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Thank you, Governor Pete Wilson, for that introduction. N
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Bruce Hersdh

It's grea o0 be back in California. You knd

gyzi;Q)tﬁ; 145ﬁd anniéérsary ;f/Califéénia Adﬁiésion D§§ -- when
' California became a state. For that entire century and a half,
California has been a leader -- from the Gold Rush of that era to
the technology explosion of today. From Disneyland to digital
circuitry, from tourism to technology, California has led the way
for America.

Perhaps in no area is California's leadership more evident

than in working to make environmental protection and economic

rowth gf hand in hdnd.
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R ' #Go, I stood on a beach right here in San Diego Sm
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and said that "the goal of a clean and healthy environment is ﬁggkyggzgkb

inlconflict with the need to create jobs in a growing economy...ézé
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Iﬁ/;he long run, sucGessful environmental protection is a 47L’é£j;z7€”
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( prerequisite to solid, sustainable economic growth. A@ﬁwud/'
I recognized in my words then, and in my actions since, that

-- with the right policies -- these twin goals are compatible.

In the last four years, we have acted on that recognition.

We have enacted a Clean Air Act that will not only cut acid rain,

5 . i . \/ /_./././4_/._/ PR
smog, and toxic air emissions -- but that will do so at less cost
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€7M»:;71£2/;cdﬁéﬁy tRan tﬁe/eIE’EommaﬁH’and’EonthT'presé??btions of
e past. »
Webﬂgvgfgeﬁzg/thé’gerlaﬂieadLIH'phagihg out E%Es and other
l ozone-déﬁietlng substances 5’/i995 -- and taken thé world Tead in
[%L}/develdgige séfe/substlf’/es for theﬁr’/
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2 wnu,bP We have addfz;hﬁe; % milTion and a half acfes to o\r,parks,

-- and placed a special /7hkﬁ/
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P { emphasis Eﬁ—imﬁf6;ing campsites anH/Erails, 1ncrea51ng boatlng kaﬂu
‘n and fishing accéss, and creating new recreéfzgnal\ portunfffes
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fer mil}ions ofbiaeridiﬁs -- yound—and old,

disabled.
We have 1aunched historic néw programs in which indusﬁry is
- ve}untarily reducing its toxic emissions ana instaIiiﬁg eﬁé?éy- N[}v‘
W;;i Efglciéit 11;B£1ng -- and achieved results faster, cheaper, and W

i J w1th 1ess 11t1gat10n and regulatory haggllng.

These steps have shown what is possible when we harness the

Renewal. My agenda applies this same creativity -- this same

respect for the power of the marketplace and the ingenuity of the
American people -- to the full range of new challenges facing our
econony .

America is in transition. We have succeeded in conquering
the challenges of the Cold War. New technologies are allowing

people to be their best -- decentralizing decisions and putting

power in the hands of people. Companies are paying down debt,
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and becoming more competitive. We are expanding markets for
American products overseas.

No transitionféasy -- and California's economy is feeling
the effects of this one. So I know this. America's number one
challenge today is to win the global economic competition. We
must turn this economic transition into an economic opportunity.
We must win the peace.

Winning that competition will require an integrated approach
to meeting the challenges ahead. We must keep expanding our
horizons -- winning new markets, seizing new opportunities. We
must prepare our children for the challenges of the 21st century,
and sharpen the competitive edge of our companies, large and
small. We can promote economic security for this country thle
leaving no one behind. But we can only do these things if we are
willing to change. To innovate. If we are willing to embrace
what works -- and reject what doesn't.

Machiavelli once said that "One change leaves the way open
for the introduction of/gthers." The historic changes of the
last few years havéﬁéféated a more competitive America in a
freer, more open world. It would not be Machiavellian to suggest
that we seize this moment: that we make the changes we must to
grab the opportunities we can.

The integrated approach we bring to this new world -- this
search for innovation -- must apply to the environmental

challenges we face. Respecting the market. Fostering new

technology. Fostering partnerships. These are the ideas that
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will make us more competitive and create jobs. And these are the
ideas that we should apply to environmental policy as well.

Let me give you some examples.

We*5é>coﬁ€/togéfﬂér before this historic ranéh hodse -- the
= e g — — - — o

sité/gfyihé/first land grant in the state of California -- to

_ (o
celebrate a voluntary partnership. Frankly, it's an experiment - /j« *

- an effort to preserve species and their critical habitat while

still allowing for economic development. The Natural Communities
Conser%gfion PIganing pfsgéct tries to bring all parties
together, in a proactive and voluntary manner, before regulatory
approaches kick in and reduce all flexibility.

We've already learned that preventing pollution at the
factory works better than cleaning it up at the smokestack‘or the
outfall pipe. This focus on prevention rather than remedial
management can help us protect ecological systems as well --
without massive disruptions of the economy.

Here's another example that's operating right here in
southern California. There is'no question that for some
factories and businesses it will be very expensive to meet the
requirements of the Clean Air Act. There is also no question
that the dirtiest cars on the road are the oldest ones -- those
clunkers that first appeared before we had today's tough
pollution control standards.

Our Administration has issued guidance that would let states

reduce air pollution in the most cost-effective way by

establishing trading between stationary sources like factories
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and mobile sources like cars. Under this plan, some companies
could help achieve air quality standards by paying cash to take
those dirty old clunkers off the roads. The result of using this
market based idea is less disruption of the economy, more car

sales, and cleaner air.

| ~tal >§
Unocg a1t rlght here 1n southern CallfOrnla. Th

\
600 cars were turned 1n. They emltted 99 tlmes

Ve > ~ 2. ‘
qu' more hydrocarbons than new cars. By taklng them off the road 2
g ~Z ~N< T S > s
A the scrappage program eliminated emissions equal to the
/ N2 S . ~ ~c_

barbecue lighter fluids in the LA Basin.

This scrappage program worked -- and now we're going to
apply it nationwide.
A third example of how investing in the environment can help
the economy. Right now, Safi Diego CQ&T% fa%Z\ch‘%hfzét ot
g&wK lim'\$?og<he¢\sewg; hooklps beozﬁse dg\znad:;uate séigoe
treZ%iEnt. That would limit economic development. At the same
/ time, the lack of secondary treatment is fouling the water. That
BQ%QQ hurts public health. It hurts recreation. It hurts California's
tourism economy.

NS ARV e e
roposed "in h of 'my ‘1 o budgets line-item

grant to kick staff/the proéféss toward secondaEy treatment 1n
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thdfe coadtal citfes that don't now have Gt.f That incliides San
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1nfamous Boston Harbor. Blll Lowery and John Seymour have helped

get those funds through the appropriations comﬁ\ttees.

By cleaning our water, we can clean up the environment,
encourage development, and promote tourism. So I call on
Congress to support this initiative again this year.

A fourth example. One of the key ingredients that has
allowed America to make progress already in reducing lead
emissions, reducing carbon monoxide and ozone, in cleaning up our
air and water, is technology.

Technology has made possible cleaner cars and cleaner
factories, more energy efficient buildings, and less wasteful
industrial practices. Technology is one of the keys to our
environmental -- and our economic -- future.

One of the things we have learned over the past two decades
is that command and control regulation freezes old technology in
place. Market oriented policies, and investment in the future,
can make new breakthroughs possible.

In>thi§/hdmini§€fation, wEAhaVE*laundEEE—a*hrogd'progrhm or— pf;f
investment i new Fechnologtes to Tleanthe enviromment aid 72ff2?2¢§
promot/’energy efflclency. WeVstertﬁd/e’ﬁ/rtnersﬁip with the

j companies to develc p cars’thaf”en rdﬁ'on“ﬁatt‘ries,
w1ézzgé>xfa 2<§ tlon. e4§e worKing to ard lighter maé:;f>is,
so thazﬁeverythz;g from alrplgieS to>g;toézhiles ;>11
enerd\\and)<;ea€k\less’ ALl tlon. Wefggfdncré§§/d 1nvé§fﬁent in

e =

research and development for new wais/to prodﬁzerand use clean=

2 / .
burning natural gas. And perhaps most importantly, our national
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energy strategy, by encouraging competition, will allow these
technologies the chance to be adopted in the marketplace.

My opponent has begun to talk about these things, and I'm
glad he agrees. But he should recognize one fact: tpe pro-

. . o f(/}\h/\
re%giatggz4po%&f}es 5;§t&237{5 advapc1ng and which his ruhning
mate h&é suppérted . & tﬁ; ¥.B. Seﬁgte -- will impede technology,
not promote it. You can't have it both ways.

Finally, let me talk about an example that brings it all
together. Trade. We have worked in this Administration for a
more open world trading system -- for trade agreements that are
good foreign policy, good economic policy, and good environmental
policy.

The best example is NAFTA -- the North American Free Trade

Agreement. It will bring jobs right here to California. It will

allow us to expand our already growing exports to Mexico.
T S

it In support of NAFfXT we'ﬁavé/aevelbﬁéd an environmental

?u“/ actidn pIg;, tS5 ensuFe soutd envirohmental protection Sm both
_side€ Of tHe border. We'SVe inctided fufding for the Tijuana
™ /
90

/ — o

/ %S il — S’ .
sewage plant. For stepped up enforcement. For a cooperative

approdch with tHé Mexican goverfment, which has been working to

~

"

L}mpf6;e its owg/environﬁental laws.
My opponent continues to waffle and waiver on NAFTA. This

week, he claimed that one reason for his reservation was that

there was very little in the agreement for the environment.
Ndw“heré is an irony. At’thg'exact moment Governor Clinton

is using this as an excuse, his Democratic allies in congress are



%%ttih- alf my proposed‘\unding for the border env1ronmental
: < ‘/\

plah. L é putflt very 51mply Congress should restore the
funding. And Governor Clinton should take a stand.

These examples -- partnership, market forces, investment in
the future, technology, and trade -- point the way toward a
future in which both the environment and the economy can
flourish. But we must remember this. This future isn't
guaranteed. It requires the right choices, the right policies,
and the right priorities.

Too often, when policies undermine the potential for
partnership, or our laws are written in ways that discourage
innovation, we get a different result: Confrontation.
Litigation. Sfagnation.

Later today, I will travel to the forests of the Pacific
Northwest, to the woods of Oregon and Washington. Here, it must
be said, the system haz got worked. Intere groups have

courts haVve frozen almost all

litigated endlessly.
harvesﬁi;g acﬁiilty oﬁ/Federal laﬁé;. And families and
communities are suffering. The debacle surrounding the spotted
owl is a lesson that there must be a better way.

I have come here today to highlight one possible model for

that better way. What you are demonstrating here is a truth as

old as America: that by working together, we can accomplish much

more than we can by moving apart.




_ I remember a few'Yeafs add, when Time‘magazine
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ted—;ts_man cof the4year4_4t—se%eetad-the«p%anet Earth ad the
"Planet of the Year."

Jay Leno sald the_next nlghtﬁon‘the_TQnight show. "Well,
HA R L-I»_(‘T

fthat's\no-falr _~After—a11‘-all~the‘3udges‘were from Eafth}ﬂf

Time's cover, and Jay's joke, underscore one fgpt{//fhe

environment, like the economy, is the conce.afﬁfﬁévery ,?’;7;;:
Californian‘-4nL4agga;AmaxécaﬂT“””””r /£J_{;,v

If we can create the unity of purpose, and apply the ;AU7T:
creativity of thought, that America has used to hurdle every u
other challenge that has stood in its path, there is no telling
what America can accomplish.

We can leave cleaner air and water for our children -- and
win the economic competition at the same time. We can win the
peace. We can ensure that the 21st century is yet another

American century.

Thank you, God bless you, and God bless the United States of

America.
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Thank you, Governor Pete Wilson, for that introduction.
éongressman Lowery. Our next U.S. Senators, John Seymour and
Bruce Herschenson.

It's great to be back in California. You know, fhis weék is
the 142nd anniversary of California Admission Day -- when
California became a state. For that entire century and a half,
Caiifornia has been a leader -- frém the Gold Rush of that era to
the technology explosion of today. From Disneylandlto digital
circuitry, from tourism to technology, California has led the way
for America.

Perhaps in no area is California's leadership more evident
than}}ﬁ>working to make environmental proteétion and economic
growth go hand in hand.

Four years ago, I stood on a beach right here in San Diego
and said that "the goal of a clean and healthy environment is not
in conflict with the need to create jobs in a growing economy...
In the long run, successful environmental protection is a

prerequisite to solid, sustainable economic growth."

I recognized in my words then, and in my actions since, that

~— with the right policies =-- these twin goals are compatible.
N
In the last four years, we have acted on that recognition.

We have enacted a Clean Air Act that will not only cut acid rain,

smog, and toxic air emissions -- but that will do so at less cost

~
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to the economy than the old command and control prescriptions of
the past.

We have taken the world lead in phasing out CFCs and other
ozone-depleting substances by 1995 -- and taken the world lead in
developing safe substitutes for them.

We have added over a million and a half acres to our parks,
forests, wildlife areas, and public lands -- and placed a special
emphasis on improving campsites and trails, increasing boating
and fishing access, and creating new recreational opportunities
for millions of Americans -- young and old, able bodied and
disabled.

We have launched historic new programs in which industry is
voluntarily reducing its toxic emissions and installing eﬁérgy—
efficient lighting -- and achieved results faster, cheaper, and
with less litigation and regulatory haggling.

These steps have shown what is possible when we harness the

wer of the marketplace in the service of the environment.
5ﬂ““§> -@h&s~week I spoke in Detroit about my Agenda for American
Renewal. My agenda applies this same creativity -- this same
respect for the power of the marketplace and the ingenuity of the
American people -- to the full range of new challenges facing our
economy .

America is in transition. We have succeeded in conquering

the challenges of the Cold War. New technologies are allowing

people to be their best -- decentralizing decisions and putting

power in the hands of people. Companies are paying down debt,




3
and becoming more competitive. We are expanding markets for
American products overseas.

No transition easy -- and California's economy is feeling
the effects of this one. So I know this. America's number one
challenge today is to win the global economic competition. We
must turn this economic transition into an economic opportunity.
We must win the peace.

Winning that competition will require an integrated approach
to meeting the challenges ahead. We must keep expanding our
horizons -- winning new markets, seizing new opportunities. We
must prepare our children for the challenges of the 21st century,
and sharpen the competitive edge of our companies, large and
small. We can promote economic security for this country thle
leaving no one behind. But we can only do these things if we are

willing to change. To innovate. If we are willing to embrace

what works -- and reject what doesn't. /1/0 Mwﬂ///
- : . on b5 -

The integrated approach we bring to this new world --
search for innovation -- must apply to the environmental
challenges we face. Respecting the market. Fostering new

technology. Fostering partnerships. These are the ideas that

( fo
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will make us more competitive and create jobs. And these are the
ideas that we sﬁould apply to environmental policy as well.

Let me give you some examples.

We've come together before this histbric ranch house -- the
site of the first land grant in the state of California -- to
celebrate a voluntary partnership. Frankly, it's an experiment -
- an effort to preserve species and their critical habitat while
still allowing for economic development. The Natural Communities
Conservation Planning project tries to bring all parties
together, in a proactive and voluntary manner, before regulatory
approaches kick in and reduce all flexibility. |

We've already learned that preventing pollution at the
factory works befter than cleaning it up at the smokestack‘or the
outfall pipe. This focus on prevention rather than remedial
hanagement can help us protect ecological systems as well --
without massive disruptions of the economy.

Here's another example that's operating right here in
southern California. There is;no question thét for some |
factories and businesses it will be very expensive to meet the
requirements of the Clean Air Act. There is also no question
that the dirtiest cars on the road are the oldest\ones -- those
clunkers that first appeared before we had today's tough
pollution control standards.

Our Administration has issued guidance that would let étates

reduce air pollution in the most cost-effective way by

establishing trading between stationary sources like factories
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and mobile sources like cars. Under this plan, some companies
could help achieve air quality standards by paying cash to take
those dirty old clunkers off the roads. The result of using this
market based idea‘is less disruption of the economy, more car
sales, and cleaner air.

Unocal tried it right here in southern California. The
result: over 8,000 cars were turned in. They emitted 99 times
more hydrocarbons than new cars. By taking them off the road,
the scrappage program eliminated emissions equal to the
combination of 150,000 new cars, 1 million gallons of paint, half
the carbon monoxide emissions from every refinery and power plant
in greater Los Angeles, and all of the hydrocarbon emissions from
barbecue lighter fluids in the LA Basin.

This scréppage progran wérked -- and now we're going to
apply it nationwide.

A third example of how investing in the environment can help
the‘economy. Right now, San Diego could face the threat of
iimits on new sewer hookups because of inadequate sewage
treatment. That would limit economic development. At the same
time, the lack of secondary treatment is fouling the water. That
hurts public health. It hurts recreation. It hurts California's
tourism economy.

I have proposed in each of my last two budgets line-item
~grants to kick start the progress toward secondary treatment in
those coastal cities that don't now have it. That includes San

Diego, Los Angeles, Seattle, New York, Baltimore, and yes, the

*+
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infamous Boston Harbor. Bill Lowery and John Seymour have helped
get those funds through the appropriations committees.

By cleaning our water, we can clean up the environment,
encourage development, and promote tourism. So I call on
Congress to support this initiative again this year}

A fourth example. One of the key ingredients that has
allowed America to make progress already in reducing lead
emissions, reducing carbon monoxide and ozone, in cleaning up our
air and water, is fechnology.

Technology has made possible cleaner cars and cleaner
factories, more enefgy efficient buildings, and less wasteful
industrial practices. Technolégy is one of the keys to our
environmental -- and our economic -- future.

One of the things we have learned over the past two decades
is that command and control regulation freezes old technology in
place. Market oriented policies, and investment in the future,
caﬁ make new breakthrbughs possible.

In this Administration, we have launched a broad program of
investment in new technologies to clean the environment and
promote energy efficiency. We started a partnership with the
major ;uto companies to develop cars that can run on batteries,
with zero air pollution. We're working toward lighter materials,
so that everything from airplanes to automobiles will use less
energy and crggte less pollution. We've increased investment in

research and development for new ways to produce and use clean-

burning natural gas. And perhaps most importantly, our national
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energy strategy, by gncouraging competition, will allow these
technologies the chance to be adopted in the mafketplace.

My opponent has begun to talk about these things, and I'm
glad he agrees. But he should recognize one fact: the pro-
regulatory policies that he is advancing -- and which his running
mate has supported in the U.S. Senate -- will impéde‘technology,
not promote it. You can't have it both ways.

Finally, let me talk about an example that brings it all
together. Trade. We have worked in this Administration for a
more open world trading system -- for trade agreements that are
good foreign policy, good economic policy, and good environmental
policy. |

The best example is NAFTA -- ﬁhe North American Free frade
Agreement. It will bring jobs right here to California. It will
allow us to expand our already growing exports to Mexico.

In support of NAFTA, we have déveloped an environmental
action plan, to ensure sound environmental protection on both
sides of the border. We've included funding for the Tijuana
sewage plant. For stepped up enforcement. For a céoperative
approach with the Mexican government, which has been working to
improve its own environmental laws.

My opponent continues to waffle and waiver on NAFTA. This
‘week, he claiméd that one reason for his reservation was that
there was very little in the agreement for the environment.

Now here is an irony. At the exact moment Governor Clinton

is using this as an excuse, his Democratic allies in Congress are
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cutting in half my proposed funding for the border environmental
plan. Let me put it very simply. Congress should restore the
funding. And Governor Clinton should take a stand.

These examples -- partnership, market_forces, investment in
the future, techﬁology, and trade‘-— point the way toward a
future in which both the environment and the economy can
flourish. But we mﬁst remember this. This future isn't

~guaranteed. It requires thé right choices, the right policies,
and the right priorities.

Too often, when policies undermine the potential for
partnership, or our laws are written in ways that discourage
innovation, we get a different result: Confrontation.
Litigation. Sfagnation.

Later today, I will travel to the forests of the Pacific
ﬁorthwest, to the woods of Oregon and Washington. Here, it must
be said, the system has not worked. Interest groups have |
litigated endlessly. The courts have frozen almost all
harvesting activity on Federal lands. And~fami1iés and
communities are suffering. The debacle surrounding the spotted
owl is a lesson that there must be a better way.

I have come here today to highlight one possible model for
that better way. What ybu are demonstrating here is a truth as

old as America: that by working together, we can accomplish much

more than we can by moving apart.
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. You know, I remember a few years ago, when Time magazine
selected its man of fhe year, it selected the planet Earth as the
"planet of the Year."

Jay Leno said the next night on the Tonight show: "Well,
that's no fair. After all, all the judges were from Earth."

Time's cover, and Jay's joke, underscore one fact: the
environment, like the economy, is the concern of every
Californian -- of every American.

If we can create the unity of purpose, and apply the
creativity of thought, that America has used to hurdle évery
other challenge that has stood in its path, there is no telling
what America can accomplish.

We can leave cleaner air and water for our children -- an&
win the economic competition at the same time. We can win the
peace. We can ensure that the 21st century is yet another
American century.

Thank you, God bless you, and God bless the United States of

America.
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“AM-Spotted Owl-fAppeal,33@<¢

“Bush Administration Asks To Resume Logging In Spotted Owl Habitat(
“Ry SCOTT SOMNER=

“Associated FPress Writer=

WASHINGTON (RAF) — The Bush administration, eager to resume
Northwest logging, asked a U.S. appeals court Wednesday to lift a
judge’s ban on timber harvests in national forests with northern
spotted owls.

Acting Assistant Agriculture Secretary John Beuter said the
logging injunction granted last month by U.S. District Judge
William Dwyer of Seattle is wholly unnecessary to save the
threatened owl from extinction.

*‘We have a scientifically credible management strategy in place
that protects the long-term viability of the northern spotted
owl,?? Beuter said in a statement.

The Agriculture Department filed the reguest with the 9th
Circuit Court of Appeals in San Francisco, where last year it lost
a similar dispute over protection Dwyer had ordered for the bird.

The motion seeks to stay Dwyer’s injunction so the Forest
Service could resume plans to log millions of acres of national
forests in Oregon, Washington and northern California.

‘‘We recognize that a stay pending appeal is extraordinary
relief, but this is an extraordinary case,??' Anne Almy, an attorney
for the Justice Department, said in the motion.

Attorneys for the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund said they
thought the ban would be upheld because the threatened bird’s
population is declining rapidly.

S *This is the same court that affirmed Judge Dwyer last year
under very similar circumstances,®’® said Vic Sher, the group’s
managing attorney in Seattle. He said oral arguments on the motion
are scheduled in San Francisco the first week of November.

If the logging ban is lifted, the agency would expect to harvest
between 1.8 billion and 2.3 billion board feet of timber on those
lands next year, Agriculture Department spokesman John Mahoney
said. That's about half the annual average of the 198@s.

Environmentalists and the Bush administration have been in and
out of court most of the two years since the Fish and Wildlife
Service declared the owl a threatened species in June 1994@.

Dwyer earlier cited a " ‘'remarkable series of violations of
environmental laws'? that have pushed the owl closer to the brink
of extinction, including '‘a deliberate and systematic refusal by
the Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service to comply with
the laws protecting wildlife.?? '

'*This is not the doing of the scientists, foresters, rangers
and others at the working levels of these agencies,?’ the judge
wrote., "'It reflects decisions made by higher authorities in the
executive branch of government.??

Dwyer issued the latest injunction in July, based partly on the
Forest Service's failure to consider new evidence that shows the
owl?’s population — estimated at 3,008 pairs - is less than once
feared.

Dwyer also said the agency’s environmental impact statement
failed to take into account the owl protection plan’s impact on 32
other species dependent on old—-growth forests.

He ordered the agency to devise a new plan, but Deputy Forest
Service Chief James Overbay said last month it would take nearly
two years to do so.

Sher said the strategy backed by the Forest Service 1s based on
the expectation new habitat will grow for the owl over the next 122
years. He said many of its proposed habitat conservation areas
contain only a small amount of actual owl habitat.

Barry Folsky, a spokesman for the American Forest Resource
Alliance, praised the administration’s effort to 1ift the ban.

"'*The judge has gone overboard in shutting down timber sales,?’
he said.

AP-TV-08-26-92 1SESEDT (+
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Christina -- '
Re acknowledgements. Grady put in acknowledgements in the
speech, but CA Advance has no acknowledgements worked out yet.

No confirmation on anyone. Haven't heard for sure who's going to
be coming.

™

I'm going to call Hopson back tomorrow and hopefully I'll have

some by then. In the meantimeé -- the ones Grady has in the
speech are not confirmed.
e /




SEP-12-1992 © 12:38 FROM SAN DIEGD STAFF OFC  TO

12624566218
©ows

B e’

- QFFEICE OF
Pmmmmnmxmwmmm

COVER PAGE

ro: CAroL AARHOS
FROM £5 Céerwhv_ gAM DeE

3
TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES: -~ ‘
o | _ (including cover pege} .

DATE:  Afialan
-ﬂM@: VL«BO_?M
NESSAGE

‘>“7M# £&Eﬁ tnd ont & (3

.J(M WHA‘LLIJ __che- "'l-(rv ol E ] LA h

CoRP | .
(3 A)ccf‘> AL gué&:é&?‘/ow! o

o QV(:-EQAH ‘f-pf?_ MaNBQ;,

M&/Z:\J;bdﬁy _ ' B
/ .

. LEASE CALL.
IF You HAVEANY QUESTIGNS OR PROBLEMS WITH THE TRANSMISSION 2

TELEPHONE NUMBER —_—




SEP-12-1992 12:31 FROM SAN DIEGD STAFF OFC  TO 12924566218 P.B2
SEP-12-1982 11:29 FROM  NEWLAND 10 5449876  P.B4
gakqus

yt - G218

Fe

NOTES O RANCHO PENASQUITOS SPEECH

9/12/%2
JIM WHALEN

(I do not mean to be so presumptucus to predict what you want the
President to discuss, but I offer the following as & general
direction, with appropriate facts interspersed.)

-Introduction=
Welcome... €0 th i house of the Rancho de los Peanasguitos, one

Diego County (early 1800’s) :
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Preserve itself is an SRSP LS of the sort of yu&tnEaShip betwaen
m wmealeT L m memea -~ - e o b
the public secter and landowners that the NCCP hopes to foster.

Twelve years age, when the oxiginal 1,800 asres of the Preserve
were dedicated te the City of San Disgo, people didn’'t talk very
much about the importance of retaining large blocks of wildlife
habitat. It may have béen intuitively obvious, but at the time
thers was nowhere naar the eomphasis on scosystom-based planning
that we are sseing today. Nevertheless, the City’s farsighted
agreement with the landowner, NEWLAND, led to the saving of
Penasquitcs Canyon, and has permitted continuous additions of land
ovex the years, so that now the Presexve now has over 2,500 acres
in sixemile length and is the centerpiece of a major wildlife area.

The Natural Communities Conservation Planning program represents
the realization that sometimes adversarial interests can reach a

= e T el T e ne Q. - e L

common goal, once each side acknowledgss the genuins nesds of the
endwle o~ an Plovan crenmmemnde § e onll wmd T AT L Lo haleddmd =mwmad ammeammemd = daona Y comwm e d
Wb L - wWiwWililidTh vaALbiAWil Wi WohillLiLT UCMNLGGOW 4 S llile uev:u.u&unuuu

do not have to be mutually exclusive.

While not without its detractors from the extremes of both sides,
the NOCP is the first program ¢f its kind in the United States
which promises to resolve the stalemate of Bndangered Spacies
protection., ¥Whole ecosystems ©f coastal sage scrub will be
preserved, with wildlife corridors stretching from the Pacific
Ocean to the Cuyumaca (proncunced Koo-yoo-mah=cah) Mountains.

In slightly over a year, landownars and cities in 8an pDiego, Orange
and Riverside have yoluntaxily enrolled hundreds of thousands of
acres of land, promising to delay development f£oxr the duration of
the eighteen-month plemning peried to permit the design begin the
formation of wildlife preserves.

The cooperation and cempromise which inspire the NCCP are the glue
h ok f£icult process togethex, and none of
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the participants will get everything they want. But the success of
the program will be measured Dby the permanent protection of
Southern California‘s unique wildlife, from the mountain lion %o
+he California gnatcatcher. It will allew economic development to
proceed with a certainty thst would have been denied by the listing
of the gnatcatcher and the scores of other sensitive species. .It
will minimize the conixoversy asseciated with development because
oenservationists will be able to know that the coastal sage
ecosystem is protected. -

(Body of speech from Andy MceLeod’s piece (Resources Aéency) drafted
' geveral weeks back, and I believe, already in your hands.)

Remarks on the 300 acres:

\ The so-called Park Trade is a further testament that conservation

| and development intereste can meet in the middle to sexve both

| sides'’ interests. When the voters of +the City of San blego
approved the trade of a parcel of City-owned land, surrounded by
future development and next to a freeway, for 300 acres of prime
wildlife habitat owned by NEWLAND, they wexe confirming, once

1 again, the wisdom of regicnal open spece planning.

|

instead of the piece-meal acquisition of postage stamp-sized open
space, a large block of jand rich with raze plants and animalse
will be added to the Penasquitos Preserve. The developer will also
provide neaxrly two million dollazrs to go towazds enhancing the
Preserve and will get goed land for development in xeturn.
Everybody, congexvationists, the landowner, and general public,
benefits frem this innovative trade. This smart transaction is
exactly the sort of thing the NCCP hopes to fostex. Other
landowners aze engaged in similar eifoxts, guch ag the Irvine
Company’s sale of thousands of acres of land in Laguna Beach to the
people of Laguna Beach.

when the 300 acres of land iz added to the Preserve, a crucial
wildlife corridor to the north will be permanently protected from
development, and another piece in the puzzle will ke placed.
Several pairs of gnatcatchers will keep theix homes.

™mTal P.ES
TOTAL P.B3
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TO:BCB GRADY
FROM: CONGRESSMAN BILL LOWERY

RE:COASTAL SAGE SCRUB MULTISPECIES HABITAT PLANNING INFO
DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 1992

._..-4‘..---------.------------------------------------—————-v———--—

BACKGROUND

*** The California gnatcatcher, whose habitat iE coastal sage
gerub, is a 4-inch long bird noted for its kitten-like mewing

¥¥* The National Resource Defense Fund petitioned the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service tc emergency list the California Gnatcatcher
as an endangered species .

+ On September 17, 199i, the Fish & Wildlife Service proposed
listing the bird as endangered

+ Under the Endangered Species Act final action must be
completed within a year from the date of proposal

*x* San Diego County alone has 100,000 to 120,000 acres of
coastal sage scrub and an additional 250,000 acres exist north of
the county and in Baja, California

+ ©Listing of the bird could prohibit all development in the
habitat in San Diego County

*%* According to a study released by the Building Industry
Association of Southern California, listing the bird as
endangered would resgult in:

B

the loss of as many as 212,000 jcbs

and more than $20 billi

*x%x California Fish & Game Commission denied petition of
endangered status for gnatcatcher on Aug. 30, 1991, because of
ongoing efforts by the state and property owners to protect the
bird's habitat

FEDERAL AND STATE EFFORTS

*%x* Lowery requested $600,000 (which was approved) in the.
Interior Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1992 for the USF&W's
Laguna Niguel field office to evaluate and process plans for
multi-species habitat conservation plans being developed for
cocastal sage scrub areas of Southern California

+ For 1953, Lowery won approval of $400,000 for San Diego and
$200,000 for Riverside County for coastal gage scrub
habitat conservation plans in the House-passed Interior
Appropriations Bill for figcal year 1993

¢
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Memo to Bob Grady
September 10, 1982
Page 2

*+* The State of California has developed the Natural
Communitiee Conservation Program (NCCP) which seeks to bring
together a coalition of public and private land owners in order
to develop a regionwide plan to protect coastal sage scrub
habitat (Further information on NCCP attached)

GENERAL TALKING POINTS

**¥%* To prevent people from running roughshod over their '
environment, Congress enacted legislation in the 1970's to

protect endangered species. The Endangered Species Act (ESA) is

as important and vital today as it was then.

+ However, no law exists in a vacuum.

*kE Theoretically, laws exist to provide structure to the
relatlonshlps between people and between people and their
environment, granting both parties certain rlghts and
protections.

*¥+ The Endangered Species Act provides that if a proposed
project is likely to jeopardize an endangered species or its
habitat, the applicants for the project must consult with the
U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service in order to minimize the project's
impact on the species.

+ Unfortunately, this consultation process only takes into
account the rights of the species, not of the people
proposing the project.

*** The need to balance environmental conservation and
development in Southern California has become abundantly clear
over the last decade.

*%x  The dedication and work by local municipalities and property

owners in addresgsing the need to preserve the Gnatcatcher habitat
has been unprecedented and impressive,

*%% T have supported efforts in the past to develop and
lmplement habitat conservation plans for spec¢ific species which
have been listed as endangered --- with the success of these

projects I applaud recent efforts to develop a multiple gpecies
congervation plan for Southern California,

For further information contact Jean Gingras with Congressman
Lowery at 225-3201.
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PROBLEM: L.A.'S POLLUTED AIR

On most days, the people of Los Angeles breathe the dirtiest air
of any community in America. As the city’s battle with smog enters its
fifth decade, increasing attention has focused on mobile sources of
pollution — automobiles, trucks, and buses — as key contributors to
the region’s air quality problem.

Mobile sources account for about 60 percent of all ozone-
precursor emissions (hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides) in the Los
Angeles Basin. Petroleum refineries and electric power plants account
for about 5 percent. Other sources (some of which have yet to be
regulated) such as dry cleaners, bakeries, and even private homes
make up the difference (Figure 1). |

Regulatory agencies and private industry have made. excellent
progress over the ycars’in reducing emissions from large stationary
sources. Progress has also been made on mobile sources. In fact, there
have been no Stage III smog alerts in the Los Angeles Basin for 20
years, and no Stage II alerts for 6 years. Nonetheless, much more can
still be done. While tcchnolo'lgy has sharply reduced cmis;ions from
* the tail pipes of late-model automobiles and trucks, nearly 400,000
pre-1971 vehicles — all of which have little or no pollution control
equipment —continue to operate or; Southern California’s streets
and frcc{a'ays. \

Mile for mile, these old cars are the worst polluters on the road.
Although pre-1971 vehicles are a scﬁous source of air pollution —
accounting for about 15 percent of all emissions from mobile sources
in the L.A. Basin — little has been done about them. Retrofittung
these old cars with up-to-date pollution control systems would cost

more than many of them are worth. .

UNOCAL’'S ANSWER ‘
In mid-1990, Unocal proposed a new approach to the problem.
The company announced a demonstration program to eliminate

several thousand of these vehicles through a voluntary purchase plan

in which Unocal would pay $700 for each car, then turn it over to a

Fiﬂrzl
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Unocal’s innovative SCRAP

program was launched on

June 1, 1990.
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scrap yard to be crushed and recycled.

The benefits of the program would be quick and cost effective —
a relatively simple but highly efficient method to improve air quality in
a hurry. If successfu, it could also encourage other companies to develop
their own innovative approaches to improving environmental quality.

Unocal’s South Coast Recycled Auto Project — SCRAP, for short

— sﬁncd with a budget of $5 million, enough to purchase and scrap
7.000 cars. The company estimated that taking this many pre-1971
vehicles out of circulation would cut LA.’s air pollution by about

6 million pounds in the first year alone. sCRAP actually did a lot better
than that. Fér one thing, other people soon joined the effort — more
than 100 individuals, plus major firms like Ford Motor Company and
Cypress Semiconductor, and regulatory agencies like the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (scaQmp). All contributed additional
money for the program, raising the fund to nearly $6 million. Another
1,400 cars could be retired, cutting air pollution that much more.

But the biggest surprise was the final tally on exhaust emissions
actually eliminated. Unocal tested the tail pipe emissions of every old
car purchased for SCRaP. Early results suggested that these vehicles
were far dirtier than air quality models had predicted. As a result,
Unocal arranged to have rigorous emissions tests performed on 74
cars selected at random from the SCRAP vehicles. The results were eye-
opening: On a per-mile basis, the average hydrocarbon (HC) emissions
of the sample group were triple our expectations, and carbon monoxide
(CO) was double (Figure 2). Only in emissions of nitrogen oxides
(NOx) did cars in the sample group prove “cleaner” than expected,
although they were still 11 times dirtier than a 1990 vehicle.

Unocal’s SCRAP program actually removed nearly 13 million
pounds of pollutants from Southern California’s air, or twice as much
as projected when the program was iauncﬁcd. From an emissions

standpoint, this was the equivalent of removing about 150,000 brand-

new cars from the roads. —
We also learned that SCRAP vehicles were driven on average 5,500

miles per year or about 90 percent as far as average old cars. Thus,




SCRAP vehicles were driven somewhat less than average but emitted far
more pollution than expected.

These pre-1971 cars were among the least energy-efficient vehicles
on the road, averaging 12 miles per gallon in city driving, about half
the fuel economy of 1990 cars. In fact, had the sCrAP vehicles been sold
as 1990 model-year cars, they would have been subject to an average

“Gas Guzzler Tax” of $2,500 each!

MAKING IT WORK

On the face of it, buying and destroying 8,400 old cars in a com-
munity with nearly 6 million vehicles doesn’t seem all that difficult.
But sCRAP planners had to deal with several pressing issues before the
program could begin.

First of all, what would the owners of such cars do for trans-
portation once their vehicles were scrapped? Would $700 be enough
to buy a replacement car? Unocal surveyed the used car market in
Southern California and learned that, indeed, many post-1975 cars
were priced below $700. What’s more, these autos were cquipi)cd with
smog controls, so that rcblaccmcm traxisportation would be not only
affordable, but cleaner as well.

Second, Unocal wanted to be sure the cars purchased for SCRAP
were in running condition and registered in the Los Angeles Basin
for at least six months. In short, SCRAP vehicles had to be part of L.A.’s
air quality problem, not someplace else’s.

Finally, Unocal had to find a way to speed up the administrative
process of scrapping the vehicles. Ordinarily, it takes five to ten days
for a scrap yard to complete the paperwork before a car can be legally
crushed and shredded in Southern California. With 100 to 150 cars
going through the SCRAP program each day, such delays would have
required a huge parking area in which to hold the vehicles while they
'werc being processed. -

Recognizing the potential value of the SCRAP program, the Depart-

ment of Motor Vehicles assigned special personnel to the project. These

individuals handled the paperwork right at Hugo Neu-Proler’s Down-
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town Los Angeles Metal Center, where the cars were crushed, cutting

<, '
processing time down from several days to a few minutes.

SCRAP TAKES OFF

With these questions resolved, the program was announced in
late April of 1990, and Unocal began taking phone calls on May 2.
The response was immediate. More than 3,000 calls were received the
first day, and within two days 1,500 old cars were registered in the
program. Eventually, appointments were made to scrap nearly 8,400
vehicles, and at times the waiting list grew to 2,000.

Unocal made it as easy as possible for qualified car owners to
turn in their vehicles. Each caller was given a date and time to bring
in the car. Checks to the sellers were then pre-printed. If the cars
were delivered as promised, and the other conditions were met, the
$700 checks were handed over at once. The company made a special
effort to avoid scrapping classic cars and other valuable vehicles.

A few owners found it difficult parting with cars that had been

with them for decades. Others pocketed their checks and walked away
smiling. Some changed their minds and failed to keep their appoint-

v
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ments at the scrap yard.

MEASURING THE RESULTS

i . Url\lo;ai Corp. said Thursday ¥
it will buy and scrap 7.000 pre- ¥ i il bi 1ssl

] 1971 cas from Los Anguies Just how dirty were the tail pipe emissions of the 8,376 cars that

arca drivers as one of several

cavironmental initiatives 10 re- @t

duce smog and get older cars of T feeomm’.

the streets. P

_The Los Angeles-based oil B
s rrmpany 2 ~raid ifafE

t went through SCrRAP? As Unocal launched the program, it was known

that pre-1971 cars contribute a disproportionate share of air pollution

to the L.A. Basin (Figure 3). California Air Resources Board (CARB)

Top: All cars were numbered in . dara led the company to expect the typical pre-1971 car to pollute 15
sequence as they were received; : Figure 3
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| g Richard ] Sugimeier Q. Fiir e ROELE T s e
Unocal chairman, president and ' PRE 71 ALL CARS % OF TOTAL
{ CEO. is a londi ) Number Cars, 1000s 380 6,000
is @ leading proponent o
’ g proponent of . - [ Number Miles, Millions 2,280 73,278
cost-effective, market-based solu- f HC, Tons Per Day 57 266 22
tions to environmental problems. CO, Tons Per Day 345 2,275 15
NOx, Tons Per Day 30 234 13 -
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Top and bottos: SCRAP cars enter
the crusher at the Hugo Neu-
Proler Company’s metal center

near downtown: Los Angeles.

to 30 times more per mile than new vehicles, but nobody was sure
how dirty the old cars actually were.

Unocal set out to measure the exhaust emissions at idle for every
vehicle purchased. It soon became clear that these cars polluted far
more tizan the average car. In fact, about 20 percent of the vehicles
“pegged” (exceeded the measuring capabilitics of) the BAR-90 Smog
Check machines at 2,000-plus parts per million of hydrocarbon.

Unocal decided to get more definitive data by subjecting a ran-
dom sample of the cars to the far more sophisticated and rigorous
Federal Test Procedure. This test measures emissions under varying
speed and load conditions and is the same test used to certify new cars.
CARB, an active supporter of this decision, tested 43 cars, while Unocal

N

arranged for 31 to be tested at an independent lab.
Working together, caRB and Unocal have probably amaschl the

world’s best data base on the emission characteristics of old cars. The

results showed that the pre-’71 cars were two to three times as dirty as

expected — in some categories more than 90 times dirticr per mile than

a new vehicle.

SCRAP IN HIGH GEAR

By almost any measure, SCRAP was highly successful. It drew
praise from such long-term advocates of clean air as Norton
Younglove, chairman of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, who said, “Unocal’s contribution not only meets the
challenge, but also illustrates the commitment and leadership we
must all exert to make clean air a reality in Southern California.”

Hundreds of individuals wrote or called Unocal in support of
the program. Many backed up their praise v_vith financial contribu-
tions. The CeoO of Cypress Semiconductor, based in San Jose, sent
in the first check for $700 with the comment, “Buy and bury one
for us, t00.” Ford Motor Company contributed enough money to
scrap an additional 1,000 cars, the scAQMD donated $100,000,
and the Southern California Ford and Lincoln-Mercury Dealers
Association, another $63,000.




Others provided incentives of their own. First Interstate Bank
set up a spedal loan program for SCRAP participants, offering lower
interest rates and longer repayment terms on some new and used
vehicles. Ford offered participants special rebates on new cars.

Government agencies also caught the spirit by cutting red tape
and préviding personnel and equipment for clearing auto registrations
and conducting smog tests. The California Air Resources Board
laboratory tested emissions from SCRAP vehicles, the Bureau of
Automotive Repair researched odometer readings, and the Department

of Motor Vehicles provided on-site personnel and computers.

THE IMPLICATIONS OF SCRAP

The success of SCRAP brought renewed attention to innovative
approaches 1o environmental problems. In particular, it highlighted
the opportunity for regulators to create conditions that would make
programs like SCRAP economically feasible for many companies in the
Los Angeles Basin. Th—c device that could make this work is called an |
“offset,” and regulators began viewing it with renewed interest in the
wake of SCRAP’s results.

Offsets are credits that companies could receive for cleaning up
air pollution from mobile sources — air pollution caused by some
other organization or individual. These c:rcdits could temporarily
offset the same amount of the company’s own pollution “debt” (i.e.,
emissions from its own stationary sources).

Offsets would not necessarily cancel a company’s pollution debt;
they might simply defer it, providing time to explore more cost-effec-
tive technologies and systems for cleaning up the air.

Through a program of innovative offsets supplementing the
existing regularory framework, companit%s and public agencies could
‘ be encouraged to focus their efforts on tihc most cost-effective and
immediate environmental programs. Pro:pcrly used, offsets could
accelerate the cleanup process, get the cﬁsicst (and often worst) causes
of smog cleaned up first, and save money for the consumer, who

ultimately pays the cost of pollution abatement and control.

T

S ETCA

Each year for the first three
years the total emissions
eliminated by crushing the
8,376 cars in SCRAP equal...

[ =2 the total emissions
=" of 150,000 brand
new cars

the total emis-
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based paint
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the refineries and
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Unocal Chairman Richard T
Stegemeier describes the SCRAP
program at the kickoff press

conference.
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SCRAP: TEST RESULTS IN DETAIL

Unocal’s SCRAP bro'gram removed 8,376 pre-1971 vehicles from
Los Angeles area roads between June 1 and September 29, 1991. As a
result, 12.8 million pounds of potental air bolhm'on (hydrocarbons,
carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxides) .wcrc removed from LA ’s air
each year. A

Most of the vehicles scrapped were large American cars: 60 -
percent had eight-cylinder engines and 24 percent had six-cylinder
engines. The balance were smaller fércign cars (Figu;e 4). Eleven
percent of the vehicles were trucks and vans. .

The Federal Test Procedure. Unocal, working closely with the

California Air Resources Bo:;.rd, selected 74 of the SCRAP cars for in-
tensive emissions tcsﬁng. Forty-three vehicles were tested at CARB
facilities, and 31 were tested at an independent laboratory. Each car
was put on a chassis dynamometer and run through the standard
Federal Test Procedure (FTP).

The FIP is the same test procedure used with new cars to de-
monstraze that they meet mandated emissions levels. The procedure
involves a series of driving cycles performed on a chassis dypamometer,
which allows a vehicle to be tested at speed and under l&ad conditions.

The first and third cycles are identical, except that the first cycle
begins with a cold start. Simulated speeds range up to 60 miles per
hour. The second c;'clc is a low-speed test involving simulated “stop °
and go™ dity driving. -

In relatvely new cars, most of the emissions are collected in the

cold start phase before the catalyst warms up to operating temperature. -

The scrar vehicles, however, produced substantial emissions under
virtually all driving conditions.
The F1P test results for all 74 cars are summarized in Figure 5 on

page 10. These findings were then compared with projected emissions

based on the Motor Vehicle Emissions Factor (EMFAC 7D) modeling

Bpard
VEHICLES
SCRAPPED

60% EXGHT-
CYLINDER
ENGINES

24% SIX-
CYLINDER
ENGINES

16% FOUR-
CYLINDER
ENGINES

Opposite: The crusher goes to
work on an old car.
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Figure 5
ETP CVS-75 TEST RESULYS — 74 CARS
GRAMS / MILE m,_;_sa;;
HC TO NOX PM-10° GALLON

67 MERCURY COUGAR 17.5 16.6 3.28 13.4
*70 CHRYSLER IMPERIAL 6.7 129.4 177 89
*68 BUICK SKYLARK 14.6 87.2 1.13 128
'69 MERCURY COUGAR 15.0 250.2 0.57 10.1
'66 FORD GALAXY 6.7 123.7 2.04 122
*70 CHEVROLET NOVA 2.0 22.2 2.76 15.2
*69 CHEVROLET MALIBU 8.6 118.0 2.35 8.5
%67 CHEVROLET CHEVELLE 4.3 524 3.91 0.26 11.7
'67 AMC RAMBLER 9.6 151.0 1.26 0.20 14.1
'64 PLYMOUTH FURY 51.3 90.6 3.59 16.76 10.4
*70 FORD WAGON 49 63.7 4.26 0.29 10.0
'67 PONTIAC TEMPEST 31.4 62.4 5.5] 0.44 12.7
*65 DODGE POLARA 27.5 68.5 4.05 0.20 10.5
*66 FORD RANCHERO 83 67.3 1.47 0.69 14.0
'68 DODGE DART 3.2 66.7 4.19 16.6
*67 CHRYSLER NEWPORT 18.1 163.4 2.63 9.8
'65 PONTIAC TEMPEST 7.5 111.7 2.97 13.2
'69 BUICK ELECTRA 2.8 46.1 3.81 10.9
'70 FORD MAVERICK 5.3 1254 0.99 154
'68 TOYOTA CORONA 3.8 784 3.56 18.2
*70 PONTIAC LEMANS 874 126.8 4.35 72
*70 FORD CORTINA 10.8 163.7 0.45 14.7
’68 FORD FALCON 4.6 50.6 5.72 0.22 14.0
*70 BUICK ELECTRA 6.4 104.1 2.82 0.12 9.7
*68 MERCURY MONTEREY 5.1 54.3 2.98 0.18 9.6
*65 CHRYSLER NEW YORKER 8.1 132.8 0.89 0.20 10.6
°64 BUICK SKYLARK 31.2 56.9 3.03 0.61 13.1
*66 CADILLAC DEVILLE 2.2 26.0 3.41 3.45 92
*70 FORD MAVERICK 2.1 12.0 3.27 0.14 152
*70 CADILLAC DEVILLE 39.4 135.3 0.93 0.10 8.4
*69 BUICK WILDCAT 3.9 529 4.01 10.0
*69 DODGE CORONET 5.5 70.3 3.34 142
'70 PLYMOUTH FURY 10.6 149.7 2.29 9.8
'64 PLYMOUTH VALIANT 66.9 76.3 3.59 129
169 VOLKSWAGEN BEETLE 3.8 41.6 1.04 210
'67 VOLKSWAGEN BEETLE 7.1 71.7 1.16 222
*70 BUICK LESABRE 13.3 1264 1.60 0.81 10.8
*66 BUICK SKYLARK 39.8 128.5 1.36 0.50 94
71 FORD LTD WAGON 6.0 48.0 6.62 0.37 10.5
*65 OLDSMOBILE F-85 8.6 117.5 1.92 0.43 105
*69 CADILLAC DEVILLE 37 34.6 3.19 0.97 8.3
’70 VOLVO 51.5 1015 145 -0.65 10.8
*70 FORD LTD 284 22.0 3.96 7.74 9.0
*69 DODGE DART 3.7 439 7.34 0.45 16.1
*67 FORD MUSTANG 5.1 574 1.87 18.3
*68 MERCURY MONTEGO 4.4 79.2 1.72 12.5
*70 CHEVROLET NOVA 4.3 58.4 2.15 16.0
*68 FORD FALCON 11.1 77.0 2.72 149
'68 BUICK SPECIAL 65.5 88.4 4.87 104
70 CHRYSLER IMPERIAL 6.0 144.1 1.58 9.9
°67 TOYOTA CORONA 3.8 245 2.56 20.8
*70 FORD MAVERICK 4.8 112.6 1.28 0.59 16.2
'70 DODGE DART 51.6 169.2 0.86 0.95 114
*70 TOYOTA CORONA 16.8 76.6 2.39 0.28 16.4
*69 CHEVROLET IMPALA 49.7 67.4 2.87 1.01 10.9
*65 CHEVROLET VAN 171 79.3 5.49 4.37 11.8
*67 BUICK SPECIAL 20.7 2105 0.29 2.86 9.1
*63 DODGE DART 5.8 772 5.72 0.57 - 13.1
*69 CHEVROLET IMPALA 149 829 2.51 0.47 9.6
'68 AMC RAMBLER 3.8 45.6 3.16 17.4
*66 FORD FAIRLANE 80.7 1235 1.32 9.2
'70 TOYOTA CORONA 3.6 4.0 4.25 22.0
*70 FORD MUSTANG 9.5 80.4 2.34 16.6
*68 CHEVROLET IMPALA 37.3 110.6 5.81 10.0
*70 LINCOLN CONTINENTAL 5.1 154 6.64 119
*67 DODGE DART 8.6 160.7 0.85 14.3
*62 PONTIAC TEMPEST 5.0 62.6 3.88 16.9
’70 FORD LTD 13.7 72.7 7.06 10.8
°70 FORD MAVERICK 3.1 222 3.39 133
'70 CHEVROLET IMPALA 32.2 719 3.72 11.6
'70 BUICK SKYLARK 2.4 20.8 2.52 11.5
’68 VOLVO WAGON 4.4 32.8 3.07 18.3
*70 TOYOTA COROLLA 114 87.1 0.82 22.1
65 FORD 35 41.3 4.73 14.8
AVERAGE 16.3 84.3 296 1.51 12.1

*Only 31 vehicics were tested for particulate emissions.




program used by CARB, as shown in Figure 6.
Hydrocarbon emissions from the SCRAP vehicles were 99 tdmes
greater than from a 1990 car. That is nearly three times what had been

expected: 24.8 grams per mile (actual) versus 8.3 grams per mile

(projected) for the typical pre-1971 car.

The F1P results for SCRAP vehicles actually understate the true
emission levels. First, they include tail pipe emissions only. Typically,
evaporative emissions would add another 4 to 5 gramé of hydrocarbon

: enﬁséions per mile, _whilc running losses would add e{nothcr lto2
grams per mile. That is why the FTP results were adjusted in Figure 6

" (using EMFAC model methodology) to reflect total “in use™emissions.
As a result, total hydrocarbon emissions from SCRAP vehicles were nearly
100 times greater than HC emissions from a brand-new car. Carbon
monoxide emissions were more than 50 times greater.

Individual test results varied widely. The worst 10 percent of the
car§ contributed 40 pcréent of the HC emissions (Figu}e 7), about 20
percent of the CO emissions (Figure 8), and 20 pcrccn-t of the NOx
emissions ( Figure 9). . -

The FTP results may be conservative because the cars-s-clccted for
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Fgure 11 N
) HOUSEHOLD
‘ INCOME
DISTRIBUTION

; : i 34% REFUSED
TO ANSWER

2% $20,000 OR LESS

22% $20.000 to $40,000

19% over $40,000

 ——— e

Figurr 12 )
TRANSPORTATION

ARRANGEMENTS
AFTER SCRAP

f

} I ' | 46% BOUGHT

a ANOTHER VEHICLE
! | |+42%DRIVING

] { ANOTHER VEHICLE
|

!

4% GETTING RIDES

4% USING PUBLIC
| TRANSPORTATION

4%¢ DON'T DRIVE
OR DONT KXNOW

12

testing were somewhat cleaner than the average SCRAP vehicle at idle,

as shown in Figurz 10 on page 11. In addition, 65 percent of the cars
examined for FTP testing were rejected because of leaky exhaust sys-

tems, excessive smoke, or other problems.

THE FOLLOW-UP SURVEY

To discover more about the impact of scrAP, Unocal asked
Fairbank, Bregman & Maullin, Inc. (FB&M) — an independent public
opinion research company — to contact a sample group of SCRAP par-
ticipants after the program was over. In January 1991, FB&M conducted
telephone interviews with moré than 800 individuals.

The demographics of the SCRAP participants generally reflected
the .population of the South Coast Air Basin. However, SCRAP partici-
pants were on average somewhat older, much more likely to be male,
and reported 15 percent less household income (Figure 11). Of sCraP
participants interviewed, nearly half were employed full time, 24 per-
cent were retired, 10 percent were employed part time, 8 percent were

unemployed, and the rest were homemakers or students, or they

refused to answer the question. Sixty-two percent identified themselves

as white, 25 percent as Hispanic or Latino, and 8 percent as black.
Eighty-ecight pcrceﬁt of respondents indicated that they were
using their old cars before putting them into the SCRAP project. Half
the respondents were driving their cars evc‘ry day, and 29 percent
were driving their cars at least a few times per week. Sixty-five percent
used their cars primarily to conﬁnutc to work, and the rest either to
run cmnd; or gb to schobl.
| Forty-six percent of the principal drivers of the cars sold to scraP .
bought another vehicle, 42 percent were using another car, 4 percent
were getting rides, and 4 percent were using public transportation
(Figure 12). Of those driving replacement vehicles, more than 80 per-
cent were behind the wheel of a newer (1975 or later), less polluting

car. The net result: Cleaner air for Los Angeles.
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Unocal Corporation
1201 West 5th Street, P O. Box 7600
Los Angeles, California 80051

UNOCAL®

August 19, 1991

Richard J.Stegemsler
Chairman. President and

Chief Executwe Officer Mr. Richard G. Darman

Director

Office of Management and Budget

014 Executive Office Building

17th Street & Pennsylvania Ave., N.W,
. Washington, DC 20503

Dear Mr. Darman:

Enclosed is a brochure, which explains Unocal's South Coast Auto
Recycled Project (SCRAP). The program, which demonstrated an
innovative and relatively inexpensive way to quickly and
effectively reduce air pollution and conserve fuel, was immediately
recognized as a success. The California South Coast Air Quality
Management District contributed funds to expand the program and
included concepts from the program in its 1991 Air Quality
Management Plan. Also, Ford Motor Company, Cypress Semiconductor
and other companies made contributions that expanded the program.

Under SCRAP, Unocal purchased over 8,000 pre-1971 automobiles and
| = scrapped themn. Tests on these cars indicated that hydrocarbon
| emissions were 99 times greater per mile than from a 1990 vehicle.
In fact, one car emitted such a volume of hydrocarbons, a new car
could run on the amount of unburned gasoline contained in the
| exhaust. Furthermore, the cars only averaged 12 miles per gallon
| in city driving, about half the mileage of a 1990 car. The air
| quality improvements and fuel savings were not only substantial but

immediate.

| I think you will find the information interesting and helpful in
| considering ways to improve air quality. If you have any questions

or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact
| our Washington, D.C. office at (202) 659-7600. Tom Hairston, our
| local vice president, or any of his staff will be pleased to assist
you.

cerely,

Enclosure




Option: A.ccelerated Scrappage of Older Cars

Discussion: ' Older vehicles have lower fuel economy and hiéhér
emissions than new cars. Efficient operation of the market is
hampered by: oL

tough emission standards for new vehicles and ineffective
emission standards for old vehicles; and

externalities associated with petroleum consumnption.

Government purchase angd Scrappage of these cars would decrezse oil
use and emissions. Unocal, Foxd, and others have implemented a
pilot program in L.A. Program involves purchase and immediate
scrappage of designated model year vehicles that are currently
registered and operated.
PROS: Would reduce HC emission by 200 - 300 thousand tons; 1.8 -

2.3 million tons NOx; 80 thousand tons of CO and 4.8 -

6.9 tons of COs. The value of these reductions

(excluding €O=) is %$0.9 billion - $1.2 billion.

Would reduce oil use by 10 mb/d - 15 mb/d between 1990 and
1994, i

Relies on market mechanisms.
Slight increase to automobile sales.

Program estimated to be cost effective at today's gasoline
prices. .

CONS: Estimated program cost = $1.5 billion - $2.5 billion,

Requives effective administration at State and local
govexrnments to be effective and fxree of abuse.

ACTION REQUIRED AND BY WHOM: Various options exist to implement
this program. Legislation Providing Federal funds for a nationwide
program could be established under DOE, EPA, or DOT authority.
Alternatively, EPE could encourage programs in nonattainment axreas
through State implementation plans. Federal matching funds could -
also be provided. Lastly, Federal leadership could encourage
private, State and local efforts as are occuxring in L.R, QCreatest
benefits would result from & Federal funded national pProgram. Most
cost effective approach may be to Trely on private efforts. .

\
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b.Shc‘otprmMnﬂﬁmunmped.;uducdbedhmz
e Duatico of program: One year.

&, Vehicls miles removed: Based on the MOBILE4 mods! sstimale of vehide miles travelled by the average -
vehicle in each model yeer, times the remaiuing Tife of the average sorapped r.

e, Remaining vehicle Efe: Throe years. This m‘bﬁissuppottedbybothvnocarsafﬁmn.andm
etimate. from the Department of Ensrgy’s Office of Transportation Systems:

f.GuoIincpdae:ﬁ:tupomedfwmtheNESrefenneccasepﬁmetIQNudms:z

1991 : $1.00/gal - §.738
1992 102 70
- 1993 104 25

Gasoline velues are used only to calculste a cost-¢ffectiveness figore for reductions, They are
not nesessary for analyzing the main point of the program in the context of the NES, which is fuel
conservation. Tke gesoline consumption reduction cost-sffectivencss Sgures in Tebles 1 and 3 can be
compared to any gasoline price oae chooses, ,

§- Value of removed emissions: The following cost values, from an analysis of the CAA amendment tailpipe
standards done by EPA's Office of Mobile Sourges, serve as a proxy for emissions reductions
benefits: FIC, $3,050/ton; and NO,, $2,750/ton.? The avoided-cost €O value of $300/ton has been
used in past EPA analyses, but Is nol besed un e latest CAA amcadments. SO a2d PM;,
reductions are ot valued. As they are based on CAA emendment provisions, these figares apply to
the entire United States, and are thes conservative when used {0 analyze a program for non-
aitainment areas only.

" k. Discotnt rate: Al dollay bensfits ere discounted at 10% per year.

N

i Scrappege rate in absence of program: 30%.

Icommunication with M. D, Rizhle, Unocal Policy menager, and ealculations by Philip Patterson, DOE
OTS. Both indicated that the average removed car conld be expected to be on the road for longer than three
years, bat given some. uncestainty, this analysts uses three years, .

NES EIA Reference Case, Table 32,

3'l'ax&saaratc::.alol'fel.ie:mlxmdvsﬁ‘.ate1.=::t:’seta:m:sasl't:;reca,stI:»:y'DRI.Dczves:w{:inc!uc!e:thela.tést
30.12/ga! tex kike proposal.

4These are the lowes values implied by the less stringent Honss CAA smendmeats.
2
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€ Results p

43 Foel sxved

ASlter stbtracting the 3095 of cars that Tikely wonld have been scrapped without the program, case one saves
7 willin gulhaus 8 gaselizs sver theos Yoo, un marage of 637,001 gallnns /dey Case hin sawns 485
miltion gallons, an average of 443,000 gellons/day. These savings do not continye into the fiture, mnless the
programismformareﬂzanmeyw.Hmvu,hs:ﬁediécnass'dwwv&:huchmmm,asﬁa
feast efficient cars arv removed in the Grat yeaz.

I

&2 Valne of fuel saved
Case oo 5467 million -
Case two: $328 million

The.s:cuﬁryvalncofth:mdncﬁun.anh:NBSvalnsofW/bureh ‘

Case one: $1,351,000
Case two:; § 940,000

The sacurity valoe was aot giscounted,

: nsé:savin‘sswmce:thefoncwhgeostm

Table 1: Gasoline costs, before crediting

Costpercan  $I50 $1050
Case ope : $2.15 /gl 53.01/g2l
- Case two . $3.09 $433
43 Emissions reductions

A scrappage program reducss criteriz air pollution in two ways:

2 By removing older cars from the road, which may heve been built before the advent of emissions contro]

segulations, and whick Ikely also have significantly deteriorated emissions control systems. .
b. By reducing fuel consuwption. |
The reduced foel consumption also reducss CO, emissioas.
The program will reduce auto emissions by the following amounts over three years:
Tadle 2 Crlwria emissions reductions
HC Ne: €0 c02

Case one " 318000 toas 2,350,000 toms 85000 tons  &R67,000 tems
Case two 216000 1,793,000 81,000 4,779,000
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44 Valoz of cmissions reductions
Total criteria alr pollotion valuse

Case cox $1,216,950,000
~ Cass e $ 506,364,000

A&uazﬂiﬁng&epmgramw#huiteﬁaﬁrponmnredmﬁon;psdhemdncﬁmmm&nw -
Table 3 Gasoliné costs, afier crediting CO, HG, and NO, reductlans

Costperean: S0 $100

Caseone ~ $0.41/gel $127/gn1
ol , With security benefit 040 - $1.27
Cat t0 S\ .46
. , With security benefit , _ $1.22 $2.46

Crediting the program with all benefits (criteria &ir poliution reductions, &8 gbove, and resoorce cost
of gascEine savings), gives the following costs for carbon reductions: - : "

: - Table 4: CO, costs, after crediing oll benefits
. . Costpercan  $230 $1080
Case e . Savings . $61/ten .
. , With security benefit - Savings - $8
Cese o ’ $ 56/ton sig2
. , with securiry benefit $5% - $182

. GasoBize price would heve to fall by almost half for the casc ane, $750/car CO4 eosts to become greater
then O : _ . .

AN
‘

4.5 BSects on mow car sales

It the miles added to 1990-cars a1l go into new cars at 13,000 miles per car, the yearly VMT for new cars,
case one causes 22,300 naw car purchases, and cese two, 27,700 purchases. More conservatively, if the miles
"added to 1990 cars go into new.cars at 100,000 miles/ces, the average Lfetime mileage, case one causes the
purckase of 2,900 new <ars, andeasem,?:,GOO.Inch.’uucese,:Eedsonthcmwmarkaandthe '
econcemy as & whole are small '
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

NATURAL RESOURCES DIVISION

FAX COVER SHEET
| FAX NUMBER: 395-1067

CONFIRMATION
NUMBER! 395-4586
Sept. 8, 1992
DATE: .
Paul Gilman, Program Associate Director
TO!
Ron Tandls, Aest. Div. Chief, Natural Resources DiV.
FROM: ' '
/
Number of pages belng transmitted
7
(including cover sheet)
Attached are NRD’s comments on the En m
COMMENTS: __ '

Record Fact Sheet in response to the requast of the

Director’s Office Support CGroup on 9-4-92.
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‘ ' . PUBGDAY, CEPTENBIR 8
Date/Time Recelved: RESPONEE DUE:

9/4/92 3115 BN © 9130 AN,

Response dus to Director's Office support Group, Rock 254, Ext. 3060,
Plense respond to gvery stafiing request, even if you have no commant.

Distribution Within OMB

actiaon b
Director X_ X Howard, R. —
Daputy Dirsctor ___ R legis., Affalrs __
__ % Dep. Dir./Hgmt. __, ¥acRae, 7.
, ¥artin, B. .
Al=Samarrie, A. ___ ‘
] xn'ur' ‘. =
__X____ Anderson, B, ___
——  Hurr, J. i
Buyman, A. —_— ~
: Rockefeller, N. _X_
Dale, E. —
e Boully, T. ———
. Damus, Re
Gther
Gan. Mgmt., Biv. ___ ( ,
__ X eilman, P. ___ | ' )

R Grady, R. ____
Hale, J, c—

Cozments:
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

pATE;  08/083/92 ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY: _ 10100 a.m. 09/08

eusygcT: THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION AND THE ENVIRONMENT

VICE PRESIDENT ‘MCBRIDE

BAKER MOCRE
MULLINS

PETERSMEYER

B8COWCROFT

DARPAAQ,.;.@%

BATES PORTER
PROVOST
ROBS
SMITH

TUTWILER

BRADY
BROMLEY
GALIO
DEMAREST
FITZWATER
GRAY

ZOELLICK
CURTIS

ROLIDAY

DF]DQDDD‘DI‘.]D\‘

DD‘D‘DDDDDDDDQ?

0 ‘Q D‘l‘q\‘ﬂ D‘Lflilj 0

HORNER

'D. O m(r:i D‘D \m ‘\ﬁ g

G e ey P ,7 L

L ST

REMARKS: 7 _ :
Plaase providae angocmantl diractly to Dale Curtis, Rm. 154, x5750,

no later than 10:00 a.m. on Tuesday, 09/08, with a copy to this
office., Thanks. :

o ——— T R T

RESPONSE:

M A Y T S N A IR TS

PHILLIP D, BRADY
Asslatant to the Pragident
~ and 3taff Gocretary -
. Ext, 2702
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EXECUTIVE OFFIGE O THE PREGIDENT
COUNSL BN ENVIRGNMENTAL QUALITY
WARNATON, DG, 10838 'éh&s,
J 25, ,
| ; -
Misnaei R Selsrd 9:nmauauo
Charman

scptcébcr ), 1992
HENORANDUN TO PHIL BRADY

FRON:  MICHAEL DELAND /97&@-1:1&" kLD,

RE: BUSH ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD FACT SHEET

Attached im a very concise, updated auﬁnlry ef the President's
anvirennantal reécord, plus initlatives that havs baen gut,
delaysd or rajected by the Congraes. \

As you knew, CEQ praparss and distridutes this nmaterial on a
gegulayr basis $o Administration officials and tha public. Thase
facts and figurea have been closely checked for acsuragy by my
atafs and are are drawn from praviously ¢Clearsd documents:
ireluding the Sequoia fact sheet, UNCED statamentd and fact
shests, the President'!s Earth Day ctatsmsnt, the FiS) budget
nessags, and the CEIQ annual rapert. | '

1td puggest that this be clrculated for clearance as scon as
ceuible 80 that we are «ll prapared to support continuing forays
y the Presidant, Vice President, and suzxzogetes on this subject.

Cozrents may be dirscted to Dale Curtis on %8780, Roos 134, vhe
will prepars the fact shest in final form for your sign-off,

Thank you.

Astachment -
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The Bush Administration has aagtndud snvironmantal protestion
both dodestically and internationslly. Highlights of that rescerd
illustrate an innevative, wide-ranging aganda.

54
Na funding shifts te anvironmsntal Eratcet&on,

including a , for IFA's oparating budgat and €6
parcent more for cleah energy RE&D

Inforcanent: Made iaw enforcemant history, filing more cases,
- @ollecting more penalties, and putting mors polluters bahind bars
than in EPA's previcus l8=ysar Ristory

ﬂ%&ln.l&:& Broke a l0svaar Ge
& qningi and implenmenting the
v

innovative Clsan AlYy Act

SAEXN &g reoramtic sceurudiovso million o expand parks,
wildiife refuges, catpgrounda, trails, and zivers == $300 millien
nore raquestad for rysd \ '

' Recpaned or upyraded deozens of zecrsaticnal azeas

’ 20 new natiomal park units, 87 new wildiife refugas
. Bport fishing investments up 47 percent .

I

pak by proposing
sctive and '

vorld's most pret
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U.S. ACTIONS
FOR A BETTER ENVIRONMENT

A Sustained Commitment



Millions of 1991 Dollars

US Pollution Control Expenditures

Source: Environmental Investments: The Cost of a Clean Environment, 1991
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A TRADITION OF LEADERSHIP

he United States has long been

. the world’s leader in environmen-
tal protection, with the world’s most
comprehensive and advanced programs
for controlling pollution, protecting valu-
able public lands, and enforcing environ-
mental laws.

That tradition of leadership is more
than a century old: America’s first
National Park, Yellowstone — the first in
the world — was established in 1872, and
today, U.S. National Parks are one of
the world’s premier visitor attractions.

In the past twenty years, that lead-
ership has been extended as never
before. In case after case, the U.S. has
been the first nation to recognize emerg-
ing problems and to develop solutions.
Examples include:

Controlling Automobile Emissions:
In 1975, the United States began to
require catalytic converters on automo-
biles. Many other nations are moving to
adopt that requirement this year.
Today, U.S. law requires that tailpipe
emissions from new cars be 96 percent
below those from the cars of twenty
years ago. And the new Clean Air Act
signed by President Bush will increase
that requirement to over 98 percent over
the next few years.

Phasing Out CFCs: In 1978, the
U.S. unilaterally took action to phase
out the use of aerosol propellants in
order to reduce emissions of chlorofluo-
rocarbons (CFCs). This action has been
pursued only recently by many other
nations. Subsequently, the United
States was a principal advocate of the
Vienna Convention, the Montreal
Protocol, and the London Amendments

to the Montreal Protocol, which required
the elimination of CFC production by the
end of the century. Today, the U.S. is

more than 42 percent ahead of the sched-
ule required by the London Amendments.

In February of 1992, in response to
new scientific information, President
Bush ordered that the U.S. unilaterally
speed up the phase-out of CFCs, halons,
methyl chloroform, and carbon tetrachlo-
ride to the end of 1995.

Clearing the Air of Lead: In 1982, the
U.S. began to phase out the use of leaded
gasoline. Today, 99 percent of the cars
on America’s roads run on unleaded gaso-
line, and annual lead emissions are 96
percent below those of a decade ago.
Although unleaded gasoline is not yet
widely available in many countries, sev-
eral other nations are now considering
measures to reduce the use of leaded
gasoline.

The Record of the Past Two Decades:

The U.S. has improved air and water
quality and dramatically expanded its
treasury of public lands over the past two
decades. And this progress has been
achieved during a period of robust eco-
nomic growth.

Since 1970, U.S. real GDP has grown
by 69 percent. Over the same period, U.S.
emissions of particulate matter have been
cut by 59%, emissions of carbon monoxide
have been cut by 41%, emissions of
volatile organic compounds have been cut
by 29%, and emissions of sulfur dioxide
have been cut by 25%. Our waterways
are also cleaner: discharges by plants and
factories of suspended solids into U.S.
waters have been cut by over 80%.
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And America’s public lands and
wilderness areas have been protected.
In 1970, the U.S. had 868 miles of “wild
and scenic” rivers designated for protec-
tion. Today, there are 9,463 miles of
“wild and scenic” rivers. In 1970, the
U.S. National Wildlife Refuge system
included 29 million acres; today it
includes 88.5 million acres. In 1970,
there were 10 million acres in the U.S.
Wilderness system; today it includes
over 95 million acres.

Progress Under the Bush
Administration:

President Bush has extended that
record of American environmental lead-
ership on a wide range of fronts.

Under the President’s leadership, the
U.S,, has developed and put forward a
detailed plan of action to address global
climate change by limiting net emis-
sions of greenhouse gases. The
President has proposed to double world-
wide forest assistance, and has worked
actively since the 1990 Houston
Economic Summit for a global forest
convention. As a down payment, the
President has pledged a $150 million
increase in forest assistance next year.

The Clean Air Act proposed, negoti-
ated, and signed into law by President
Bush sets some of the most stringent
controls on mobile and stationary
sources of air pollution anywhere on
earth. Under the Act, U.S. sulfur diox-
ide emissions will be cut in half and
capped permanently, air toxic emissions
will be cut by over 75 percent, and smog
levels will be reduced to meet health
standards in cities across the country.

The President has launched the
world’s most ambitious reforestation
program, with a goal of planting an
additional one billion trees per year for
the next decade.

In the past three years, under the
Bush Administration, the U.S. has
signed the Basel Convention, to prevent
the illegal international dumping of haz-
ardous wastes, and the international
protocol to strengthen protection of
Antarctica. U.S. proposals at the 1989
Paris G-7 Summit helped lead to an
international agreement on oil spill pre-
vention and cleanup. U.S. efforts helped
bring an end to driftnet fishing on the
high seas and the importation of ivory
from the African elephant.

The President declared a moratorium
on oil and gas drilling off many environ-
mentally sensitive areas of America’s
coasts. He has secured over a million
and a half new acres for America’s sys-
tem of national parks, forests, wildlife
refuges, and other public lands.

The President has signed bills to pre-
vent oil spills, promote environmental
education, and implement the North
American Waterfowl Management Plan.
And his annual budget requests have
sharply increased investments in the
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), in the cleanup of facilities owned
by the Federal government to ensure
that they live up to the same standards
as private facilities, and for wetlands
acquisition, enhancement, and research.

A Continving Commitment:

The United States today spends
nearly $130 billion per year on pollution

grer— e ——

“In the long run, successful
environmental protection is a
prerequisite to solid, sustain-

able economic growth.”

— George Bush
September 14, 1988

control. That represents about 2 percent
of U.S. GDP —a commitment of resources
matched by no other nation.

That investment is expected to rise.
Under current policy commitments and
requirements, Americans will spend more
than $1.2 trillion over the course of the
next decade to control pollution.

The commitment of the United States
will be sustained. But as the world’s pop-
ulation grows, and as all nations work for
the economic growth to which they aspire,
the challenge of protecting the earth’s
resources for the next generation will be
great.

The United States will continue to
adopt and to press internationally for
efforts to limit air and water pollution, to
protect nature’s treasures of species and
habitat, to develop new science and
increase understanding of the earth's
environment, to share technologies that
promote energy efficiency and environ-
mental protection. The U.S. will provide
assistance to allow developing countries
to enjoy a new generation of clean growth.

Most importantly, America will con-
tinue to lead in the quest for freedom and
openness in political systems around the
world. For only democratic systems pro-
vide the accountability necessary to
ensure a clean environment. Only mar-
ket-oriented economies can generate the
resources necessary over the long term to
invest in environmental protection. And
only freedom allows human beings to
reach their full potential.
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HE U.S. CLIMATE CHANGE
ACTION STRATEGY

President Bush has established a
comprehensive strategy for action to
address climate change by: taking
actions which will reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and enhance greenhouse
sinks; developing new technologies
which can improve energy efficiency and
reduce emissions; and supporting the
world’s most extensive program of cli-
mate change research to better under-
stand changes in the Earth’s systems
and develop appropriate responses.

The U.S. climate change action
strategy flows from the President’s com-
mitment to responsible stewardship of
our planet, which includes the promo-
tion of economic growth and sound envi-
ronmental policies.

The U.S. strongly supports the
Framework Convention on Climate
Change because it is based on the devel-
opment of national programs for action,
as opposed to mere rhetorical commit-
ments to address the problem of climate
change.

O S P H

The U.S. was the first nation to pre-
sent a detailed program of action, with
projections of emissions reductions that
would be achieved through its imple-
mentation. The U.S. action agenda, pre-
sented at the first session of the
International Negotiating Committee
(INC) in February of 1991, projected,
based on then available science, that
U.S. net greenhouse gas emissions in the
year 2000 would be below 1987 levels.

In the spring of 1992, after new sci-
entific information was presented which
indicated that reductions of greenhouse
warming potential from reducing chloro-
fluorocarbons (CFCs) were not as great
as earlier expected, the United States
prepared and made public an updated
action agenda, which included a wide
range of additional actions that the U.S.
was prepared to take to reduce net
greenhouse gas emissions.

The updated plan projects that, with
the addition of these further actions,
U.S. net emissions of greenhouse gases
in the year 2000 would be 125 to 200
million metric tons in carbon equivalent
terms below projected levels. This is
equivalent to a reduction of 7 to 11 per-
cent in U.S. net greenhouse gas emis-
sions of carbon dioxide, methane, and
nitrous oxides as a result of the U.S.
action agenda.

The U.S. believes that the response
strategy outlined in the Framework
Convention, calling for the development
of national action programs and periodic
reviews and updates of those programs
to reflect whatever additional scientific
information pertaining to the global cli-
mate change phenomena is developed, is
the correct approach.

U.S. Emission Reductions

The U.S. Strategy puts high priority
on immediate U.S. greenhouse gas
emission reductions. The U.S. has
already legislated or begun to imple-
ment administratively several items in
its strategy. Other items, such as ele-
ments of the National Energy Strategy,
have been proposed by President Bush
and are now moving through Congress.

The actions contained in this com-
prehensive action agenda will achieve
very large reductions of greenhouse gas
emissions by the year 2000. Without
action, estimated U.S. greenhouse gas
emissions would grow by over 14 per-
cent between 1990 and 2000. U.S.
actions already planned are projected to
hold net emissions in 2000 to only 1.4 to
6 percent above 1990 levels.

Chart 1 shows the estimated green-
house gas emissions reductions in the
year 2000 based on the actions already
committed to by the U.S.

Achieving Reductions Quickly

In order to ensure quick action to
address the problem of climate change,
the U.S. endorses a “prompt start” to
implementation of the Framework
Convention. The Bush Administration
is already moving forward to implement
various energy efficiency and emission
reduction measures under existing
authorities.

To ensure that developing countries
can participate in this “prompt start,”
the United States has pledged $25 mil-
lion to assist in funding “country stud-
ies” for these nations. These country
studies will allow developing countries




to develop detailed information on their
emissions patterns and to identify possi-
ble strategies for limiting emissions and
enhancing sinks.

SPECIFIC ACTIONS IN THE U.S. CLIMATE
CHANGE STRATEGY

Actions To Limit Emissions of
Greenhouse Gases and Precursors

The U.S. Strategy includes actions
which will limit emissions of specific
greenhouse gases and their precursors.
@ Clean Air Act regulation of VOCs,
CO, NOx. The 1990 Clean Air Act,
signed by President Bush, directly
reduces the emission of greenhouse and
precursor gases by requiring emissions
reductions of nitrogen oxides by certain
utilities; tightening controls on automo-
bile and stationary source emissions of
volatile organic compounds, carbon

AMERICA'S CLIMATE CHANGE
ACTION PLAN

V The Clean Air Act (cuts CO,
NOy, VOC's; caps utility
emissions)

V The National Energy

Strategy (promotes energy

efficiency, alternative energy

sources, natural gas, and
nuclear power)

America the Beautiful

Reforestation Program

(plants one billion trees a

year)

Green Lights, Green

Computers, Green Motors

Control of Methane

Emissions

V Total Reduction: 125 to 200

metric tons carbon equivalent
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monoxide, and nitrogen oxides; and
expanding use of clean-burning fuels.

@ Proposed Regulation of Landfill
Methane. Capture of gases given off by
landfills will reduce emissions of toxic
chemicals as well as the greenhouse-
related gas methane and volatile organic
compounds. The U.S. EPA is currently
preparing regulations to limit emissions
from landfills.

& Transportation Emissions Reduc-
tions. The National Energy Strategy will
reduce the emissions of greenhouse and
precursor gases by several measures to
increase the use of alternative fuels. The
President has proposed a tradable cred-
its approach to accelerate the scrapping
of older high-polluting cars.

& Accelerated U.S. CFC Phase-out.
President Bush’s proposal to accelerate
the phase-out of CFCs to the end of 1995
will significantly reduce emissions of
these compounds, which are greenhouse
gases in addition to being ozone-deplet-
ing substances. Because the phase-out of
CFC's is required by the year 2000 by
the Montreal Protocol in any event, and
because the global warming potential of
CFC emissions is uncertain, calculations
associated with the U.S. action strategy
do not assume any credit for the CFC
Phase-out.

Thousand BTU's Per 1985 US Dollar

Energy Consumption Per Unit of Gross Domestic Product
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Actions To Improve Energy Efficiency
and Reduce Emissions

The U.S. action strategy includes a
large number of individual actions
aimed at increasing energy efficiency. It
takes a broad approach with actions in
all of the sectors of our economy. New
practices and technologies have the
promise of providing the energy ser-
vices that we depend upon while using
less energy.

In addition, the action strategy
includes measures to increase use of
improved energy producing technologies
or alternative sources of energy that
reduce the level of emissions per unit of
energy used by the final consumers.

These are only the latest in a long
series of actions the U.S. has taken over
the course of two decades to improve
energy efficiency. Chart 2 shows recent
experience of the U.S. and other coun-
tries in energy consumed per unit of
gross domestic product (GDP). Chart 3
shows recent levels of greenhouse gas
emissions per unit of GDP.
© Transportation Efficiency. Actions in
the transportation sector aim at encour-
aging increased use of mass transit and
ride-sharing.
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Electricity Sector Energy Efficiency.
The Clean Air Act requires utilities to
reduce emissions of sulfur dioxide by 10
million tons below 1980 levels and gives
them flexibility to use the most cost-
effective means. This powerful conser-
vation stimulus should also reduce car-
bon dioxide emissions.

In addition, the National Energy
Strategy (NES) contains several mea-
sures which will encourage utilities and
electricity consumers to produce and
use electricity efficiently and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. For exam-

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Per Unit
of Gross Domestic Product

Tons Carbon Equivalent Per $1000 GDP, 1988

Australia |
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United States |
West Germany
United Kingdom

Source: World Resources Institute, 1991 & Penn World Tables (Mark 5)
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Trends in Carbon Dioxide Emissions
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ple, the NES proposes reform of the
Public Utility Holding Company Act
(PUHCA). This reform will increase
competition and efficiency in the elec-
tric utility sector and, in conjunction
with reforms that will facilitate con-
struction of new natural gas pipelines,
should result in the increased use of
natural gas, thereby reducing green-
house emissions. In addition, the NES
contains provisions to streamline the
licensing process for nuclear electric
generating stations. Nuclear electric
generation has no greenhouse gas emis-
sions.

Other actions included in the NES
encourage increased efficiency in coal
burning technology, and seek to expand
the use of renewable resources such as
solar power and hydroelectricity.

@ Actions to Stimulate the Use of
Natural Gas. The Administration has
implemented a number of measures
designed to encourage use of natural
gas.

@ Residential and Commercial
Building Efficiency. The U.S. strategy
in this sector includes a large number
of actions to encourage more efficient
lighting, more efficient building design

US and Moderate Growth or Dedline Countries

100

Index: 1973
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and structural characteristics, more
efficient heating and cooling, and more
efficient appliances and other equip-
ment. Electric utilities, spurred by reg-
ulatory changes that encourage inte-
grated resource planning, have in
recent years become active promoters
of, and significant investors in,
increased energy efficiency for cus-
tomers.

EPA is implementing the innovative
“Green Lights” program, a partnership
which encourages businesses and state
and local governments to install more
energy-efficient lighting. More than
400 U.S. companies have already
signed up for “Green Lights,” which will
bring such energy-efficient lighting to
over two billion square feet of office
space, more than the total office space
in New York, Los Angeles, Chicago,
Houston, Dallas, and Detroit combined.
The Bush Administration is now work-
ing to expand similar programs to office
computers, industrial motors, and com-
mercial building heating and cooling.

In addition, the U.S. Department of
Energy has promulgated rules improv-
ing energy efficiency standards for
energy-consuming home appliances

Trends in Carbon Dioxide Emissions
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such as dishwashers and washing
machines. EPA complements these
actions by promoting voluntary “Golden
Carrot” programs for utilities which
reward the development of super-effi-
cient appliances.

#® Industrial Energy Efficiency. In the
industrial sector, the U.S. strategy
includes the expansion of its energy
auditing program to aid smaller firms
identify and implement options for low-
cost but quick payoff in energy saving
investments. Other actions encourage
firms to make systematic efforts in
waste minimization and in adopting
energy efficient technologies.

Actions To Enhance Greenhouse
Gas Sinks

As part of his “America the
Beautiful” program, President Bush has
proposed one of the most ambitious
reforestation programs in the world: a
program to plant a billion trees per year
across America above and beyond the
number of trees that are normally
planted. This reforestation initiative
will contribute to cleaner air and water
and energy conservation, and will
reduce net carbon dioxide emissions.
Urban tree planting under the program
has increased 25 percent over the last
year. Funding at the President’s
requested level would have significant
impacts on net carbon dioxide emis-
sions.

U.S. Strategy Includes Actions that Are
Global and Long-term

Any strategy aimed solely at reduc-
ing emissions in the short-term in the
U.S. or in the OECD countries without
addressing emissions in the long-term
and in other countries inevitably will be

ineffective. The OECD countries,
including the U.S., cannot control their
own emissions in the long run without
new technologies and practices.

Charts 4 and 5 show past trends in
carbon dioxide emissions in the G-7
countries and in some high emissions
growth countries.

Non-OECD countries already pro-
duce the majority of global emissions
for most of the major greenhouse gases.
Moreover, they are projected to produce
the vast majority of future increases of
greenhouse gas emissions.

Charts 6 and 7 show IPCC projec-
tions of greenhouse gas emissions for
various regions of the world. Actions
aimed at reducing the world’s total
emissions of these greenhouse and pre-
cursor gases below the levels they
would otherwise reach must address
both OECD and non-OECD emissions.

Research and Development of New
Technologies

The President’s Budget for 1993
requests over $900 million dollars for
National Energy Strategy R&D
Initiatives and other programs that will
provide the new technologies and prac-
tices that will be needed in the long
term to address climate change. These
initiatives seek more energy efficient
technologies and practices in all major
sectors; technologies for new or
improved fuels that reduce or eliminate
greenhouse and precursor gases; and
technologies such as photovoltaics,
superconductivity, and nuclear reactors
which avoid the direct production of
greenhouse gases. This 1993 request is
an increase of 18 percent over the 1992
level and an increase of 130 percent
over 1989 spending.
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Technology Cooperation

The U.S. Strategy includes technolo-
gy cooperation with developing coun-
tries and countries with economies in
transition as a key element in the inter-
national community’s efforts to respond
to global climate change. U.S. technolo-
gy cooperation activities relating to cli-
mate change include projects in the
areas of energy efficiency, energy sup-
ply, agriculture, forestry and natural
resources, climate science, coastal zone
management, and others.

Estimated spending for climate
change-related technology cooperation

o}
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US Progress in Reducing Emissions
of Carbon Monoxide (CO)
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US Progress in Reducing Emissions of
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC’s)
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in 1991 was over 140 million dollars.
President Bush’s Administration also
recently made a commitment to provide
25 million dollars to help assist devel-
oping countries to conduct greenhouse
gas emissions inventories and other
basic studies needed to develop nation-
al strategies to address climate change.

The United States Global Change
Res<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>