next 18 months. All
other OECD countries, except Turkey, have made statements arguing
that such obligations should be undertaken now, either as part of
the convention itself or in protocols negotiated simultaneously
with the convention.

-- The Precautionary Principle: Many countries will suggest
including an article on the so-called "Precautionary Principle"
in the framework convention. There is, however, no definition of
this principle that is universally accepted. Some have described
it as merely a statement reiterating the need to prevent
pollution. Others have taken the position that it requires
affirmative proof that an activity will not harm the environment
before it can be undertaken.

-- Financial assistance: Consistent with the Houston
Economic Declaration, a general commitment to promote financial
assistance for developing countries will be negotiated in the
framework convention. Developing countries will undoubtedly
propose that this include a commitment to provide "new and
additional" funding, a commitment that we oppose. The United
States will argue that the newly established Global Environmental
Facility in the World Bank is the appropriate mechanism through
which any multilateral assistance should be processed.

-- Development and transfer of technology: The developing
countries have often called for technology transfer on a

"preferential and noncommercial basis." Although this language
raises the problem of protection of intellectual property rights,
there is a wide range of technologies for which this issue does
not arise. U.S. negotiators intend to highlight the value of
existing cooperation programs.

QUESTION 1: Should the following strategy be adopted to_guide
A U.S. representatives at the first negotiation
session?

1. Propose specific language on scientific cooperation and
monitoring consistent with the comprehensive approach.

2. Oppose specific targets and timetables for greenhouse
gas emission reduction--particularly carbon dioxide.

3. Oppose general statements of the "Precautionary



Principle." :

4, Oppose commitment to new and addltional financial
assistance.

5. Explore ways of promoting technology transfer that will
be advantageous to the U.S., taking full account of
market forces and the protection of intellectual
property rights.

Over the past year, the U.S. has taken a prudent approach to the
climate change issue. Other countries have been willing to
commit themselves to specific targets and timetables for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions with little regard for either the cost
or the lack of information necessary to craft an effective plan.

Some will argue that the U.S. enters these negotiations in an
isolated position, alleging that it is the only major developed
country that has not committed itself to a timetable for
achieving specific greenhouse gas reductions. To buttress our
prudent approach, we will therefore need to have a well-defined
negotiating plan to take to the table in February.

The U.S. can bolster its position on targets and timetables by
pointing out the scientific uncertainties as well as the likely
costs, administrative complexities, and possible trade problems
that could arise from the imposition of large taxes on the carbon
content of fossil fuels--the primary means for achieving major
reductions). We have solid economic and scientific research
already under way and partially completed that could be used to
back up this position.

To address the doubt expressed by other countries concerning the
sincerity of our commitment in the climate change issue, we may
wish to consider signals that would show the U.S. commitment to
act. Indeed, we are.already taking steps--albeit steps justified
for other reasons such as energy security, clean air and other
proven environmental concerns--that address climate issues and
that can be used to improve the U.S. bargaining position.

Pros:

o This strategy underscores U.S. leadership in addressing
global climate change.

o] The positions outlined are consistent with past U.S.
negotiations on the issue.

o The strategy emphasizes the importance of reliable
scientific and economic research as the basis of any action.

o Avoiding specific commitments on timetables and levels of
reduction until subsequent protocols provides more time to
gather the scientific and economic data necessary to make



informed decisions.

o The approach is supported by some other countries (including
Canada and -some developing countries) and by some
environmental leaders.

Cons:

o This strafegy may be considered a delaying tactic by other
countries, by environmental groups and by the media.

o If our position is seen as too passive, it may reduce our
leadership position on this issue.

o The media is likely to continue its criticism of the
Administration on this issue.

QUESTION 2: Should U.S. negotiators press other nations to

adopt the "comprehensive approach" in the
Framework Convention?

Over the past year, the U.S. has actively promoted a
"comprehensive approach" to greenhouse gases. Under this
approach, all gases would be placed on an equal footing based on
a scientifically determined "greenhouse potential index"--an
index taking into account the intrinsic molecular greenhouse
efficiency of each gas, its average residence time in the
atmosphere and other relevant considerations.

This approach is preferable because: (1) other gases than carbon
dioxide are greenhouse gases, some of which are less costly to
regulate (such as CFC's); (2) it would encourage developing
nations ‘to contribute to limiting the emission of greenhouse
gases; (3) it lays the groundwork for a market approach
(nationally and internationally) to maximize emission reductions
at the lowest possible cost; (4) it avoids problems. inherent in
attempting to develop individual protocols for each greenhouse
gas, and (5) it focuses attention on the potential for expanding
sinks that sequester greenhouse gas emissions.

Pros:

o Promoting an innovative approach to the issue of climate
change enhances U.S. leadership in the negotiations.

o Moves the climate change issue away from a narrow focus on
carbon dioxide that places a disproportionate burden on
energy and transportation sectors of the economy.

o It is more scientifically valid than other approaches.
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o Focussing on the total-picture, including both sinks and
sources, increases the flexibility of efforts to limit the
effects of greenhouse gases.

Cons:

o Some countries may porfray our strong support for this
approach as a ploy for avoiding the reduction of carbon
dioxide.

o May be considered too complicated for some countries to
implement. ‘

o Scientific uncertainties regarding characteristics and

behavior of some of the gases make it difficult to calculate
exactly comparable indices at this time.

o Methods for monitoring and reducing emissions of greenhouse
gases from sources such as forestry, bovine animals, and
pipelines are still being developed.

QUESTION 3: Should a document be released at the first
S negotiating session outlining U.S. accomplishments

that reduce greenhouse gas emissions?

Although we have opposed specific timetables and targets for
reducing emissions, the U.S. has already taken steps that address
the possibility of global climate change, such as the global
change research program, the Clean Air Act, phasing out CFC's,
and the tree initiative. 1In fact our efforts are unmatched by
any other country. Nevertheless, the U.S. has been portrayed as
anti-environment at earlier climate change conferences. This
situation might change if attention is directed to our
achievements. For this reason, we are developing a publication
to highlight U.S. accomplishments which could be distributed at
the first negotiating session. ‘

The document could be framed as a U.S. "Action Plan" on climate
change. While it would be comprised of steps already approved or
on their way to being implemented, it is important not to frame
the document solely as an "accomplishments" brochure, lest there
be an attempt to discount actions already taken in order to press
for future commitments. Similar brochures have been prepared and
distributed by other countries at past conferences. A draft for
such a document is attached in Appendix B.

Pros:
o The concrete steps taken by the U.S. compares well with the

largely rhetorical policy pursued by critics of the
Administration, both at home and abroad.
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o) A QUality document would demonstrate our interest in the

global climate change issue without breaking new policy
ground.

o} The U.S. would no longer be the only country without an
"Action Plan."

Cons:

o Could become the focus of a negative campaign by being
portrayed as papering over the U.S. unwillingness to make
international commitments.

o] May raise questions about why the U.S. still refuses to
endorse targets and timetables--if the U.S. is so close to
achieving targets others only talk about, why does it
continue to resist targets?

o) Could provide fodder for manipulation by countries or
interest groups with opposing views of the United States.

1
b

Attachmehts



Appendix A

’ POSITIONS ON CO, EMISSION TARGETS I

Bose Year
(when spacified)

Stablilzation by 1993: Netherlands 1989~90
Stabllizetion by 2000: Australla 1988
Austrio
EC Commission 1980
‘Finland
Itoly 1680
Japen 1980
Norway 1887
Sweden 1888
Switzeriond

Stabllization at ~ 10¥ over

current levels by 2000: France
Stablllzatien by 2008 Conode 1888
United Kingdom 1890
5-2% reductlon by 2000: ) Netherlands 1989-80
20% reduction by 2005: Australia 1988
Denmark
New Zsaland - 1880
23% reduction by 20085: Germany 1987
Support targets for Industrialized countries,
weaker or ne targets for LDCs: Brazll
Ching
India
~ Melta
Mexico

Soud! Arable

Opposs targeta: Isroel
USSR
Venszusla




Country Targets and Timetables

Australia

Cabinet announced target 1l October of stabilizing CO2,
CH4, N20 at 1988 levels by 2000, reducing 20 percent by
2005, provided no net adverse effect on Australian
competitiveness if other major developed nations do not take
similar actions.

Austria

:Urged at February IPCC plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize by 2000 as first step; no specific
domestic target set.

Belgium

Said at IEA meeting in July that it had begun taking
sctions that wcuid lower emissions, but had not yet
concucted the analysis necessary to justify establishing a
tzrget. Supperted US position at Bergen.

Brazil

president Collor noted in June World Envirorment Day
speech the need for specific comnitments for the
ctabilization and reductions of CO2 emissions per capita.
He implied, but did not explicitly state, that he was
referring foremost to the fossil fuel emissions of developed

countries,
Canada

Piedged in June te stabilize COZ at 1988 levels by
2005. :

Ching

Strongly implies that it favors targets for developed
countries, opposes them for LDCs. Projects substantial CO2

emissions growth.

Denmark

National energy plan calls for 20 percent €02 reductien
by 2005.

EC Commission

Favors stabilization -of CO2 at 1990 levels by year
2000, significant reductien by 2005.



Finland

. Urged at IPCC February plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize by year 2000 as first step, no specific
domestic target set.

France

Proposed in September a three-tiered global strategy to
converge per capita CO2 emissions rates by early 21st
century. Under this plan, France would stabllize its
emissions at or below 2.0 tons per caplta by 2000 (up to a
10 percent increase from current levels), provided that
other major industrialized countries agree to stabilize
their emissions. -

Germany

Cebinet announced in June non~binding commitment to
reduce CO2 emissions 25 percent from 1987 levels in former

West German area by 2005.

India

-Opposes targets for developing countries.

Israel

Opposes térgets.

Italy

Supports stabilization of CO2 at 1990 levels by 2000 as
part of EC-wide initiative., No domestic target set,

Japan

Announced action plan 19 October to stabilize CO2
emissions per capita at 1990 levels by 2000. Methane
emissions will also be capped at current levels. ‘Gross CO2,
%20, and other greenhouse gas emissions will be stabilized

by 2000 if feasible.

Malta

supports targeté and timetables; no domestic target
set.

Mexico

Appreciates unilateral commitments by industrialized
countries to stabilize emissions by 2000. Believes
obligations should be eguitably differentliated according to |

i



countries' respective responsibilities for causing and
combatting climaté change and their level of development.

Netherlands

Parliament passed in September revised National
Environmental Policy Plan, calling for gtabilization of CO2
emissions at 1989-90 average by 1994-35, 3 to 5 percent
reduction by 2000. Government officials describe commitment

“as binding.
New Zealand

Environment minister announced plans in September to
reduce CO2 emissicns 20 percent from 1690 levels by 2005,

Norway

National goal is stabilization at 1987 levels by 2000,
provided cther ccuntries take similar actions.

Portuéal
Opposes targets.

Saudi'Arabia

Pavors stabilization by 2000 target for industrialized
countries; nc domestic target set.

Spain

Would support EC stabilizatlon target if scaled to
current per capita emissions so as to be equitable among EC

members.

Sweden

- parliamentary mandate to stabillze CO2 at 1988 levels.
Supported call at IPCC February plenary for stabilization by

2000.

Switzerland

.Urged at IPCC Februaiy plenary that industrialized
countries stabilize emissions by year 2000 as first step; no

domestic target set.

‘Dnited Kingdom

Prime Minister Thatcher announced in May that the UK
would enact a strategy to achieve a stabilization of CO2
emispions at 1990 levels by 2005, provided other major
irdustrialized countries take similar steps.



USSR

Opposes targets.

venezuela

Opposes targets.

Note: Only the government of the Netherlands describes its
target as binding.
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LEADERSHIP AND ACTION

P,residem Bush'has"u’tﬁb‘i'ﬂicd'“"'v e
Ognprehe’nswe strategy for.activn’ agd.
“-ledderslnp odflinedd oh the following *
pages: This strategy flows from his
commitment to economic growth and
to responsible stewardship of our
plangt. It is built upon a series of
actions which will have broad ranging
benifits — from¢urbing air pollution,

"o conserving cnergy, to restoring forest
lapds — and which will help curb
greenhopie gas emissions.

The U.S. believep that any ™"
successful global climate change
strategy must be: o
* comprehensive, mcorporating all

relevant greenhouse gases, d\ur
sources and sinks; 0y

* long term, taking intd accoint the
full range of social, economjc, and ;...
environmental consequencea of
ptoposed actions for this and furure
generations;

¢ flexibile, built on many diverse
actions (including matket
“Incentives) and readily arlju'-table Bsy
knowledgeis lmgroved’ through 3.
sobust research and degvelopmenl
progemjand /.

. integratcd designed to involve all
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of a truly global responsc’steategy.
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/ which are 150 air pol!utants

‘* reduc:ng unhw and other, mdusrml
emissions in'a way 11131 sm;»ng!y
encourages engrgy effy c;enct’il,

» gncouraging energy efficiency in

-+ such areas as buildings, appliances,
and lightingjand :

* increasing the Gse of* renewablegnd |

prehensIVe strategy addresslng
¢ all aspects pf the problem and

reﬂecting chvironm;mtal economic,
" and soclal costs and benefits Is

comprehensive strategy. The United /

States, ¥<x{gy. is wgrkmg 0 curb

emissions, {)rbmolg coonomiq gro\,vih,
A anEj LX(.JCESL kadchhnpgm tHfeiting our

non-fossil sources of ene ”‘a,
rgky . y slxaked rgsporistbllmcshs ufwards of
]ntegm‘ to thc U c\hma(c -.‘(\2 - i:;_ Th.t. pldﬂct ----- 7
Change Strategy is the wotld’s la?gcst R W
¥ & The Umtcd Statcs is taking

program of research and development;,
* to increase our scientific “-.petion. ,,f;;f:"
understanding of climate change and
to provide a sound knowledge base
for making major public decislons.
* to develop and to accelerate the
adoption of economically sound,

nceessary.” The President of-the .,
United States has catsibllsj'ned sutha /
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Whay is important in addressing
future climate change is the total
and cumulative affect of dll gases
and all sinks. ‘
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THE COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH TO CLIMATE CHANGE

giving carbon dioxide a value of 1 and
h ﬂ\e gibbal 5 : d ) expressing all other gases in terms of
‘lé trace gasct > E pmv'?des ﬂextblbt\( fog; iaghﬂanon carhon dioxide equivalents. This
affécted by acﬂvu;ies in every sectorof W qu:lop a diverse, lnnoya,tlve,m\ . “index” cnables a comparison of the

Ti\é science and. wm%&f e
human mt&:{ tit ns%sﬁ

human-gocicty. Each of these mm;ffugv‘t. mix of MeAFUTES 10, . Certbutlons of different gases, their
greenhouse gases is cmitted from @ meel x&sglobal rt:spomibﬂitlcs ina . sources ahd@inks (See chart opposite)
varicty of sources and is trapped or manner tiilored to its owtt domes,icx i The costs of achleving a given
affcered by “sinks” in different ways. circumstances; and. ) S N ryduétion in the added greenhouse

Each gas has a different residence time  ® It is designed to emp‘loy thg, xi.sultg,of effect wi!l\vary*fgom gas to gas and will
in tl'u, d:moéphereba different ability to Integrated sc(cntlﬂ% ,md c(fonmnic& Vary dcpqndmg on wluch BOUTCCS OT

cmlﬁskmplg adjust to such! narrow[y

'fcxuscd%gulation by shlftmg to

considered in the mogt comprehensivc Pancl on Qllmatc Change (IPCC) has .* unregulatedwctivltms that could

manner possible .” o ¥ calculated fuch a re]atlve measurc, © contifiie o k:olzmbbte to potenttal
Gl T A et dlimate chighige. ]

: : A A comprchehﬂve approach; on
the other hand, matches the scl¢ntlﬂc,-’
economic, and envlrémn;cntal nature;
of the whole climate system
: o st

s

response strategles, 0\;(:} timg, all ; behavior of the gas in ﬂ\e cyreent

e

trap hca;, and diffcrent potential research ona compréhcnslvq baajs, ¢ \thu.h s\mks of any- gwcﬂ gas are

' v[mpacts on d‘lt cavironment. What is using the results of cur 1eseare 5 aﬁected Using the- Compreﬁens!ve
mpmt.mt in addrcss(ng futigre climatc investment to maximize licxicﬂ lf*: to Approach rt}axlmhm redugtlon in nct
change is the total qnd cumulatives the cnvironment and humanity. . ewlssiom or atg;vospheric i
affect of all gases ¢ and al sinks. e The relative benefit’ froma umt‘ ctmccmr@tlons can be a;.hieved for any

In November, the govemmem reducc:on in they gt cmissions of cach‘ given leve’l of investment. ‘

ministers at the Secong Wbrld Climate gccnhodsc gas &n' be éppt‘oxirhatca by - dfe emissions hmlu wete dcslgncd to
Conference (SWOC) dcclgred. “We a measure of “global “r{;g;mxng ¢ %appl}v pimﬁweal to one greenhouse gas
recommend that in the glaboration of »p@tmtlal" bused bn. dwradiatlve i O emnomlcgsec&mfmmmic -actops -

i
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THE BOTTOM LINE

Implimentation of President’s
Comprehensive Climate Change
Strategy will result in United Stages‘
greenhouse gas emissions in the yeat”
2000 being equal to ot bel9w 1937 '
levels,

The specific d‘.tlor;s whi{d) wl}l
contribute to this result mgludc

L e i

* Phasing but CF(.,s and other ozone-
depleting compoundsmwh[gb argalsb
greenhouse gases _

4

H
* Dutting a permanent céllmg on

sulphur dioxide emlsslons. at shau ply :;:

reduced levels: apd«allo\ymgifecdom of.
choice m meetlng chc, dings thereby
reducmg grocnhou%c gats emissions.
Under the recently enacted Clean Alr
Act Ameridmenits, uetliticy wepe givcn
the flexibility o makx. tcducd9ns by |
any Means ~==a 4powcrful inceptive for
energy saving n';casun.e /

¢ Reduclng, under l.he (‘lca;\ Alr Act,
air pollutants w}\(ch afe cithier f

i f

greenhouse gases thenhselve% ( niwbgen‘f

oxides) or. greenhouse gas pmcuxmrs ‘

(volatile. organic ggn‘igouads. cdtbon’
mono}ddc gmd qitrogen oxldes) |

. lnluatmg a p;ogram to plants P
billion téges a year sand to m,ake other
forest |mprovcm¢ms (Ei\hanc;ﬂg
sinks)

e e
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ofmograms

gylgili'lcmdnnﬁgfd hum >
dopﬂ‘

afmcd du:CCtly at §

e .
l’tomotlng the use of and Y

7 acg’clcmtmg rescarch into nonvfossil w

fqelz&nergy soutces, such as solar, )
q\jolcar, and alternative fucls. e
/
b The results of these currencly
; plani:%ed U.S. actions are illustrared by
hich shiows projected U. 8. u
" green s eipiss“ ors for the year 4
200{) The | s mate is based on
caICulations made by the U ‘§

: A
ol
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Environmental Protection Agency.

Chart 2 shows an alternative
 ““éstimate based upon a different

xkcco?ggmic model prepared by
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PHASING OUT CFC's
Thc United States has long teken a THE U.8. 18 ABBAD OF
leadership role in addressing the . %\%SCHEDULE

problem of stratospheric ozm\;:,"
depletion. In 1978 the U 93
the use of CFCs as pmp(,{;nts '

can products, Such ;Ise ds céms dgre,d
# low value use whlch Louldbe. forgone
given the po&etitml 1m'1g'c whlch lt; thtéc ozone depleting compodnﬁs more
wras believed/that GFCs mighy’ be qlnckly than the amended Montrcal
causing. All otht,r coufitrics, th}n,ime .; ¢ ’rovocol provisions. {See chart/s/, A

meducnon and ccamumptioﬂ of

or two' Excep}_ions, mntaned to use / Qpposlte) ,
CFCs asqarcﬁpcﬂax;ts-“‘-“m;ﬁ*' """""""" o f - For cach and every one éf‘thes

* Arth London Megting of Paxties

@, the. Monm:al Protog,ol the L8,
z,upporgul complcte "worlda\fnde ;
; phase—Dut of éFCs. hfaions, a’nd certain

camppund groufs s aind g %d.S(;S, the (,lean
MAir Acweducs d\eﬁall wed U S
pioducuén and: éonsumpuon betweet .
now and: rhe ﬁﬁ’al ph%sémur chre !
su'bsr:ant 3
as carbon retfachloritle and methyl ¢ nermits.
ehlotbform. T he Protocol wiss régardm y CFG production)
ame ndcd to éch{eve mhat obj ective.! Bc-,tween now and thephase-out
_‘dates the U. §./¢ nder the mandates of
e Clean Air # cr, musE reddce U8,
;‘produc.ilon below;what 1@ pcrmluod by

DR O

I
.

: A T
? e e Monte) Protgtol b)g ilie® fcslls\xrlng
i i amo;ims. 4 Y ! TR
- { : i i ; % ";
: Fod g (O
$ £ ¥

Page 3

r A p}\ase-om schedules required by the.
amendments which will p}\ase down U.\ Clwn Air Act, the 1989
Reconciliatlan Act enacted 2 tax of
ozonc>deplcting chemicals durmg/t{\lc
pgriod of phase-out. The tax rages for/
% éﬁcf{ ! nm\mund are {5 ozong: d(plqﬁng &
ngtCﬁ.{ldl (bDP) multiplied by $137 /
~per-pound-in990 and 1991 1267+

oprbo{! dloxlde. Me;hyl chloroform is
\ also a ztmng gmcn}mou#c‘gas thatisin

S addition to the morc restrictive

H

1992 $2 65 in31993 and 1994, andan - -

5 x.,v,,,mtmase of an addltlopal 3 Q 5 lll&,,é.ﬁhf
Yeér after ‘3904 T

Y This thx has alx@ady hqﬂped o
reduce U, é CFC roducnon inthe ¥
e momh ﬁerlod e}udlng Jime 30, ho9o
to 23 %, below- thelevels ermlttédby -
the Montteal. Pmtéml anﬁ other IJ S. |
law. )

While these aeflons by the ljﬁlwd o
States are Junufioéf by Lhcfr bcncfxlsz ; :
telating to stratosﬁherlé Ozéﬁe““‘: ..;
depletion, thcy,aye also ;lfery h}él\ly p
significant {o }volimaleq'hang CPCs, -
halons, andfcarbon tetfachlofide are :
extremely powerful gtccnhouse gases,
thousgnds of tires ‘more pwerful than

ncssensasein s issienns
H

w:de ustin{See dnséuss;gn of
Co r«,hm&xvé»i-\'p‘;‘)‘rmch above)
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THE 1990 CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS

The 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments, signed by the President
in November 1990, will achiceve
substantial reductions of greenhouse
gascs and their chemical precursors,
such as volatile organic compounds,
carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides,
In addition to reducing emissions of the
more familiar pollutunts such as sulfur
dioxide. Moreover, the Act will result
in direct carbon dioxide reductions due
to more efficlent (:lcctrlclty gencration.
When converted into equivalent units
of carlbon cmissions and taken
together, these reduetions will amount
1o a 16% decrease in greenbouse gases
from these affected sources between
the years 1987 and 2000.

The most dramatic reductions will
come from electrical utilities. Under
the Act, utilities, which must reduce
sulfcr dioxide (80O2) emissions by 10
million tons below 1980 levels, arc
glven {lexibility to choose how to
achieve these reductions. Utllities are
thus free to choose cost-cffective
conservation measures to achicve
compliance. This powerful
conservation stimulus will sharply
reduce carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions from this sector.

Further, the Act requires utilitics
to reduce their nitrogen oxide
emissions by two million tons under
the acid rain provisions, These
provisions also contain strong
Incentives for both eleeteie utilities
and industtial sources to adopt
advanced, energy efficcient
wechnologics thae will lower overall
emissions, including catbon dioxide,

Page 5

The Act is also expected o induce oil-
burning utiliries to switch to natural
gas, which produces fewer greenhouse
gases than does ol

Substantial reductions in either
greenhouse gases o their chemical
precursors will also result from new
conttols on statlonary and moblle
sources mandated by the new Act in
otder to bring citics into attainment of
national air quality stundards, A wide
variety of stationaty soutces of volatile
organic compounds will be required 1o
reduce emissions by adding controls or
by changing production processes.
Newly tightened automobile emission
standards will furiher reduce emissions
of hydrocarbons, catbon monoxide,
and nitrogen oxldes, and new controls
on gasoline evaporation will greatly cut
volatile organic emissions. In addirion,
gasoline itself will be reformulated o
reduce its volatility, thus reducing
volatile organic cmissions at the
source.

The Act will dramatically expand
the Introduction of elean-burning
alternative fuels into the ULS,
transporiation sector, Several large
states and the fleews of Ameries’s major
cltles are expected to introduce fuels
and vehicle technology which will
emit fewer greenhousc gascs. Beglnning
in modlel year 1994, new tailplpe
emissions standards for hydrocatbons,
carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides
will be phased in. Auto manufacturets
will also have to reduce refueling
emissions. Gasoline volatilivy will be

Meeting TechsInc

reduced and eleaner fucls will be
required in the nine cities with the
worst ozone problems and in 41 areas
during the winter months when carbon
monoxide standards are exceeded. A
clean fucl car pilot program in
California will use comblinations of
vehicle technology and cleaner fuels to
meet tight standards, Twenty-six arcas
will have to limit emissions from
centrally-fueled fleets of 10 or more
vchicles.

Regulations are also being
proposed under the new source
performance standards of the Clean
Alr Act to require capturc of pollutant
gascs which are given off by landfills.
The purpose of the regulations is to
eapturc air toxics and volatile organic
compounds which are the chemical
precursors of greenhouse pas ozone.
Methane will also be caprured and
flared. Greenhouse gas emissions in the
year 2000 will be reduced by an
estimated 44 million tons of carbon
¢quivalent.
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Carbon Monoxide CHART 8 CHART 9
Bar Chart Comparing
1987 - 2000
VOC's CHART 10 CHART Il
Bar Chart Comparing
1987 - 2000
NO2 CHART 12 CHART 13
Bar Chart Comparing
1987 - 2000

Page 6



81-,21,91

17:57 X 2826256982

ENHANCING NATURAL SINKS

The. term “sinks” of greenhouse gases
1s meant to include human and natural
activities, processes, and phenomena
that remove greenhuose gases from the
atmosphere or reduce their
atmospheric lifetimes, Examples
include forests, soils and oceans. The
IPCC recognized the importance of
sinks in a report of Its Response
Strategies Work Group (RSWG):
“The REWG reviewed potential
mcasures for mitigating climate
change... These measures include those
which limit emissions from greenhouse
gas sources (such as encrgy production
and use), those which increase the use

-of natural sinks (such as immature

forests and other biomass) for
sequsteting greenhouse gases, as well as
those measutes aimed at protecting
resetvoirs such as existing forests.”

Reforestution

The President has included in
both his FY 1991and FY 1992 Budgets
3 major, multlycar reforestation
proposal to plant one billion trees per
year on 1.5 million acres and to
tinptove forcst management practices
on at additional 180,000 acres per
yeat. This Inidative will encompass
cities and towns acrots Amerlca, as
well as rursl private, non-industrial
forest, lands, 1t comes in additon to
reforeatation which Federal agencies
normally do on lands under their
jurisdiction.

Page 7

Onc purpose of this initiative 1s to
improve the condition of ptivate, non-
industrial forest lands which ate often
now in poot condition due to low
1¢Ve'5 0{ managcmcnt and im/csl.mcnt.
Improving these lands will Increase,
benefits from soil protection, wildlife,
wood products, and recteation.

This initiative will also have
significant climate change beneflies
through the carbon which growing
trees (sinks) remove from the air and
store both as plant tissue and in the
soll, The estimates of corbon removed
frotn the stmosphere by the trees to be
planted under the Initiative arc 9
million mctric tons of catbon snnually
by the year 2000, growing to 50 million
tons per year by 2010, (Sce chart 8)

Globadl Forest Convention

The President proposed at the
Summit of Industrlalized Natlons in
July 1990 at Houston to begin
negotiations as expeditiously as
possible on a global convention on
fotests, alning for completion and
sligning by 1992,

The world’s forests absorb carbon
dioxide as well as provide many
benefits in the form of timber and fiber,

" soll and water protection, wildlifc
habitat, recreaton and other valuable
outputs. They provide the habltat for
some 80% of the plancts remaining
unknown and unspecified gene pool-a
completely irreplacable and potentially

Meeting Tech,;Inc "P.11

enormously valuable hetitage for all
humankind. Temperate zone forcsts
arc being damaged by air pollution
stresses and troplcal forests are being
ruptdly lost.

The U.S. believes that the
convention should emphasize market-
based mechanisms and flexibility to
achleve sound, sustainable forest use,
to improve the health and vigor of
forests, to encoutage reforestation, and
to increase the value of forests as
sources of income and jobs.

Areas suggested for international
cooperation and joint action include
research and monitoring; education,
training, and technical assistance;
teforestation and rehabilitation; reform
of the Tropical Forestry Action Plan;
reduction of air pollution; bilateral and
multilateral assistance; debt-for nature
swaps; removal of harmful subsidies.
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To put the power of trees as “sinks”
into perspective, consider the
example of an acre of improved
stock of southern pine planted on a
high quality site in the southedsterm
U. 8. Inthe 15th year after ‘
planting these tvees would take up
between 5700 and 6200 pounds of
carbon per acre. While the amount
taken up declines theveafter as the
trees matwre, additional carbon
continues 10 be taken up.

(See chart 9)

17:58
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Reductions in Carbon CHART 1§
Carbon Sequestration by Ags CHART ié
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ENERGY INITIATIVES:
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Efficiency

Meeting Tech:Inc

The Administration is currently developiing and will announce shottly a National Energy Strategy thac will further

contribute to the greenhouse gas emissions reductions cited here. Certaln National Energy Strategy inltladves have been
included in some of the calulations in this document.

The U.S. strategy for action
includes a number of other energy
efficiency measures, in addition to the
Clean Alr Act's strong Incentives 1o
save and use energy efficiently due to
the utility crissions cap and the
{lexibility In complylng given to
utilides.

Level Playing Fleld Between
Electricity Supply and Demand
Reduction

In some cases utilities can meet
demands for energy services without
any additional greenhouse gas
emigsions by investing in ehergy
efficiency rather then by Increasing
electricity supply. Utilities in only 15
states are now fully able to recover
costs from such investments, including
energy saving measures as well as new
supply. Absent such efficiency
MCASUICS, NeW capacity requirements
by the year 2000 are projected at more
than 100,000 MW,

The U8, will wotk with the States
to identify regulatory barricrs that
discourage utility investment in cnergy
efficiency. Utility planning technigues
will be developed to consider all
alternatives and their costs. The U.S,
will provide training, information
dissemination, and other types of
technology transfer activitics. ‘These
actions will reduce greenhouse gas
emisslons in the year 2000 by 9 million
metric tons carbon equivalent.

Page 7

Encourage use of energy efficient
building standavds.

Both the U.B, and the private
sector have developed standards that
would schieve 20-25% cncrgy savings
in buildings. They could save $5
billion over 20 yeats from the new
bulldings built in a single year.

The V.8. will promore voluntary
use of these stendards through tealning
programs, deslgn manuals and
computer-aided design systems. Tt wilt
encourage State and local governments
to use the standards in their bullding
codes. These actions to encourage
adoptiot of the most energy efficient
modern technology in tesidential and
commerclal building will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions in 2000 by
8.2 million metric tons of carbon
cquivalent.

Use of the modern standard in
public housing assistance programs will
reduce greenhouse gas emissions by
800,000 metric tons carbon cquivalent
in 2000.

More efficient new appliance
standards

Large appliances account for over
two thirds of home energy usage,
excluding space heating. 1n the past
three years, the U.S, has imposed
encigy cfficicncy standards on many of
the most energy-intensive appliances,
including refrigerator/ireczers, clothes
washers, drycts, and dishwashers.
These standards should achieve annual
enetgy savings of 7-8% rclative to
projected use by the year 2000, and 14-
15% relattve to projected use by the
year 2010.

‘The imposition of appliance
standards has already resulted in a
reduction of greenhouse gas emission.
As older appliances are replaced with
new, environmentally friendly models,
the greenhouse gas reductions will
increase dramatically. By the year
2000, DOE anticipates an annual
reduction of 5.0 million tons of carbon
equivalent from projected greenhouse
gas emission due to these standards;
the annual reduction will more than
double to 10.6 million tons of carbon
equivalent in 2010.
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Expand nationdl energy audit
capabilities and use:

Industty, with some 350,000
separate establishments, uses 24.7
Quads of energy snnually. Many
options exist for low-cost quick payoff
chetgy saving investments, but smaller
firms often lack the information,
expertise, and specialized resources to
do energy audits of their plants.

The U.S. will increasc its program
to traln engineers In energy audit and
dlagnostle methods from the current
13 engineering schools to 40
nationwide In the year 2000. This will
reduce greenhouse gas cimnissions in the
year 2000 by 6 million mettic tons
carbon equivalent,

Savings in Emissions

17:59%
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More efficient lighting in federal
facilities:

* Twenty-flve percent of federal
sgency energy use is for lighting of
facilities. Budget constraints, tack of
adequate information by facility
managers, and restrictive ptocurement
practices have slowed adoption of
efficient new technologies.

The U.S. will identify energy
savings options in Federal facilitles.
Project plans, procurement methads,
and financing options will be
developed to overcome the barriers to
itnprove lighting cfficiency. This will
reduce greenhouse gascs in the year
2000 by 1.4 million metric tons carbon
equivalent.

CHART {7 $ Equivalents

P.

CHART I8

Page 8
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ENERGY INITIATIVES: Renewables and Non-fossil Fuels

Page 9

Accelerate the transfer of photovoltale
technology to U.S, commercial
production:

Reeent laboratory research has
achieved photovalic cfficiencics of over
30%. With such cfficiencies and
improved manufacturing, today’s $4-5
prices per peak watt could be cut in,
half. '

The U.S, will statt en intensive
effore with industry to understand
potential Imptovements in
photovoleale processes. Industry joint
ventutes to provide practical solutions
and maxirize transfor of results will be
cncouraged. The U.S, will also provide
cost-shared wechnical assistance 10
adapt manufacturing improvement
techniques to specific processes, By
the year 2000, greenhouse gus emission
reductions will begin to phasc in at
500,000 mettic tons of carbon
wuivalent.

Expand nuclear energy ecapacity:

Az the Nation enters the 1990s,
nutlear power is the second largest
souree of U.S, clectricity, providing
almost 20 percent of America's
electricity needs, and nuclear power
causes no greenhouse gases.

Because of the availability of
nuclear power the nation was able to
avoid the use of large amounts of fossil
fuels in 1989, In terrs of the
displacement of fossil fucls, nuclear
power can take crediv for redueed
utility emissions of carbor: dloxide—a
major “greenhouse” gas—by 20 percent,
or approximately 128 million tons. In
overall terms, nuclear encrgy plants cut

U.8. cmissions of carbon dioxide by

nine percent. Wortldwide, nuclear

enetgy reduced these emissions by
moté than seven pereent
A comprehensive stravegy for

nuclear enetgy Is being developed as a

patt of the National Energy Strategy

and is suppotted in the President's

Fiscal Year 1992 budgct. This strategy

includes:

* Developing advanced light water
reactors that will incorporate passive
safety features In a standardized
{modulet) design. This will reduce
the time needed to license new
plants, while assuring that safery
issues are adequatcly addressed. The
U).S. is currently supporting first-of-a-
kind engineetlng work that will assist
compiunics in their efforts to have the
Nucleat Regulatory Commission
certify the safety of standardized
designs.

* Conducting research and
deviopment on advanced reactor
concepts with safety features that go
beyond even the standardized designs
("to be intrinsically safe”) currently
before the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. High temperature gas
cooled reactors use specially coated
fucl clements that will not fail cven
under the high temperaturcs that
could occur in an accident. Liquid
metal reactors use liquid sodium as
the heat exchange medium.
Rescarchers have demonstrated that
both teactor types ¢an shut
themselves down safely under
conditions that would be: extremely
scrious for present-day reactors.
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* Reforming the nuclear licensing
process through consolidation of the
redundant aspects of the
construction and operating licensing
processess, wi thout compromising
nuclear safety concerns.

¢ Developing a long-term solutlon to
the nuclear waste problem by
developing a permanent tepository,
possibly an interim retrievable
storage facility.

POE {s funding programs that ate
suppotting growth in nuclcar cnergy
capacity and the life extension of many
currently operating plants.” According
to anvalysis done for the National
Encrgy Strategy, support from DOE is
expected to result in adding new
nuclear capacity by 2000 and to have
On-line 264 GWe of new nuclear
capacity, compared with 120 GWe
oday. Again, because nuelear power
allows the nation to avold the use of
fossil fuels, such an expansion of
nuclear use would result in yet a further
substantial reduction in CO2
cmissions,

18:08

& 2826256982 Meet.ing Tech:;Inc

Inerease tvansporiaiion use of
dlternative fuels.

Use of oxygenated fucls, such as
ethanol, can reduce urban smog levels,
troposphetic ozone, and emissions of
CQ2.

LS, research has demonstrated
the technical feasibility of the
processes to produce ethanel from non-
food domestic resources such as wood
ot herbaceous crops,

The U.S. will expand curtent
rescarch programs in alternative fucls
to include cost-shared joint ventures \
aimed at reducing the cost of e¢thanol
from non-food resoutce. This effort will
be coordinated with industry vechicle
and engine development programs.

Poge 10
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ENERGY INITIATIVES:

The L).S. is funding a large research
and development program for
conservation and renewable energy. In
Fiscal Year 1992 this effort is increased
by 18 percent 10 a level of $495
million.

In the long run, an adequate
response to climate change will require
the use of new echnologics that
conserve energy ot that provide energy
without causing greenhousc gas
emissions. These technologies will be
needed in all of the economy’s sectors,

R&D for energy efficlency in
rranspottation includes work on high
temperatute Internal combustion
engines, gos turbine engines, fuel cells
und 4 new Inltiative for electric
vehicles. Alr transportation energy
efficlency wotk includes rescarch in
hybrid Jaminat flow, composite
materials, improved terminal
opetatlons, and improved alr traffic
control,

Altermnative-fuc vehicle
demonstration and a scale-up of a
wood-to-ethanol process are being
done. An initlative to address the
problem of combustion emisslons in
waste-to-cnergy plants is belng started.

Puge 11
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Builldings encrgy efficicncy
rescarch focuses on the interactions of
cncrgy systems, and the efficient use
advanced window technologics and
building materials to control light and
hear entering a bullding.

Industrial energy efficiency R&D
includes funding for more cfficlent,
steel, aluminum, and paper processes,
A seale-up and west of the use of
concentrated solat encrgy to detoxify
liquid wastes will also be done.

The U.S. ts proposing to inltiate,
i the fiscal year 1992 budget, 8 new
jolnt auto industry—government
consortium to develop a battery for
cleetric vehicles. Improved batteries
that could extend vehicle range to 120-
200 miles could enable electric
vehicles to capture as much as 20
percent of the marker by 2030, Fucl-
cell-poweted electric vehicles offer the
potential to schieve up to 50 percent
efficiencics.

Meeting Tech,Inc

Conservation and Renewable R&ED

Total BY 1992 funding for research
in new envepy saving technologies is
aver $900 million.
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TRENDS: CO2-Emmissios

U. 8. emissions in 1988 werc only 2,7
% above the 1973 level, despite the
fact chatreal U, 8. GDP, in 1985
dollars, grew by 48 pereent over thar
petiod.

[[INEW CHARTI]) (ADD
CHART REGARDING 2.7%
ABOVE)

Chatt 12 comparcs the U, 8. trend to
countrics with substantial growth in
emissions, Chart 13 compares the U, 8.
trend to countrles with moderate
growth or decline in emissions.

A key unanswered question sbout
responding to the climate change Issue
is how to achieve economic growth in
developing countrics and economic
reform in formerly centrally-planncd
countries without massive increases in
greenhousce gas emisslons.

Chart 12 compares the reeent U, S,
cmissions trend with countries which
contain tmost of the world's population,
have trends of rapidly growing CO2
emissions, and are likely to have
substantial cmissions-generating
economic growth in the coming
decadles.

Page 13
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COZ Per GDP
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CHART 19

2.7% Chart
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Trends in Carbon Dicoxide Emmisions

US. & Moderate Growth or Deciine

CHART 2!

CHART 14

Trends In Carbon Dioxide Emmisions

US, & High GrowthDecline

CHART 22
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TRENDS: Energy intensity

Charc 10 compares United States
energy consumption per unit of gross
donestic product (GDP) with Canads,
Japan, Prance, ltaly, West Germany
and the United Kingdom - the other
(53-7 countries. :

However, as shown tn Chart 20,
the United States has improved it
energy use/GDP tatlo since 1970,
sveraging an annual improvement of 2
percent pet year, In 1988 the UL 8.
used only 70.9 % as much energy per
unit of GDP as it used in 1970,

The United Stares’ rate of
improvement in the industrial energy
usefgross product orginating (GPQ)
ratio has heen greater than most other ~
(-7 countrics, averaging closc to 3
percent pet year since 1975 (Chart 22).

Since the carly 1970, the United
States has improved its heating
efficiency on an enetgy used per square
foot per degree day basis. The U.S.
used in 1987 only 68.4% of the enetgy
used per square foot in 1972, Today,
U.S. energy use in dwellings per square
foot per degree day is much lower than
most other G-7 countries,

Page 15
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Energy Consuption per GDP
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Energy Per GPO 1985
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Energy Per GDP 1988

Popuiation Density Per $M 1988

CHART 75

Savings in Energy Per GPO ('86-'77)

CHART 27

CHART 28
Page 16
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TRENDS: Transportation

Populatlon density in the United
States is 5 to 10 titnes less than in
many of the other G-7 countrics, With
such a low density, the U. S. spatial
spread between work and home often
makes mass teansit systems lmpractical,
Disteibutlon of econnmic activities
across 2 wide continent requires
substantial energy consumption for
moving people and freight long
distances. (chert 23) Transportation
encrgy consumption pet capita (Chart
24} is highest in the United States and
Canada and substantially lower it the
G-7 countrics with high population
densitics.

New car fucl efficiencie in the
United States are now roughly even
with those of most of the other G-7
countrics (Chart 25), despite rauch
more demanding U. S, emissions and
auto safety standards. The U. 8. 1987
miles per gallon ratlo was 28.3, within
8 relutively narrow range from Japan at
27.7 to the United Kingdom at 31.8.
The U. 8. from 1973 to 1987 increased
its new cat fuel economy by 100
percent. (chart 26)

2826256982

New Car Fuel Economy
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New Car Fuel Efficiency

CHART 50

Transport Energy Consumption

CHART 31

2 2826255982
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TRENDS: Pollution Expenditures

United States’ deelines in emissions
of volatile organic compounds, carbon
monoxide, CFCs, and, to some degree,
the stubilization of cathon dioxide
emissions over the period from the
carly 1970s to the present can be
attributed 10 U, 8. investment to
protect and to elean up the
cnvironment. U. 8, spending for all
pollution control purposes over the
period is shown in Chare 17, It has
grown by 100 percent from 1972 10
1989,

L. 8, pollution control spending
has historically boen larger compared
ta the country’s Gross Domestic
Product than spending by other
countrics for which data is available.
Chart 18 shows pollution control
spending as 8 petcentage of Gross
Domestic Praduct,

Page 17
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Poliutivon Control as % of GDP

CHART 33

U.S. Pollution Control Expenditures

CHART §3
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GLOBAL CHANGE RESEARCH

Thc Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC) stated that,
"To reduce the current sclentific
unceresintles in cach of thesc arcas (as
listed below) will requite
internationally coordinated research,
the goal of which is to improve our
capability to obscrve, model, and

-understand the global elimate system.

Such a program of research will reduce
scientific uncertaintics and assist In the
formulation of sound national and
international response strategies”.

The U.S. Global Change Research
Program (US/GCRI') has been
developed as a central component of
the United State's epproach to global
change, and more specificslly to
address these IPCC identified
uncertainties.

In FY 1992, the ULS plans o
invest aimost $1.2 billion in this
Program, which virtually doubles the
U.S, commitment to the research
program of the US/GCRP since it was
initiated in FY 1990 (sce chart below).

ULS. scientists have lead the
development of an international globa!
change rescarch program. Other
countties have joined the U.S. in a
coordinated rescarch effort to address
critical scientific uncertainties, through
such international programs as the
World Climate Research Programme
((WCRD) and the Internationsl
Guosphere-Biosphere Programme
(IGBP). The total international
research program, for which the U.S,
provides about 50% of the financial
support, is coordinated through United
Nations sclentific bodies (1.c., WMQO,

Page 19

10C, and UNEP), through the

International Council of Scicntific

Unions (ICSU), end through the

recently established International

Group of Funding Agencies for Global

Change Research (IGFA).

The central task of the US/GCRP
is to develop predictive understanding
of the Earth's system's processes,
particularly the chimate agpects. It is
the intent of the US/GCRP to provide
leaders of government with the best
possible scientific information as inputs
to ¢nvironmental policy decisions.

The highest prioritics for the
US/GCRP in FY 1992 ate to:

1. Enhance scicntific research
efforts that seck to reduce the sciensific
wncentainties identified during the 1PCC
sclentific and impact assessments.
Specifically, the USGCRP research
will focus on understanding the
processes affecting:

* changing concentrations of greenhouse
gases, which arc implicated in future
global warming predictions;

¢ clouds and radiative balance, which
strongly influence the magnitude of
climarte change at global and
reglonal scales;

¢ oceans, which influence the timing
and pattetns of climate change;

¢ land~surface hydrology, which affects
tegional climate chanpe and water
availability;

* polar ice sheets, which affect
predictions of global sca level
changes; and ,

* ecological dynamics, which arc
impacted by and respond o climate
change,

Meeting Tech:Inhc P.27

2. Enhance scientific research to
support the development and
implementation of a comprehensive
approach to greenhouse gas emmissions
teductions, specifically a focus on:
® sources and sinks of greenhouse pases;
* development of a quantitative index of
radiative forcing; and

* use of economic models to generate
futuve scenarios that cover multiple
greenhouse gases and multiple
SEGLOTS.

The ultimate goals of the
US/GCRP are to (1) Obtain a
predictive understanding of the
interactive physical, chemical,
biological, geological, and social
processes that regulate natural and
human-induced changes in the total
Earth system and, (2) Provide a strong
scientific basis for natlonal and
international policy—making related to
chunges in the global environment and
their regional impacts,

Growth in Budget chart
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Master Graphic illustrating the
US/GCRP
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