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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

January 25, 1991

MEMORANDUM FOR GOVERNOR SUNUNU
FROM: D. ALLAN BROMLEY

SUBJECT: CIA Report on Other Countries' Positions Relative to the
Framework Convention Negotiations

Attached is a copy of the CIA report to which I referred yesterday in your office on
the current positions of other countries on the climate change issue as well as their
anticipated approach by each country to the upcoming Framework Convention
negotiations. It is quite comprehensive and includes detailed discussions of areas of
particular interest to the United States.

Please note that this copy is still in draft form but we will forward to you a final
copy on Monday for your reference.

Unclassified with SECRET Attachment




Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
(George Bush Library)

Document No. Subject/Title of Document Date Restriction
and Type :

01. Report Climate Change Diplomacy: Moving toward a Convention: n.d. b)(1)
o An Intelligence Assessment
[FOIA EXEMPTIONS REDACTED] (38 pp.)

‘Collection:

Record Group:  Bush Presidential Records
Office: Chief of Staff to the President, Office of the
Series: Sununu, John, Files

Document Partially Declassified
(Copy of Document Follows)
By 5.5 (NLGB) on 9/5/1=2.

Subseries: Issues Files
WHORM Cat.:
File Location: Global Warming 1991 [7] -

Date Closed: 7/30/1998 : OA/ID Number: 29159-006
FOIA/SYS Case #: 1998-0004-F Appeal Case #:

- | Re-review Case #: Appeal Disposition:

P-2/P-5 Review Case #: . Disposition Date: » .
AR Case #: MR Case #: 06-1148-MR(500)
AR Disposition: - MR Disposition: Released in Part
AR Disposition Date: MR Disposition Date: 10/25/2011

. RESTRICTION CODES
Presidential Records Act - [44 U.S.C. 2204(a)] Freedom of Information Act - [5 U.S.C. 552(b))

P-1 National Security Classified Information [(a)(1) of the PRA] (b)(1) National security classified information [(b)(1) of the FOIA]
P-2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office [(a)(2) of the PRA] (b)(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of an
P-3 Release would violate a Federal statute [(a)(3) of the PRA] agency [(b)(2) of the FOIA] :
P-4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or (b)(3) Release would violate a Federal statute [(b)(3) of the FOIA]
financial information [(a)(4) of the PRA] ’ (b)(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial
P-5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President information [(b)(4) of the FOIA]
and his advisors, or between such advisors [a)(5) of the PRA] . (b)(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of
P-6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal privacy [(b)(6) of the FOIA]
personal privacy [(a)(6) of the PRA] - (b)(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement
purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]
C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed of (b)(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of
gift. ' financial institutions [(b)(8) of the FOIA]
(b)(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information

_ERM_Remoxed_asg_pe:sonaLrecoxdmisﬁle




\"’."\‘ Wiy, 7
WL eiDE s,
N oL /)
& Qb+ Lo % HALVUA_
R ¢ ’ %
~ N t
S o 00 e =
== ®=
- X =
=@ > =
e =
06— JIYE M -
e S
- .\
‘< &N
i &
U, W

Climate Change Diplomacy: Moving Toward a Convention

An Intelligence Assessment

DECLASSIFIED IN PART
PER E.O. 13526

oo — (48~ MR
lo/as/),




v

Key Judgments

Negotiatofs‘fade major challenges as preparations for
an international agréeﬁent on climéte change accelerate. A
series of preparatory meetings and international conferences

in 1990 will give way this February tolactﬁal negotiations

'in a UN-sponsored effort to have a framework climate

convention ready for signature at the June 1992 UN
Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED).
Negotiators will be hard pressed to resolve the following

issues:

o Targets and timetables. A broad alliance headed by

the EC and. including most OECD countries and some

LDCs will press for fossil-fuel carbon dioxide
3 R O CIE

T

emission target%

At a minimum, the alliance will iﬁsist that OECD
countries“stabiliie their emissions at current
levéis by the year 2000 and‘feduﬁe them
significantly by 2005. Their arguments will be
driven by domestic political préssures stemming from
popular pelief that the risk of climate change
demands immediate action. »

Not all target proppneﬁts, however, hold the
same views. Japan and possibly the United Kihgdom-—
both of which did not'supportltarqets until mid-
1990--will be hesitant to adopt severe measures.
Moreover, -most of the unilateral domestic targets

i




‘adopted by proponents have loopholes, are not

supported by policy measures or economic analyses,
and, in some cases, will result in significan£
emission increases.

Opposing the target setters will be a less
cohesive aliiance of the Soviet Union, fossil-fuel
exporters led by Saudi Arabia, and some other, LDCs.
These countries believe either that climate cﬁange
would benefit them, that they cannot meet emission
targets, or that meéting‘these targets--particulérly
for carbon dioxide-;would damage thgir export |
markets. China and India, among others, will demand .
exemptions or more liberal targefs for LDCs but

probably support'targets for OECD countries.

Comprehensive or individual approach.:

iﬁustralia, Saudi Arabia,

'and'possibly the United kingdom, among others, would

support a compfehensive approagh, which would allow
countries to vary their mix of greenhouse gas
emissions to minimize their total global warming
potential (GWP). These states probably see this
approach as serving their interests by‘decreasing
the emphasis on reducing fossil fuel carbon dioxide

emissions. The EC strongly opposes the




and out of the EC will probably argue that the
approach is complicated, unenforceable,
scientifically unsound, and intended to avoid

ﬁeaningful carbon dioxide reductions.

Deforestation. LDC tropical timber exporters are
pitted against most industrialized countries in the
deforestation debate. With the exception of Japan,
OECD countries will almost certainly deﬁand
commitments from LDCs to protect-their forests. The

EC will probably push for a forest protocol to be

ey

negotiated simultaneously with the convention,
i R S TETARTEIE 7 ;

Major timber

)

MEEN 33

exporting LDCs--Brazil,

Burma, Indonesia, Malaysia,
and others--fear that negotiated deforestation
limits would restrict their export earnings, and
they will almost certainly attempt to limit
,convention or portocol language on deforestation.
They may draw support from Japan, the world’s
largest importer of tropical timber, which is

concerned with protecting iﬁs supply.

ﬂDc aid. Developing countrﬁés, the USSR, and
Eastern Europe will press hard for financial and
technical assistance to offget costs of
environmental protection. These countries will cite

the Montreal Protocol and its $240 million fund for
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LDC aid as a precedent. Developing countrieslseék

acquisition on concessional terms of technologies
‘ QRO

that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

1Thé terms of aid

agreements are likely to cause a sticking point with

OECD countries; alﬁhough most OECD countries agree
in principle with LDC needs for financial help,
conflicts are likely over the amount, as well as
over the issue of LDC protection of intellectual

property rights for environmental technology.

Although negotiators may reach agreement on some
issues, others are,ﬁnlikely to be resolved in time for
signature by the UﬁéED. The issue of emissions targets angd
timetables will almost certainly bé the most contentious,
Targets proponents and opponents remain far apart and appear
increasingly entrenched in their positions. Negotiations on
the comprehensive approach will also be difficﬁlt, at least
through the first few rounds of discussion. Opposition to
this approach is likeiy to remain strbng at least until

details about implementation are spelled out and scientific

concerns are addressed. Agreement on deforestation is




probably far off because of staunch opposition from LDC
tropical timber exporters. Although the OECD or EC may be
able to work a trade-off between fossil fuel emission
reductions in industrialized countfies in exchange for LDC
agreement on deforestation, this is unlikely to occurjin
time for the UNCED. Agreement will probably come most
quickly on the aid issue. OECD mémbers and LDCs generally
are united in agreement that aid is key to global

implementétion of the convention.

If these key issues remain unresolved by the 1992
UNCED, negotiators are likely to forge a highly generalized
.convention, with difficult issues left for future protocols.
'If there is a breakthrough, it will probabaly involve EC
offers to compromise on ta:gets and timetables. Compromises:
could include dropping demands for carbon dioxide emission
reductions in exchahge for a commitment for eﬁission

stabilization, or being willing to characterize the targets

~as goalsvrather than as binding obligations,
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Climate Change Diplomacy: Moving Toward a Convention

Steps to a Convention

“Momentﬁm toward a global framework cohveﬁtion on
climate change increased in 1990. A series of international
conferences in Washington, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland
. addressed  aspects of the issué. :Under'the auspices of the
United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) and the World
Meteorological Organization (WHO); the Intergovefnmental
Panei;on Climate Change (IPCC) completed its first
assessment report in August on the scientific evidence,
potentiai-impacts, and poséible response strategies to
climate change. In September 1990, more than 70 nations
agreed on UNEP/WMO recommendations for formal(negotiations
on a.élobai framework convention.. In amending these
'recomméndations'in December, the UN Géﬁeral Assembly (UNGA)
formally established the Intergovernmental Negotiating .
Committee and specified that it would work under UNGA:
auspices‘yith suppoft from UNEP and WMO to prepare a

convention for signature at the 1992 UN Cbnference on

Environment and Development (UNCED).
Formal negotiations will takefpiace in Washihgtoﬁ from
4-14 February 1991 Qith more than 125 nations expected to
attend. The FeBruary talks will lay fhe groundwork for at
least four more hegotiatinqlrounds in 1991 and 1992. After
a roﬁhd'éf country statements, the talks will turn to the

mechanics of the negotiations, including the selection of




)1 (b))

the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee ‘bureau

.(consisting of a chair} three vice chairs, and a rapporteur,

with each of the five regional groups represented by one

member) .

bureaucratic issues are_dedided; delegates will probably

spend the remainder of the February session developing a

draft convention to serve as a straw man in subsequent

rounds.

Key Areas of Contention

Although there is little opposition to the development

‘

of a framework convention per se, differences in country

perspectives and policies are substantial. Key areas of
B4 ko AL BY3): T 7 A

dispute nclude:

© Should targets and timetables for dgreenhouse gas
emission stabilization or reduction be established, and
if so, should ‘they be incorporated.in the convention,
iﬁ a protocol negotiated simultaneously with the
convention, or in a protocol or protocols to be

negotiated later.




o0 Should greenhouse gases be £reated individually, with
an emphasis on éarbon dioxide, or comprehensively, with
countries.able,tp vary their mix of greenhouse gases.

o How to addressldeforestation in the convention or in an
associéted protocol.

o How to prov1de technical and financial aid to help LDCs
curb emlssions or adapt to climate change. |

Although provisions'for monitoring and enforcing the
convention will e#entually generate éontroversy, they have

‘yet to do so because they depend largely on how-—or if--the

other four issues are resolved.

Targets and Timetables

The establishment of targets and timetables for
greenhouse gas emission stabilization or reduction is likely
to be the most contentious issue, pitting most OECD
countries and a few developihg countries against the Soviet

Union and fossil fuel exporting LDCs.

Target Proponents. Most OECD couﬁtries will insist on
the inclusion of fossil fuel carbon dioxide emission targets
eifher within the convention or in a simultaneously
nggotiated protocol, based on their statements at the

November 1990 Second World Climate Conference (SWCC

Their arguments will be driven by

domestic political and economic pressures stemming from
popular beiief that the risk of climate change demands

immediate action. At a minimum, these nations will press

ilm
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for commitments to stabilize carbon dioxide emissions in
OECD countries at 1990 levels by the year 2000 and to reduce
them significantly by 2005. To aéhieve their goal, target
proponents willlalmost-certainiy try to dominate any
subgroup of the Intergovernmental'Negbtiating Committee that
discusses energy policy and emissioﬁs. The Netherlands, for

example, favors formation of a subgroup on energy and

forests that would be chaired by an EC, if not a Dutch,

representative. The proponents would probably attempt to

ions

have this subgroup charged
’ % K BEE i

with developing emiss
w o o =

g

protocols.}

i

Several non-OECD countries also favor emission targets.

Although no LDC has committed itself to a target, most small
island nations and several nonfossil fuel exporters have
urged the adoption of targets by industrialized countries,

if not worldwide. At the SWCC, Poland became the first East

European countrj to endorse targets and said it would

‘

Supporf for targets solidified recently as key OECD

couﬁtries, the EC, and the European Free Trade Association
(EFTA)1 adopted unilateral or community emission targets, in

some cases by reversing previously held positions. During

1 EFTA countries include Aust
Sweden, and Switzerland.

a,

_Finland, Iceland, Norway,
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1990, the number of OECD countries with carbon dioxide
emission targets jumped from three (the'ﬁetherlands, Norway,
and Sweden) to 14. Of these, Australia, Canada, and the
United Kingdom had been wary of targets as recently as mid-
1990; Japan had actively opposed them.2 Most of the targets
require stabilization of carbon dioxide emissions by the
year 2000 (1995 in the Netherlands); several require sharp
reductions (up to 30 percent inAGerméqy) by 2005. In-
chober 1990, EC countries adopted a épmmunity-wide
stabilization target for the year 2000 that would alloﬁ
emission increases in some countries-to be offset by

decreases in others. EFTA countries followed suit in
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Moreover, most of the emission stabilization or
reduction commitments méde thus far have 1oppholes,'require
.further negotiations, and,ére not supported by economic
analyses:

o Nearly all the4£argets are nonbinding goals, many of
them contingent on other factors. The United Kingdom,
for example, says it will enforce its sfabilization
target only if othef industrialized nations make
similar commitments. Canberra will not adhere to its
target if it damages Australia’s economic
competitiveness. Japan will implement its target és
measures- to do so "become feasible."

o Some targetsvpermit significant emission increases.
France’s carbon dioxide stabilization target of 2.0

metric tons per éapita would allow up to a 25-pefcent




emission increase from current levels by the yéar 2000.
Japan’s per cépita target will aliow absalute emissions
to increase some 6 percent by 2000.

o Few targets are supported by policy instruments. With
few éxceptions} instruments--potentially unpopular--to
acﬁieve the target wili not be proposed, lét alone
implemented, for at least severalimonths.

o Only thé,Dutch target is backed by a published,
»detaiIéd econoﬁic analysis. In some countries,

including the United Kingdom, economic analysis of
5 KT BN

emission targets ha

i

s not yet begurn
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o Many targets are subject to intragovernment dispute.

Economic or energy ministries in’Germany, Japan, and
Canada are skeptical of their nations’ ability to meet

the targets advocated by environmeﬁtal ministries,

R %;fv : The German Economics
2 7 : l - m‘f%
nistry concluded in early 1990 that only a 10 percent

B

Mi
carbonxdioxide reduction would be possible in the
‘férmer West Germany by 2005. Siﬁ;larly, inﬁeragency
panels-in Australia, Canada, and Japan concluded in
early 1990 that even stabiiizing carbon diéxide

emissions by 2005 would be difficult.

%
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The targets may also bé vulnerable to influences' from
the business sector. Industry aésociations in Denmark,
Germany, and the Netherlands have voiced concern over :the

effect of their country’s emission targets on their

industrial competitiveness relative to countries with less

strict control measures

| ‘The Federal

Association of German Industry also compiains that a carbon

f

dioxide levy pfoposed by Bonn would reduce funds needed to

_install energy efficient equipment.

Target-bppoﬁents.' The Soviet Union and fossil fuel
.exporters led by Saudi Arabia flatly oppose targets,
particularly for carbdn dioxide. ‘Af thé_swcc, the SoQiets
stressed the scientific uncertainties regarding climate
change, downplayed the sighificénce of the IPCC’s first
assessment report, and claimed thattemissionkcontrols'might

produce the opposite of what their proponents intend.

oviét policymakers believe
'that‘the cost“of stablllziﬁé‘cérbon'dioxide emissions would

be prohibitive and that many believe that the USSR--if not




the worl&f-would.benefit from climate change.3 Saudi Arabia
and other OPEC nafions are concerned about tﬁe'botential
reduction of their oil export markets; if industrialized
nations set carbon dioxide targets. SaudivArabia forﬁed a
bloc with Qatar énd the United Arab Emirates to arque--
unsuccessfully, in the ehd--for deletion of most‘references

to carbon dioxide in the SWCC ministerial declaration.
T YR '

Most Lsz fear that curtailing fossil fuel carbon
dioxide emissions would threaten their economic growth.
China and India heag;a long list of countries that have
indicated-that 1DCs should either be_éxempted or be given
more liberal targeté than induétrialized countries. China’s
Energy Minister, for example, noted in January 1990 that
Chinese coal use woéld have to jump 35 pefcent between 1990
and 2000 to accommodate economic growth; Beijing has given

no indication that china would sacrifice this”growth to meet

an .emission target.




Individual Versus Comprehensive Approach

Although most of the international policy debate thus
far has focused on fossil fuel carbon dioxide emissions,
several convention negotiators will attempt to address other
sources of carbon dioxide (most notably deforestatioh) and
other greenhouse gases such as'methaﬁe, nitrous Oxide,
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs)-and CFC-substitutes. These other
sources and gases could be addressed individually--by
setting a target for each--or comprehensively. Under the
comprehensive approach, a country’s net emissioné (the

amount produced by:anthropogenic sources minus the amount

absorbed by sinks such as forests) of each greehhousewgas

would be weighted according to the gases'’ global warming
potential (GWP), then totaled.4 The convention or an
accompanying protocol would encourage nations to minimize

(or meet a target for) the total GWP of their emissions b

¥ 7




other fossil-fuel exporting LDCs, Australia, and possibly
the United Kingdom would support a potential US proposal for
a comprehensive approach in the convention negotiations.
Finland and Norway, among others, have expressed interest in

such an approach. Supporters probably see it as serving

‘their interests by decreasing the emphasis on reducing

Saudi Arabia also

wants to receive credit for CFC reductions and for tree-

planting programs that it is considering in other countries.
DA

In the convention negotiations, supporters of the
comprehensive approach are likely to argue that:

o It addresses the total GWP of emissions generated by
human activities, not qut the 40 percent or less that,
by most estimates, is contributea by fossil-fuel carbon
dioxide emissions.

o It minimizes counterproductive gas trade-offs.

Policies designed to increase use of natural gas--the
fossil fuel with the least carbon dioxide emissions--
.could backfire, for example, by incréasing methane
‘emissions from pipeline leaks.

o It is more efficiént. For example, an approach aimed
at limiting energy sector carbon dioxide emissions

could preclude alternatives such as reforestation that




.

‘could achieve'the same or better net carﬁgn dioxide
enission reductions at less cost.

o It recognizes the diversity of geographic, economic;
and social conditions among nations. More restrictive
approaches could be unfairly burdensome on nations with
particular emission mixés, sources, and sinks.
We believe, however, that most countries will proﬁably

oppose the comprehensive approach, at 1east_in:the early

e think LDC tropical timber exporters such as Brazil

and Maléysia_will be wary of the comprehensivéﬂapproach‘
~ because of its poténtial implications for controls on’

.deforestation. Similarly, China and India and many other

LDCs, which see“benefits in reducing emphasis on fossil-fuel




earbon'diokide emissions, may also see theAcomp;ehensivef
approach as a threet to theif agricultural sectors that
produce most of their"methane and nit;ous oxide emissions.
The Soviet Union also will probably oppese the comprehensive

approach as part of its overall campaign against targets.

opponents of ‘the comprehensive approach are likely to argue

that:

o It needs further elaboration before countries can take
informea positions. For exemple; determinations would
have to be made as to whether CFCs weuld‘be included,
even though they are elready covered under the Montreal
Protecol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone'Layer,'
andlwheﬁher a’equntry would be ailewed to offeet'its
emissions by establishing a»refofestation program in a
second country. | : :

.o It'is tooicomplicated.i It‘Would require lengthy
assessﬁehts of sources and sinks and would be
bureeucratically cumbersome and.unenforceable.

o It‘ie beset by substantial scientific uncertainty
coﬁcerning the sources, sinks, and GWPs of greenﬁouse
gases other tﬁan carbon dioxide aﬁd CFCs, which-meke
imbossible the calculation“ef a nation's total

potential warming contribution.




»

o It‘woﬁld'help.some countries avoid substantial fossil-
fuel carbon dioxide emission reductions, which would be
unfair to those countries already committed to such

. i (&) i , . . !
reductions. S

Some.opponen£5vof the comprehensive approach,'howéver}
will probably support efforts to combine sources and sinks

of individual greenhouse gases and to. include reforestation

or o ond countries.
7T NEVEOIE)
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| China would probably
be willing to support efforts to combine-sources and sinks
of carbon dioxide that would allow it to use its
reforestation program to compensate for fossil fuel emission

‘ ATHBIEN
increases.

Emissions Trading. Both comprehensive and individual
approaches midht include proviéions‘for international.:
trading of greenhouse gas emission permits similar to the

trading of pollution permits among US utilities. Views on

7 i b

this issue are mixed.

Some LDCs oppose




emissions trading. They have argued in IPCC conferenées

that by selling‘emission permits--and, hence, fossil f

uel

consumption rights--to industrialized countries they would

be selling their right to develop. On the other hand|

countries support emissions trading in principle and t

trading scheme for carbon dioxide might have to be developed

within the EC. Germany is considering a domestic carbon

BTN 3

dioxide trading schem

Fie R SRRy

hat a

which may make it more receptive to global trading

Deforestation’

Most OECD countries want commitments from LDCs and

others to preserve their forests as major carbon dioxide

sinks but differ on whether such commitments should be
incorporated in a protocol to the climate convention,
freestanding agreement, or both. The EC is likely to

for a forest protocol to be negotiated simultaneously

a
push
with

the convention':
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/ 5apan'supports a freestanding aéféément on foreSt

ut will be wary of a
forest protocol to the climate convention. As the world’s
lafgest'imp¢rter of tropical timber, it is concerned with
maintaining the supply of wbod fof its ;ndustries.. A
Japanese dfficialutoldAthe press in December 1990 that Japan
ié "not in the mood" to press for a cut in domestic
consumption. Tokfé probably believes it will be able to
e#ert g;eater.influeﬁge‘bver’a_freeétanding agreement-~

particularly one.deveioped by the Yokohama-based

.International Tropical Timber Organi;ation--than over'a

climate .convention protocol.

AlthOugh some,LDCs;éparticula:iy China--that claim to

be conducting major feforestation programs will probably

support convention or protocol lanQuagé on forests, LDCs

that log théif rainforésts will probably oppoée negotiated

deforestation limits. Thirty-three LDCs--including Brazil,

Burma, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, and several
West African countries--are net exporters of tropical timber

and wood products with hard currency earnings totaling' $6-7

billion annuall
YT

‘Although Brazil admitted'at the SWCC that
there might be a need for a forestry protocol, it and other
timber exporters have argued elsevhere for minimizing
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convention languagg on forests to Eeep the focus on fossil

fuel carbon dioxide emissions.

Assistance to LDCs

Although their views may differ on targets, the
comprehensive approach, and deforestation, the LDCs--
together with the Soviet Unioﬁ and East European countries--
are likely to present a united front and bargain hard for

financial and technological assistance in exchange for their

IONOIOR

acquiesence to the convention -

)C1T B)3)

-1 These countries will point to the Montreal
Protocol and its $240 million fund for LDC participation as
a precedent for aid trangfers to reduce greenhouse
emissions. Brazil; Malta, Zimbabwe, and other LDCs have
prepared shopping lists for transfers of energy efficient
and renewable energy technologies to;reduce emissions in

construction, manufacturing, transportation, and energy

To facilitate

production

transfers, Brazil advocates a special trade reéime outside
GATT rules for the transfer of whole industrial processes—-
including equipment, designs, manuals, and training
programs--to enable LDCs to build theit‘own plants to
manufacture environmentally sound technologiés.. LDCs will
also insist on programs to train their scientists in -climate

research and on greater participation in international

BN QIOA GOy

bodies monitoring climate changel
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Most LDCs have endorsed India’s proposal for a
multilateral fund--over and above existing a1d programs--to

finance technology‘transfers.‘

addition, Colombia has proposed snecial compensation for LDC
oil exporters--a safety net for economic dislocations. The
LDCs have Suggested-several ways toﬁraise money for such a
fund: a carbon tax on greenhouse gas emissions by
"industrialized_countries) a levy on'international air
travel or assessments by the UN Environment Program using

»the UN scale in which the United States pays 25 percent

OECD countries are likely to agree_in principle with

most demands for ai but-

will differ over the terms. Japan and the United Kingdom,
among others, will probably recommend that the World Bank’s.
*proposed Global Environmental Facllity handle the

transactions Most

OECD'countries will also support technology transfers to
LbCS, Conflicts are likely, however, over the extent of the
OECb countries’ financial obligations, over treatmentfof
technology transfers on a commercial or noncommerc1al basis,
and over likely OECD insistence on the protectlon of their

intellectual property rights.




Allianceslﬁmerging'

,

AdvocateS‘of.paxticular-positions are forming alliances

and establishing nertiating strategies QIO

.of The ECffWith'the‘pOSSiblé exception‘of the United
Kingdom--is tightening policy coordination to speak

with one voice in the negotiation

the core of an emission target proponents’ alliance

“that will also inciude EFTA countries, Australia, New

Zeaiaﬁd, and, with reservations, Japan. - '

© Twenty LDCs égreed at a meeting in New Delhi last April

to share information on the state of play in the

negotiations and to coordinate their moves. They also
issued the "New Delhi Declaration;" a list of demands
for resource transfers. In November 1990, they met

again in Beijing to plan for the first LDC




Environmental Ministeriai tﬁis séring, which wiil
almost certainly address the convention negotiatione.'

o Argentina, Brazil, chile,*Cuba,'India, Melaysia, and
Tunieia'attempted in the fail of 1990 to give LDCs veto
power over the negotiations—-to ensure aid provisions
are included—-by having the reeuits reviewed by the Uﬁ
General ASsembly Although they have been unsuccessful
to date, they probably will rev151t the issue in the
1991 General Assembly session.

o A group of more than a dozen small island LDCs emerged
at the chc'to argue fervemission tafgets and will
probably coordlnate thelr moves in the negotlatlons.

We believe they w111 be supported by their principal
OECD benefactors Australia and New Zealand.

o0 OECD countries might organize a common'approach to aid

issues} possibly through formal OECD channel

an approach may be diseussed at the OECD environmental

ministerial the week preceding the February seésion.
S GHOIOT :

Desplte the fact that most of these.alliances are
elther among OECD or among LDC countries, we belleve the
_negotlatlons will not be predomlnantly a north-south debate.
OECD target-setters, for example, share views similar,to
those of the small 1sland LDCs,  and they may work together

1nformally in the negot1ations. Similarly, LDC oil




exporters are likely to find friends_among the Soviet Union
and other industrialized countries that have not set'targets
and will oppose--as they did at the'SWCC--small island and
other LDC target ﬁroﬁonenﬁs. The old north-south debate
will still be visibie, however, in discussions on technical
and financial aid andg, to.a somewhat lesser extent, on

deforesﬁation.

outlook

None of the four key issues in contention is likely to
_be resolved soon.. Prospects for resolutibn are least |
favorable on emission targets and timetables. Target
p:obonents and opponents remain far apart and appear to be
increasingly éntrenched in their positions. Agréement on
deforestation, too, is a long way dff because of the staunch
opposition from many LDC tropical timberlexporters. We
think that the OECD or EC may be able to work a trade-off
between fossil-fuel emission reductions in industrialized

countries in exchange for LDC agreement on deforestation but"

probably not in time for the UNCED.

"
i

‘'The comprehensive approach to greenhouse gas emissions

redﬁctions and an emissions trading scheme will be
controversial at least thfbuqh the first few’negotiating
rounds. These issueé appear to be not,we11<undérst06d by a
large majority-of governments, and the'cu:rent controversy

may be due as much to confusion as to informed opposition.




:

could result in their rejection.

-Prdgress‘will p:Obably be easiest on the aid issue
since both LDC and OECD countries accept the argument that
aid to LDCs is the key to global implementation of a climate
éhange convention. Moreover, OECD countries are already
exahining channels of_aid ahd models for technology
trahsfers to LDCs. The extent and termé of such aid and the
issue of intellectuallpropefty rights pertaining to

technology transfers, however, will take longer to resolve.

. JThe édoptlon of a convention resolving all these issues
in_time for signature at the 1992 UNCED is unlikely) in our

judgment. Most likely, to save face, delegates will forge_a
highly generalized, compromise.convention that could be

signed in 1992 but that would leave controversial issues for

later protocols.

If there is a breakthrough, we think it will most
likely involve EC offers to compronise on targets and
timetables. Possible_compromises include:

o Characterizing the targets as goals rather than binding

5 NG o

obligations

0
o Dropping demands for emission reductions and a

simultaneously negotiated carbon dioxide protocol in

exchange for a US.commitment for emission




stabilization, and extending the targeted stabilization
date beyond 2600.

o Proposing an OECD—Qide stabilization target;—on the
model of its Community target--under which'eﬁission
increases in some countries would be compensated for by

decreases in others.

LDC flexibility on aid levels and willinqness'to respect
OECD intellectual property rights on environmental

technology would help resolve another issue.




Box 1

Motivating Factors for Emission Targets

'Factors confributing to the insistence that targets be
inéo?poraﬁed in the climéte convention or an associated
protocol include fhe following:'

o Belief that the IPCC’s scientific assessment proves
that‘cliﬁate change is bccurriﬁq and that swift éction
must be taken. The United Kingdom in particular holds
such a view,‘ju&ging-from the statements of its senior
officialé; it chaired the ffcd's science working group
and its scientists wrote major éections of-the
assessmené.

o Suppoft for the precautionary Qrincigle, whereby policy
responses are justifiable even if an environmental
threat has not been entirely proved. Germany, £he'
Netherlands,'and the Nordic countries have long
promoted this principlé; at the'swéc they were joined
by most OECD,cbunt:ies and many LDCs.

o Political expediency. Setting domestic emission
targets and pfessing for targets in the convention
plays well to‘environmentaliy conscious'gleqtorates.
Germany’s establishment of the strictest emission

targets in Europe, for example, was probably part of
S

efforts by the
leading political parties to "out-green" each other in

the runup to the 2 December elections. 'Similarly,

37} )
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Canada's‘advocacy of emlsSion'targets can be seen as
part of the Mulroney government's recent efforts to
boost 1ts sagglng popularlty through environmental
initiatives.

Fear of being.at'a COmpetitive dlsadvantage if other
countries are not required to meet targets; Australia,
France, Sweden, and the United Kingdom,»in particular,
have voiced concern over potential loss of economic
compet1t1veness. :

Desire to pressure the Unlted States-—the world’s
largest producer of greenhouse gases and largest
economlc competltor--into acceptlng emission targets.
Having failed to conv1nce the Unlted states at previous
climate change conferences to adopt unilateral emission
targets, proponents probably see the conventlon as
being the best means of obtaln;ng——or requiring--Us
cooperation. Moreover, target proponents probably
believe‘that their prior attempts;to pressure the
United States--widely publicized in the forelgn press--
have reaped domestic political benefits. =

Geographic vuInerability. Many small island LDCs~--
whose very exlstence would be threatened by the sea
level rise that might accompany clinate.change--believe

that emission controls are their best hope for

survival. Coastal states with populous deltas--Egypt,

the Netherlands, and Bangladesh, for example——share the

island countries’ concerns, as do Australia and New

32




Zeaiand, which view theﬁselves as‘protectors of Pacific

énd Indian Ocean island intérests;~

o .




Box 2 _
The Ec-Target: How Might it work?

‘At a joint Energy-Enviropmental council meeting in
O@tober 1990, EC countries agreed on a target of stabilizing
their carbon dioxide emissions Community wide at 1990 levels
by the year 2000. Key to the target’s acceptance by all 12
members was that it will not preQent some countries--
particularly Greece, Ireland, Portugal, and Spain--from
increasing their emissions substantially‘as:their econonmies
develop. .Rather,'the‘target specifies that these increases

‘be compensated for by reductions in other member countries.

A cursory analysis of current and projected carbon
dioxide emissions among EC countries indicates, in our view;
that the EC target can be met if Germany, the Netherlénds,

and Belgium are able to meet the unilateral tafgets they

" have set:
Assumption: CO2 Saved
o (1,000 Mt)
Germany reduces 15 percent by 2000 on way to
targeted 25-30 percent reduction by 2005 40,345
The Netherlands reduces 5 percent by 2000
according to its target 1,630
Belgium reduces. 5 percent by 2000
.according to its target 1,253
Total Reductions by 2000 (6 percent of 43,228
" 1988 EC total) '
Co2 Added
. {1,000 Mt)
Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain increase ' . 17,274

emissions 20 percent :
The United Kingdom increases emissions 5-




peréent on way to stabilization by 2005 L 7.626

France, Italy increase emissions 10 percent 18,538
Total Increase . L 43,438

Net Increase ' 210
Germany’s 38-percent share of the EC’s carbon diqiide
emissions (1988) makes it criticai tb the sucéess of the
stabilization plan. If Germany weré able to reduce its
carbon dioxide emissions by only 5 percent by 2000, for
example, the total-redﬁction by 2000 (1613 million metric

tons) would not cover even a 20-percent increase in Greece,
‘ ‘ EY3

Ireland, Portugal, and Spain.

Bonn plans éo meet the:

target through numerous fiscal and regulatory‘measureé such
as mandating sharply improved automobile fuel efficiency,
imprdvingApower plant efficiency by eiiminating lignite-
fueled pbﬁer plant; in eastern Germany, by enéoufaging the
use of combined heat and power systems and renewable energy
sourcési and by implemehtiﬁé a carbon dioxide tax or levy to

reduce energy demand. Still, qunomics Ministry support for
' O] :

the target is‘lukewarmi

It argued strong;y:égaihst such strict

A

‘targets through much of 1990
(BN ' ' '

‘almost certainly based in part on its studies showing
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CHRISTY 6  University of Alabama
John

Wash Times 4/3/90 temperature 1979-1988 (satellite) “The decade from 1979 to 1988 showed no net warming
or cooling trend....1979 to 1983 was warmer than the most recent five".

ERHARDT 7 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers .
Robert ‘ ‘

SPENCER 7 NASA/Marshall Space Flight Center
Roy W. '

Wash Times 4/3/90 temperature 1979-1968 (satellite) “The decade from 1979 to 1988 showed no net warming

or cooling frend....1979 to 1983 was warmer than the most recent five".
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BALLING 7  Arizona State University
Robert Laboratory of Climatology
Ariz Res Prop. |
IDSO U. S. Water Conservation Laboratory
Sherwood '
Ariz Res Prop.
8
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SAEMGREENIINEY Califemia

BARNETT Scripps Institution of Oceanography
Timothy '

Climate Trends Panel

BOTKIN 7 University of California/Santa Barbera
Daniel
Rdrs Dig 2/90 'carbon content of forests vastly overated

ELLSAESSER Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Hugh _ ‘Atmospheric and Geophysical Sciences Division

Ariz Res Prop.

FRIEMAN - Scripps Institution of Oceanography-
- Edward ‘

Energy Dly 3/9/30 'Knowledge of oceans role needed’

GOODRIDGE
James

Ariz Res Prop.

GROTCH Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Stanley

. Climate Trends Panel

MacCRACKEN Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
Michael

Climate Trends Panel

MOONEY Stanford University
Harold A.

Committee on Global Change (NAS)

PEASE 7 University of California
Robert W.

WSJ letter 2/16/90.

SIMPSON 7 University of California/Santa Barbara
Lloyd _

Rdrs Dig 2/90 'carbon content of forests vastly overated’
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ANGELL ’ NOAA/AIr Resources Laboratory
James ’

Climate Trends Panel |

DIAZ ' 6 NOAA/AIr Resources Laboratory
Henry : - - Climate Reseach Division

Climate Trends Panel. <Ariz Res Prop. _ '

‘FIROR National Center for Atmospheric Research
John ‘ '

GLANTZ ‘ - National Center for Atmospheric Research
Michael

Ariz 'Res Prop. _

JENNE National Center for Atmospheric Research
Roy

* Climate Trends Panel

PIELKE Colorado State University _
Roger ‘ - Department of Atmospheric Science

Ariz Res Prop. -

SCHNEIDER 2 National Center for Atmospheric Research
Stephen

Fortune 4/9/90 ‘0% sure globe will warm at least 12" in next century'.

TRENBETH National Center for Atmospheric Research -
Kevin

Climate Trends Panel ‘

. YEVJEVICH » " Colorado State University

Vujica -
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@83 EIENISGENIYNVITIY Connecticut
NORDHAUS 8 VYale University
William

Env Wk 2/22/90 ‘drastic CO: emissions not cost-effective ... impacts 1981-2050: agriculture +$12B to -$12B;

sea-level rise (assume 70cm) +$6.18B; energy costs +$490M; overall, est. +$6.67B (0.25% nat' income).
Former Council of Economic Advisors. ,

K
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SAETIS GENIVINER? District of Columbia

BIERLY
Eugene

Climate Trends Panel

National Science Foundation

CATHEY
H. Mark

Ariz Res Prop.

Department of Agriculture
U. S. National Arboretum

FEIN
Jay

Climate Trends Panel

National Science Foundation

PALMER
Fred

Ariz Res Prop.

Western Fuels Association

RICHES
Michael

Climate Trends Panel

Department of Energy.

SCHERAGA
Joel

Ariz Res Prop.

Environmental Protection Agency

SINGER
S. Fred

Ariz Res Prop.

The Washington Institute

STROMMEN
Norton

Ariz Res Prop.

Department of Agriculture
World Outlook Board

WATSON
Robert

Climate Trends Panel:

NASA/Headquarters

WHITE
Robert

National Academy of Engineering
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HANSON NOAA/Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological Laboratory
Kirby

Wash Times 2/19 'SE U.S fallen 1°F past 30 yrs...cooling and gettlng wetter', sEnv Wk 3/1/90 'models fail test of
reality’. -L. A. Times 2/26/30 ‘findings undercut threat theory'.

MAUL 7 NOAA/Atlantic Oceanogaphlc and Meteorological Laboratory
George A.

Wash Times 2/19 'SE U.S fallen 1T past 30 yrs...cooling and getting wetter’. sEnv Wk 3/1/90 ‘'models fail test of
reality’. L. A. Times 2/26/30 ‘findings undercut threat theory'..
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BROWN 7 University of lllinois
Sandra |
Rdrs Dig 2/90 "carbon content of forests vastly overated'
~ WALSH University of Hinois
John E.

Climate Trends Panel

page | July 10, 1980



[—'+
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FUNG | 6 NASA/Godderd Institute for Space Studies
Inez
Ener Dly 3/23/90 'northern land masses rather than oceans absorb the major amount of COx.
GORNITZ NASA/Godderd Institute for Space Studies
Vivien _
Climate Trends Panel
HANSEN 2 NASA/Goddard Institute for Space Studies
James

Climate Trends Panel. « W. Post 1/29/30 'still expects hiQher temps'. sFortune 4/9/90 “We're mot really sure
[where carbon went]. There must be a carbon sink somewhere. -Maybe its the northern forest.”

HECHT 3 NOAA/National Climate Program Office
Alan '

LEBEDEFF NASA/Goddard Institute for Space Studies
Sergei
Climate Trends Panel

ROBOCK . University of Maryland
Alan

Climate Trends Panel

SPRIGG ' NOAA/National Climate Program Office
William .
Climate Trends Panel
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-‘BRADLEY ' University of Massachusetts
Ray o
Climate Trends Panel
LINDZEN 10 Massachusetts Institute of Technology
- Richard S. Center for Meteorology and Physical Meteorology

W. Post 1/29/90 ‘temps will rise, not by much — expects negative feedback (high, dry clouds) to counteract"
*Rdrs Dig 2/90 "The data we have does not support a warming”. «Bulletin Amer Meteor Soc 3/90. <Ariz Res
Prop. :

NEWELL - Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Reginald S. Center for Meteorology and Physical Meteorology
Ariz Res Prop. o
SOLOW ' Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution
Andrew Marine Policy Center
- Climate Trends Panel. <Time 12/18/89 . _ _ ,
WANG 2 Atmospheric and Environmental Research, Inc.
- Wei-Chyun '
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MAHLMAN - NOAA/Geophysic Fluid Dynamics Laboratory
Jerry D. Princeton .University ‘

L. A. Times 2/27/90
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EOMININY? NewMexics

SCIENRIEIG

REIFSNYDER Yale University :
William School of Forestry and Envwonmental Studies
Ariz Res Prop.
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IENTIS SNV New York

KUKLA ~ Columbia University

George . Lamont-Doherty Geological Observatory
Ariz Res Prop. '
TAKASHI 6 Columbia Umversny

Taro Lamont-Doherty Geological Laboratory

Ener Dly 3/23/90 ‘northern land masses rather then oceans absorb the major amount of CO2.
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GSYVINIY? Nerth Carolina

SCIENTIEIG

\GU1TMAN 7 NOAA/National Climate Data Center
Nathaniel ' '

" Ariz Res Prop.

KARL ' NOAA/National Climate DataCenter _
Thomas R.

Climate Trends Panel. «Ariz Res Prop.
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SCHLESINGER Oregon State University
Michael

Climate Trends Panel
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IMBRIE ' 6 Brown University
John

Committee on Global Chahge (NAS)
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GV Tenneasee

FARRELL 3 Oak Ridge National Laboratory
Michael ‘ Carbon Dioxide Information Center
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| SCIENTIBICICOMMUNITY SR -

‘ GRIFFITHS 7 Texas A & M University
o John . Department of Meteorology
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COMMUNITY

SEIENTIEIC Yirginia
DAVIS University of Virginia
Robert Department of Environmental Sciences
Ariz Res Prop. . .
HAYDEN University of Virginia A
Bruce Department of Environmental Sciences
Ariz Res Prop.
LINS 7 U..S. Geological Survey
Hary
MASSIE University of Virginia
Harold Department of Environmental Sciences
Ariz Res Prop.
MICHAELS 9  University of Virginia
Patrick J. Department of Environmental Sciences

Climate Trends Panel. *Ariz Res Prop.
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SEETIR NI Wsconsin

BR‘YSON University of Wisconsin

Reid ' Department of Meteorology
Ariz Res Prop.
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