
FOIA Number: 2012-0769-F

FOIA
MARKER

This is not a textual record. This is used as an 

administrative marker by the William J. Clinton 

Presidential Library Staff.

Collection/Record Group: 

Subgroup/Office of Origin: 

Series/Staff Member: 

Subseries:

Clinton Presidential Records 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Kathleen (Katie) McGinty

OA/ID Number: 
FolderlD:

2903

Folder Title:
Arctic

Stack:

s
Row:

61
Section:

6
Shelf:

4
Position:



Withdrawal/Redaction Sheet
Clinton Library

DOCUMENT NO. 
AND TYPE

SUBJECT^ITLE DATE RESTRICTION

001. list re: Arctic Contact List [partial] (1 page) 06/10/1993 P3/b(3)

COLLECTION:
Clinton Presidential Records 
Council on Environmental Quality 
Kathleen "Katie" McGinty 
OA/Box Number: 2903

FOLDER TITLE:
Arctic

2012-0769-F
rs2966

Presidential Records Act -144 U.S.C. 2204(a)!
RESTRICTION CODES

Freedom of Information Act -15 U.S.C. 552(b)]

PI National Security Classified Information 1(a)(1) of the PRAj 
P2 Relating to the appointment to Federal office 1(a)(2) of the PRAj 
P3 Release would violate a Federal statute 1(a)(3) of the PRAj 
P4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential commercial or 

financial information [(a)(4) of the PRAj 
P5 Release would disclose confidential advice between the President 

and his advisors, or between such advisors |a)(5) of the PRAj 
P6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy 1(a)(6) of the PRAj

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift.

PRM. Personal record misfile defined in accordance with 44 U.S.C. 
2201(3).

RR. Document will be reviewed upon request.

b(l) National security classified information 1(b)(1) of the FOIAl 
b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency 1(b)(2) of the FOIA]
b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute 1(b)(3) of the FOIA) 
b(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information ((b)(4) of the FOIA] 
b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy 1(b)(6) of the FOIA] 
b(7) Release would diselose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes [(b)(7) of the FOIA]
b(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions 1(b)(8) of the FOIAj 
b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells [(b)(9) of the FOIA)



Document No._ 000935

WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM

DATE:

SUBJECT:

ACTION/CONCURRENCE/COMMENT DUE BY:.
'IH C

THIRD BIENNIAL REVISION TO THE UNITED STATES ARCTIC 
RESEARCH PLAN

ACTION FYIACTION FYI

MONTOYAVICE PRESIDENT

NUSSBAUMMcLARTY

PASTERGEARAN

RASCONEEL

RUBINPANETTA

SEGALEMANUEL

STEPHANOPOULOSGIBBONS

TYSONHALE

VARNEYHERMAN

WATKINSLAKE

WILLIAMSLINDSEY

CLERKMcGINTY

REMARKS:

RESPONSE:

JOHN D. PODESTA 
Assistant to the President 

andStaff^Se^tary 
i E3d. 270^



NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
WASHINGTON, D C. 20550

June 21, 1993

OFFICE OF THE 
DIRECTOR

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr, President:

I am pleased to forward to you for transmittal to the Congress the enclosed Third 
Biennial Revision to the United States Arctic Research Plan. This Plan is required 
under Public Law 98-373, as amended by Public Law 101-609, the Arctic Research 
and Policy Act.

The Plan is submitted on behalf of the Interagency Arctic Research Policy 
Committee for which the National Science Foundation serves as chair agency.

It is a distinct honor for the member agencies to serve on the Interagency 
Committee and for the National Science Foundation to chair it.

Sincerely,

r
Frederick Bernthal 

Acting Director

Enclosure



- DRAFT-

TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES:

Pursuant to the provisions of the Arctic Research and 

Policy Act of 1984, as amended (15 U.S.C. 4108(a)), I hereby 

transmit the third biennial revision (1994-1995) to the United 

States Arctic Research Plan.

THE WHITE HOUSE,

This draft xmittal was prepared by the Executive Clerk's Office,
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THIS facsimile IS BEING SENT FROM;

The University of Alaska 
Marine Advisory Program 

Box 830
Cordova AK 99574

TO; Donniger

FROM; Steiner

DATE: May 17, 1993

FACSIMILE PHONE DESTINATION; 

PAGE 1 OF PAGES

FAX #: 907-424-5246 
Phone; 907-424-3446

TIME; 1900 AST

202-A56-2710

Hello Dave, It was great to meet you, the "most formidable 

environmental litigator in the nation", a few weeks ago in D.C. 

The Marine Safety Committee of the United Nation's International 

Maritime Organization is meeting next week in London. I met with 

Admiral Henn of the Coast Guard, who is the U.S. delegate to that 

committee, and he stated that they cake direction from the St^te 

Department at their meetings.

This is a HUGE issue, one where the Clinton administration can 

make a clear, easy victory.

Good Luck.
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Se$Graiit Marine 
Advisoiy Program

School of noherteoand 
OohanSdeneea

Program Offices
. Carlton Trust Buildibo. #110 
2221 Bi.Nbdn«rrit^ts3IV<l. 

Anchorage Alaska 98608-4140 
: (907)274-9691. 

FAX 1907) 277^42

A** ■ :p.o. Boxeeo.
Cordova,^ Alaska 93C74- 

. : (907)424 34^ 
FAX (007) 424-5246

/ ■:. .. VRQ. Box 1549^ 
. Dillingham, Al5®l».9957e: 

"(907)342.1266

; AoiALakasreet' 
Suite #210 B: 

Homsr, Alaska 99603. 
(9C7i 295:5643

900 Trident Way 
Ko<^k, Alaska 9931,5 

: . (907 4#t5U - 
: FAX(907)48?.1540V

P.O.Box 297 
. Kobet}ue,Alaska.997S2 . 

^ (OOZ)44MO(S3

P.O..Bo« 1329 

FAX (gp?! 772-4431

12$7 3ii|WdKjAveru9' 
Sitka, Alaska.99C3S 

,(007) 747-3089

May 17, 1993

Mr. David Doimlger
Office of Environmental Pnlicy
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avr.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear David,

This is a long-fiverdue followup to our conversation a couple 
weeks ago in Washington ooficcrnlng the opportunity for the 
United St:;ires to provide some leadership in the international 
community on. the Icbuc o£ natural resource damages,

I mentioned to you during our get-together that the U.S. was 
the only nation in the world to aiy knowledge that acknowledges 
namral resource damages as a compensable loss in oil spills. 
You had suggeoted that such an issue might be incorporated into 
the Global Environmental Policy Initiative being put together 
by your office. I truly hope it can be.

I spoke with Nina Sankovltch and Sarah Chasis at NRDC, who both 
seem to strongly support the notion that a system similar to 
the U.S. system needs to be established worldwide, and they 
offered to fill you in on the details and drawbacks of our 
cyatem- Also, the Editors at National Wildlife Magazine are 
oending you d copy of their recent article on valuing natural 
resources.

There is a wealth of information that has been published about 
this subject over the past tew years, but the bottom line is 
this - natural resources that are damaged by Industrial 
accidents deserve to be compensated for in some manner. It 
is Just that simple. At the moment, the international oil 
shippers have a strangle-hold on the International Maritime 
Organization that prevents environmental damages, that is 
noii-economlc losses, from being compensated.

Faxed along with this letter are parts of three papers that 
should give you some background on the international persportive 
regarding this issue. The full papers will follow via ma-ll .

UNJ VEKBll X UK AI-ASICA fAlRBA.MKS

Rick Steiner, Associate Professor
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the intergovernkental on. pollwion liarilitv 

and compensation system ; 
theory and practice
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David Dormiger 
Page 2.

Suffice it to say that the oil shippers and the power brokers 
in government that favor commerce over environment are scared 
to death of the notion of natural resource damages. This 
should be abundantly obvious from Mr. Wall's discussion of 
the subject. By the way, I sat with Mr. Wall at a recent 
banquet in Shetland, and after many hours of Shetland hospitality 
and heated debate, I realized that they know this one is coming. 
Natural resource damages, or non-economic environmental damage 
will, sooner or later, have to become a compensable loss in 
the International oil pollution liability scheme.

The European Parliament has urged the E.C. to study this notion, 
and I understand that the study is now underway. Support from 
the United States would certainly help.

Mechanisms to accomplish this could include either altering 
the International Oil Pollution Compensation (I.O.P.C.) Fund 
to include such capability, or establishing an entirely new 
International Natural Resource Damage" Fund. Either way, 

oil and other hazardous material shippers should be held 
responsible for the environmental damages caused by their 
activities, heh?

In closing, you should be informed about a very recent, quite 
remarkable example of why natural resource damages matter. The 
Exxon Valdez settlement was collected on behalf of natural resources 
injured by the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill. Last week, the first 
substantive step in putting these monies to good use was made.
The Trustees of the funds agreed to purchase 42,000 acres of 
critical fish and wildlife habitat on Afognak Island to protect 
them.from logging and,other development. This would not have 
happened if such recoveries from the polluter were not possible, 
as is the case in the rest of the world.

1 11 stop at this for now. I’d be glad to provide you with 
more information or assistance on this if you'd like.

Thanks very much for the Interest. It is a welcome change in 
the operation of the government of "we the people". Keep up 
the good work.

Sincerely,

Rick Steiner, Associate Professor
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the ihtercovernmentm, oil poluwiok liability

AND COMPENSATION SYSTEM :
theory and practice

Janes F Wall

Introduction

islands, or indesd anywhere else in the United Kingdom, had heard 

Of, or had any direct ewperienoe of, the operation of the 

intergovernmental oil pollution liability and compensation system 

established under two International Conventions; the 19«9 

international Convention on Civil Liability for Oil Pollution 

amage (the 1969 Civil Liability Convention) and the 1971 
International convention on the Establishment of the 

International Fund tor Compensation for oil Pollution Damage (the 

1971 Fund convention). Yet these two Conventions stem directly 

from the last major oil pollution incident in our waters; the 

wrecK of the Torrey Canyon in 1967 on Seven stones Reef between 

the sciliy Isles and Land's End.

2. The totally inadequate compensation that was initially 

offered . $50, the value of a lifeboat that was salved - after 

the Torry Canyon led to the Diplomatic Conference in 1969 which 

agreed the 1969 Civil Liability Convention as the first tier in 

a liability and compensation system. That Diplomatic
Conference set in train the work which culminated in the adoption 

of the 1971 Fund Convention which provided the second tier. The 

International oil Pollution Compensation Fund (the iopc Fund) 

established under the 1971 Fund Convention started its operations 

in 1979 and its first incident was the Antonio Gramsci, a Soviet 
tanker which grounded off the Finnish coast in February 1979.

The 1969 Civil Liability Convention - The First Tier
3. The 1969 Civil Liability Convention places strict liability -
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Without neod to establish fault - on the shipowner for any 

pollution damage caused by persistent oil carried in bulk which 

escapes or is accidentally discharged from a ship. The shipowner 

a" Uability within maximum limits (£14 million SDR
(113.4 million) set by the Convention and based on the ship's 

tonnage. Given the tonnage of the Braer the shipowner's limit 

IS some £5.4 million. The shipowner has to have compulsory 

insurance to cover this liability and claimants have the right 
Of direct action against the insurer, usually a Protection and 

indemnity Club (P and I Club). However, the Convention provides 

that the owner's right to limit hi. liability can be challenged. 
The convention also includes express provisions regarding 

lurisdiction. The 1969 Civil Liability Convention was enacted
Act°"97r "'■^“hant Shipping (oil Pollution)

The 1971 Fund Convention - The Second Tier
4. When oil pollution damage exoe«Js the shipowner's limit of 

liability under the 1969 civil Liability Convention, the 1971 

Fund convention, which is a supplement to the 1969 civil 
Liability convention, provides for additional compensation up to 

a fixed limit per incident (900 million gold francs (£57 million) 

(£54.5 million on 5 January)). This compensation is funded by 

a levy on the oil importers in the 1971 Fund Convention's 

Contracting states. The 1971 Fund Convention also provides 

compensation in ciroumstancea where the 1979 civil Liability 
convention does not apply or where the shipowner cannot, or does 

not, meet his liability under that Convention. The 1971 Fund 

convention was enact«l in united Kingdom law by Part I and 

schedule 4 of the Merchant Shipping Act 1974. The lOPC Fund 

established under this convention commenced its operations in 

1979 and is based in London. The United Kingdom Government is 

therefore host government to the loPC Fxind.

Pollution Damage
5. The damage compensated under the 1969 Civil Liability and 

1971 Fund conventions is defined in Article 1(6) of the former
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Convention as meaning :

”----- loss or damage caused outside the «
by contamination resulting from the e ^ oil

Oilt.. 3mp. ::=r:rro;v'r"’^occur, «.d lnclud« ta,e >i«char,e «yiur«er loas or <^,^00^0^ J
Mojuge caused by preventive measures."

6- There has been debate and discussion on the nrecic:^ ^ 
of this defini+.i« .. • precise meaningcnas definition and in particular as r™,-,s= »

::r:'and non-eoononic environaental damage" when a =1 i • 
environmental damage which ie not bated'on actual 10"^ ~T 
or reatoration coats. There have beeh no di/.iouTties :t"h:r'

op"er: "o!ur “■ “““ *>« oius::::
L^lsh^ "Ots and

Pure Economic Loss

Lrtr”Lnrt?t^“"°''^' “* Scottish and English, tend to have a restrictive epproach to the question of
pure economic loss. However, the loPC Fund has L!!
reTl’h?" “ •“=*' -teuers' LI
restaurant owners, who did not suffer direct damage to their 
property but who did suffer economic loss as a result 01^^11 

pollution incident. Applying the sane principles the IQPC Fund 
bas agreed to pay compensation to fish processor, on the sLt Ld 

islands Who suffered loss b«:eus. of the cutting off of suppuL 

f fish from the Fishing Exclusion Zone.

8. At the most recent meeting cf the loPc Fund Executive
omnittee there was further debate on how far the lopc Fund

s ould extend its payment of compensation in respect of pure
nomic OSS. it was recognised that this was a "grey area" but 

concern was exoressed ♦.v.a. • , . . ^ ^
Of the Fund's policy in thl extensions policy in this area. Indeed, it was pointed out
y some delegations that the Fund already went well beyond what
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many national courts would ra^srd as the cut o£l point for such
olains. We win be returning to this issue at the ne« meeting 

Of the Executive Corainittee.

V
Non Economic Environmental Damage
9. The first incident with which the lopC Fund was involved, the 

Antonio Gra«ci (1,79), raised the issue whether non economic 

environmental damage could be compensated under the Conventions' 
definition of -pollution damage". claims for non economic 

environmental damage are usually made on behalf of a State on the 
basis that damage has been done to the environment even though 

there has been no clean up, restoration or replacement costs 

incurred nor any form of actual economic loss suffered by any 

person. m the case of the Antonio Gramsci the USSR claimed 

compensation for such loss based on a theoretical model. The 

Assembly of the lopC Fund decided, through Resolution No 3 

(October 1980), that the Conventions did not allow compensation 

in respect of such claims.

10. The United Kingdom supported this Resolution, and also 

supported the subsequent amendment of the Conventions to 

specifically exclude any such claim. In our view claims for non 

economic environmental damage cease to be claims for compensation 

and instead seek to impose penalties on the polluter. We do not 
consider that the lOPC Fund should stand to be penalised in this 

way either directly, or through increased claims against the 

shlpow^'s limitation fund established under the 1989 Civil 
Liability Convention. if punishment for pollution damage is 

desired this should be done through criminal or civil sanction, 

and not through a compensation system. A claim for non economic
environmental damage is unlikely to be successful under United 
Kingdom law.

11. under the existing Convention non economic environmental 
damage has been a continuing cause of controversy. There was a
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1

second incident involving the Antonio Gramsci (1987) when once 

again non economic environmental damage was claimed by the State 

under USSR law. A claim for non economic environmental damage 

is also the subject of continuing litigation between the 

insurers, the lOPC Fund and the Italian state following the 

Pataos (1985). There may also be litigation on this matter 

following two other Italian incident the Aglp Abruzzo (1991) and 

the Haven (1991). Indeed in the case of the Haven the sheer size 

of the claims for non economic environmental damage made by the 

Italian state and local authorities is one of the factors that 

has meant that no compensation whatsoever has been paid by either 

the insurer of the lOPC Fund in respect of this incident.

12. The confusion of compensation with punishment was one of the 

issues that led the United Kingdom to lobby, with others, in 

Washington against the liability and compensation provisions now 

found in the United States' oil Pollution Act 1990 (OpA 90), We 

will continue to press this case in the studies of civil 
liability for environmental damage which are to be carried out 
by the European Commission following the decisions of the Joint 

Transport and Environment Council of 25 January following the 

Aegean Sea and the Braer.

Preventive Measures
13. The definition of "preventive measures" found at Article 

1(7) of the 1969 civil Liability Convention ;

"........ reasonable measures taken by any person after an
incident has occurred to prevent or minimize pollution 

damage.

has been held to apply only after oil has actually been spilt. 

This was a matter of dispute between the United Kingdom and the 

insurers and the lOPC Fund following the Tarpenbeck (1969) but 
was resolved without litigation. The definition of "preventive 

measures" has now been changed in the 1992 Protocols to include 

measures taken to prevent a spill occurring.
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protocol/ VT rttmeo.the 1984
in pltc? T r U^islation
ill!i “• Stat.t congr... to

ratification but, in the aftermath of gjoton Valdez (1989)

specific Pollution Act 1990 which
Without us ratification of the 1984 Protocola.
Without us membership the entry into force provision, of the 1984
protocols could not be met. The 1984 Protocols were dead.

OPA 90
i^rerer compensation system

P o oil spills in United States waters. Prior to its 
enactment Pederal maritime law preempted state law on marine
in additTon t //"^ Pollution compensation.
In addition to the Federal liability and compensation system oPA
laws foT' =* -«te liability and compensation

oil pollution so ships operating to the United States
Sta'tute"""’ P«visions as well as those of the federal

'■'I

39 OPA 90 makes the shipowner strictly liable for oil pollution 

Put allows the owner to limit his liability to an amount based 

on the tonnage of the vessel The figures are significantly
a^nL h Liability Convention as
amended by the 1984 Protocol, and it is significantly easier to
break the owner's right to limit liability. inde«l, many
Observers consider that despite the references to limitation of
liability in most cases, following an oil spill ship owners will
face unlimited liability under OPA 90. In addition to clean up
costs and economic loss OPA 90 allows claims for non economic
environmental damage but the basis of such claims is not set out
in the Act itself. Those who insure vessels, eg P and l Clubs
wito*«rri k° action and it is this provision, together

unlimited liability, that has meant that the P 
and I Clubs have indicated that they will not provide the 

ertificates of financial responsibility required under oPA 90.
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1

40, Under OPA 90 when claims exceed the shipowner's limit claims 

can be made against a revolving Federal Fund of $i' billion 

financed by an oil tax. This Federal Fund seeks to provide early 

compensation but is as yet untested following a major incident. 

■It appears that the Federal Fund will initiate recourse action 

against the ship owner to recover any outlays it makes including 

breaking the owner's right to limit his liability. The way OPA 

90 is being interpreted by the US Coast Guard the ship owner is 

responsible for initiating, and ensuring the efficiency of, any 

Clean up operations following a spill and any failing by the 

owner is this respect can affect his right to limit liability. 

The United States is unique in placing the responsibility for the 

clean up of pollution outside the ship on the owner of the ship.

Adoption of the 1992 Protocols
41. In 1990 the United Kingdom initiated procedures in the lOPc 

Fund and the International Maritime Organisation (IMO) which 

resulted in the adoption in November 1992 of the 1992 Protocols 

to the 1969 Civil Liability and 1971 Fxind Conventions which are 

to replace the 1984 Protocols,

42. The international negotiations that led to the adoption of 

the 1992 Protocols showed no support, even among those States 

that had reservations about aspects of the 1984 Protocols, for 

national or international adoption of the untried and uncertain 

system contained in OPA 90.

43. Each of the States involved would give different reasons for 

their acceptance of the 1992 Protocols and their rejection of OPA 

90, but they would include the following :

(a) the 1992 Protocols developed an existing system which 

had worked well in practice and which had sought through 

its operation to put the smaller and more vulnerable 

claimants first and had done so without the need for 

immediate recourse to litigation;
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THE INTERNATIONAL FRAMEWORK

James F Wall 
Department of Transport

Introduction
1. you have heard ™uch today on the history of liability and 

compensation in respect of marine oil pollution incidents. This
tr!iab!ut '""""" avoid reference

liability and compensation issues I will try to provide a
selscLr 7*d^"d* ® and changing
I havr'f r ,' ™<^«atand whenhave frnished I considered altering the title of my
presentation to ■'Pieces of the International Framework"

2. The 

headings;
paper therefore considers matters under four broad

(a) the intergovernmental liability and compensation
systems for pollution their future direction and 

development;
(b) the Law of the Sea;
(c) the role of the International Maritime 

Organisation, and
(<3) the role of the Eui;opean Community.

3. There is a considerable amount of overlap between these
subillt\*°d^*^’' ^ forward between

bject heads. Where possible I will illustrate points by

iLid!"r r Braer
ns. Wi 1 start with the intergovernmental liability and 

compensation systems. ^

intergovernmental Liability and Compensation Systems
many the 1990s started, and finished, with OPA 90 and
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on liability and compansation that should b« followed, yet when 

IS possibility was examined during the preparation of what are
Thl Wability convention and
the 1971 Fund convention in the lOFC Fund, and again at the IMO
none of the States involved, even those who had reservations
about aspects of the 1984 Protocols, suggested that OPA 90 was
the path on liability and compensation the international 
community should follow,

5 Instead the lOPC Fund member States, , and later the IMO member 
States, revalidated the substantive provisions of the 1984 

protocols. Whose prospects of entry into force the enactment of 

OPA 90 had effectively killed. The Protocols agreed last 

November Simply changed the entry into force provisions of the 

1984 Protocols and devised a ■•cap" on the contributions to be 

paid, notably by Japanese contributors, to the new 1992 Fund 

Protocols but for a specified period - a maximum, of 5 years - 

after its international entry into force. All of the 1984 

Protocol amendments were adopted without alteration. Mr Browne 

has already detailed some of the key amendments for you. If oPA 

90 was the solution why did this happen ?

6. Each of the States involved would probably give different
reasons for their acceptance of the 1992 Protocols, and it is
fully recognised that acceptance now has to be followed by formal
ratification, but I venture to suggest that they would include 

the following :

(a), the 1992 Protocols developed an existing system which 

had worked well in practice and which had sought through 

its operation to put the smaller and more vulnerable 

claimants first and had done so without the need for 

immediate recourse to litigation;

(b) they struck an appropriate balance between the
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financial capabilUiea of .the individual shipowner against
that of the major (150,000 tones plus) oil importers in 

member States;

(c) that in the 1992 Fund Protocol the contributors in the 

major oil importing States continued to meet through the 

international Fund the costs of major oil pollution 

incidents in developing States, something that could not 
be provided by a national or regional system;

(d) that the higher limits and the accelerated amendment 
procedures for future increases to those limits agreed in 

1984 retained their relevance having regard to claims 

experience outside the United States, and

(e) that the 1992 Protocols could be financed without
United States membership and, if necessary, without Italian 

membership.

7. For whichever of these reasons, or combination of reasons, 
the intergovernmental liability and compensation system for oil 
pollution received a resounding vote of confidence in November 

and that was echoed by the European Communities Transport and 

Environment Ministers at their joint Council in January when they
called for early ratification of the 1992 Protocols by the EC 

member States.

Non Economic Environmental Damage
8. The question of payments in respect of claims relating to non 

economic environmental damage has been with the lOPC Fund since 

the first incident the Fund had to deal with; the Antonio Gramsci 
(1979). A second incident involving the same ship, in almost 
exactly the same location, in 1987 led to similar problems'with 

the provisions of the law of the Soviet Union. As Mr Browne has 

mentioned Italian State claims for non economic environmental 
damage made under domestic Italian law are the subject of 

continuing litigation in the cases of the Patmos (1985) and the
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Haven (1991). Similar claims may arise in the ease of the Agip 

Abruzzo (also 1991).

A

9. in October 1980 the Assembly of the lOPC Fund resolved not 
to accept claims made on the basis of theoretical models and 

calculations and the 1984 Protocols, now the 1992 Protocols, were 

amended to limit claims to those involving economic loss - the 

Italian delegation reserving its position. The United Kingdom 

supported the lOPC Fund Assembly decision on this matter and also 

supported the amendments now found in the 1992 Protocols. In our 

view claims for non economic environmental damage cease to be 

claims for compensation and instead seek to punish the polluter 

we do not consider that the International Fund should be punished 

in this way either directly, or though increased claims against 

the shipowner's limitation fund. If punishment for pollution 

damage is desired this should be done through criminal or civil 
sanction, and not through a compensation system.

10. This confusion of compensation with punishment was one of 

the issues that led us, with others, to lobby in Washington 

against the liability and compensation provisions of OPa 90 and 

we will continue to press this case in the studies on 

environmental liability that are to be undertaken the European
Commission following the Extraordinary Council on 25 January (see 

belov;).

United Kingdom Ratification of the 1992 Protocols 

n. The United Kingdom government proposes to ratify the 1992 

Protocols once the necessary legislation has been passed by 

Parliament. This decision is firmly based on our acceptance of 

the provisions in the Protocols and our experience of the 

operation of the intergovernmental system and, in particular, of 

the lOPC Fund.

United Kingdom Claims Experience
>2. Prior to the Br«r (1993) the lOPC Fund had been involved 

in three incidents in United Kingdom waters and had paid
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EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT
20 January 1993 B3-0047/RC1

B3-0048/RC1
B3-0054/RC1
B3-0067/RC1
B3-0076/RC1
B3-0085/RC1
B3-0095/RC1

JOim MOTION TOR A RESOLOTIOW

by Mr COLLINS, on behalf of the Socialist Group
Mrs MCINTOSH, on behalf of the Group of the European People's Party 
Mr VOHRER, Mr PIMENTA and Mr BERTENS, cn behalf of the Liberal Group 
Mrs VAN DIJK and Mr AMENDQLA, on beltalf of the Green Group in the European 
Parliament
Mr de la MALZNS, on behalf of the Group of the European Democratic Alliance 
the following Members: EWING, ELANEI, SANDBAEX, SIKEONI, MSLIS and
VANDEMSULUBROUCXE, on behalf of the Rainbow Group 
Mrs MAVER, on behalf of the Left Unity Group

seeking to replace the motions for resolutions by:

- Mr VCHRER and others, on behalf of the Liberal Group (B3-047/93)
- Mrs EWING and others, on behalf of the RainOow Group (33-048/93)

Mrs MCINTOSH and others, on behalf of the Group of the European People's 
party {33-054/93}

- Mr COLLINS and others, on behalf of the Socialist Group (B3-067/93)
“ Mrs MAYER and others, on behalf of the Left Unity Group (33-076/93)
- Mr AMENDOLA and others, on behalf of the Green Group in the European 

Parliament(B3-085/93)
- Mr OE LA MALENE, on behalf of the Group of the European Democratic Alliance 

(B3-095/93)

on the Braer tanker disaster

The European Parliament.

A, whereas the Braer, an oil tanker built in 1975 and flying the Liberian flag, 
ran aground on the coast of the Shetland Islands on 5 January, releasing its 
64 000 ton.nes of oil into the sea,

DOC EN\RE\220\220345 PE 170.044/RC1 
170.045/RC1 
170.051/RC1 
170.064/RCI 
170.073/RC1 
170.082/RC1 
170.092/RCI 
Or. PA
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obligatory training in safety measures for the crew;
inspection of ships in EC ports, with sanctions in cases where they fall

fitting^of Vuff?c?ent duplicated and entirely independent essential 

systems on all existing tankers;
8. urges the Commission, Council and the Member States to put f f ®

IMO to Study the environmental impact, also using the Shetland islands as a 
laboratory for analysing the effects of oil spills in the medium^ long 
term, of marine transport of oil and dangerous cargoes and to apply the 
pollster pays principle, enforcing full liability for shxi^wners not o^y for

cleaning operation, but also for income loss of fishermen and ^o 
,-^mnensation navments for damage to the environment; in the case 
pay£^ by the ^ipomers, the country where the Slip is registered should
be made financially responsible;

9. calls on the Commission and the Council to develop a comprehensive ^licy 
concerning maritime safety as soon as possible and condemns Council for not 
having taken action over a period of many years;

10. Calls on the governments of the Member States to implement and enforce 
existing conventions adopted by the ^»^temational Maritime Org^ization on 
maritime safety; urges the Commission, Council and Member States to enable 
the IMO to ensure that national adminstrationsin future meet high standards, and calls on the Commission ^
Member States to co-ordinate their actions so that, if high safety standards 
are not met, ships may be excluded from EC ports and territorial waters,

11. calls on the President to set up a inqj^iry "in
relevant committees to investigar.-r'-ill asi>ects of this resolution, 
particular environmental and economic impact and maritime sate.y,

12. instructs the pr«id«it to toruard thi. r.aolution to the Co™i«i^od, th. 
council, th. lnt«m.tional MMitimo Organintion, the Soerotary of Stato f 
Scotland and the Convener of the Shetland islands Council.

DOC EN\RE\220\22034S
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United States Department of State

Bureau of Oceans and International 
Environmental and Scientific Affairs

Washington, D.C. 20320

June 16, 1993

UWCIASSIFIED
MEMORANDUM

Members of the IWG Sub-group on the Arctic 

Ambassador David A. Colsciy^
TO:

FROM:
subject: Finishing the Arctic Paper for PRD-12

Ambassador Constable, Chairman of the IWG for Global 
Environmental Affairs, has asked that I chair the IWG Sub-group 
on the Arctic.

Attached is the latest draft of the Executive Summary.
There will be a meeting of the Sub-group on June 22 from 1:00 
p.m. to 3:00 p.ra. in Room 7835 of the Department ofState to 
discuss tl>e draft Executive Summary and the policy it 
outlines. I would hope to be in a position to finalize the 
Executive Summary after that meeting for forwarding to the 
IWG. The main body of the paper can be conformed to the final 
Executive Summary, or the Sub-group could decide to recommend 
that the Executive Summary is a sufficient product in itself, 
as has been the case with some of the other papers prepared 
pursuant to PRD-12.

As Sub-group Chairman, T wi11 try to finish this paper as 
soon as possible, and I look forward to your cooperation in 
this regard,

Attachment:
As stated
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REVIEW OF U.S. POLICY 
in THE ARCTIC

RESPONSE TO PKU/NSC-i2
Executive Suinnanr

I. SUMMARY

For well over a century the Arctic region has been important 
to the United States. Since we became an Arctic nation in 1867 
by purchasing Alaska from Russia, we have exploited the region's 
natural resources; first whales and furs, then fish and oil. 
During the Cold War the region was strategically important for 
purposes of military defense. We will continue to have strategic 
interests in the Arctic, but increasingly our Arctic interests 
are defined by the fragility of the polar environment and its 
linkages to global systems, the potential of new technologies for 
developing the region’s wealth in natural resources, and the 
aspirations of indigenous peoples to control their destiny and 
preserve their traditional ways of life.

Since 1983 U.S. Arctic policy*has been guided by National 
Security Decision Document 90 (NSDD 90) and coordinated by the 
Interagency Arctic Policy Group. That policy focused on 
protecting essential national security interests in the Arctic 
region, supporting resource development and promoting scientific 
research. While it recognized the need to minimize adverse 
effects of development on the environment, NSDD 90 did not 
establish environmental protection as an independent U.S. 
priority in the Arctic, and it made no specific mention of the 
needs or roles of indigenous peoples and other Arctic residents. 
International cooperation is also referred to in NSDD 90, but 
Cold War politics limited the realization of that goal-

In response to PRD/NSC-1 , the Interagency Working Group on 
Global Environmental Affairs has concluded that U.S. Arctic 
Policy requires reforitmlati on, not tn deemphasize national 
security or the promotion and support of resource development and 
scientific research, but tn provide a new focus and emphasis on 
environmental protection, institution building and the role of 
native peoples. U.S. national security and resource interests 
remain strong. But environmental protection and the role of 
indigenous peoples in policy making require greater attention and 
action. Multilateral cooperation should be vigorously pursued, 
as the best means through which we can accomplish our objectives 
and protect our interests. Scientific research in the Arctic 
remains important in and of itself, and provides knowledge 
necessary for progress in other areas. Thus, the IWG has 
determined that a new United States Arctic Policy Statement 
should be issued identifying six principal U.S. interests in the 
Arctic:

Environmental protection
- International cooperation and institution building
- National security and defense
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- Inaigenous peoples
- Environmentally sustainable aevelopment
- Scientific research

II. DISCUSSION OF U.S. INTERESTS

A. Environmental Protection

U.S. environmental protection interests in the Arctic fall 
into four major categories:

monitoring, assessing and where possible remediation of 
contamination in the Arctic environment from 
‘radionuclides and industrial wastes;

conservation of Arctic fauna and flora and protection 
of their habitats, including ocean, freshwater, boreal 
forest and tundra;
protecting Arctic marine ecosystems from oil pollution 
and other effects of hu?nan activities;

developing an adeijuate capacity to prevent, prepare for 
and respond to acute environmental emergencies in the 
Arctic.

These^four areas are the major areas of concern for the 
Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS), agreed to by the 
eight Arctic nations in 1991. The AEPS is the result of an 
initiative led by Finland to coordinate Arctic country efforts to 
protect the polar environment. It is a non-binding agreement, 
the objectives of which include preserving environmental quality 
and natural resources, accommodating environmental protection 
principles with the needs and traditions of Arctic Native 
peoples, monitoring environmental conditions, and reducing and 
eventually eliminating pollution in the Arctic environment.
Among the parties themselves, the AEPS calls for cooperative 
steps in Arctic monitoring and asscaemcnt/ emergency preparedness 
and response, conservation of Arctic flora and fauna, and 
protection of the marine environment. Working groups have been 
established for the first three of these, and have begun the 
preparation of action plans.

The United States needs to take a stronger role in defining 
and implementing the AEPS. Specifically, Arctic countries must 
be more rigorous in preserving the integrity of the Arctic 
environment from contaminants of all sources, in defining a sound 
approach to sustainable use and development of natural resources 
and in achieving economic progress for indigenous peoples.

1. Monitoring, Assessment, and Cleanup
Arctic environmental contamination has received recent 

ytteutlon in the press following reports of radiological
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contamination in Russia. Other pollutants, including persistent 
organic compounds and heavy metals, may also pose serious risks 
to Arctic ecosystems and inhabitants. In addition to direct 
discharge, contaminants are transported to the North through 
atmospheric circulation and ocean currents, as well as in rivers 
and streams from all nations which border the Arctic. The levels 
of contamination from various sources and the risk posed by.them 
to the environment and to humans are not well understood and 
warrant investigation.

The Strategy prescribes specific actions to control six types 
of pollutants. The AEPS countries work within international 
organizations such as the International Maritime Organization 
(IMO) or the Convention on Long-Range Trans-boundary Air 
Pollution (LRTAP), to institute these controls.

The International Atomic Energy Agency's (IAEA) four-year 
program, entitled the International Arctic Seas Assessment 
Program (lASAP), is specifically designed to assess the risks to 
human health and to the environment associated with radioactive 
waste dumped into the Kara and Barents Seas. The results of this 

. program support the radiological component of the AEPS's Arctic 
MonitoT-ing and Assessment Program (AMAP). Similar multilateral 

/ efforts do not currently exist to address the other major 
^ contaminants of concern in the same concerted manner. U.S.

expertise could be used to design region-wide programs to assess 
and monitor these nont.aminants for the U.S. to propose as AMAP 

\initiativfes. Specifically, the U.S. could use its national 
J/laboratories for this purpose. Former U.S. weapons scientists 

could provide valuable help to Arctic assessment efforts by 
/V'l I contributing their unique expertise in the identification and _
A monitoring of radionuclide contamination and by helping to design 

/monitoring programs for all major contaminants.

2. Flora and Fauna Conservation
United States policy must continue to place priority on the 

conservation of biological resources and their habitats. The 
Flora and Fauna Working Group o£ AEPS provides a u.«tefnl forum for 
international coordination. The economic value of living 
resources ond the intrinsic value of wildlife and wilderness must 
be recognized and protected. The migratory nature of many Arctic 
species creates shored reEponsibility for these species among the 
Arctic nations, and requires international cooperation for 
effective conservation and management.

Of all the creatures that inhabit the biologically rich 
waters of the Arctic, marine mammals, including polar bears, 
engender the most controversy, provide greatest benefit to 
indigenous coastal inhabitants and are most in need or 
t:oopeL-aUive internotiona 1 management. Whales, walrus, seals, and 
polar bears migrate between Russia and Alaska. Some of these 
species have benefitted from cooperative research, but none are
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cooperatively managed to ensure that the take is sustainable 
according to sound ecosystem management principles. Because they 
are at the top of the food chain, they ate vulnerable to 
contaminants and can affect the health of indigenous people who 
eat them. They are alSo vulnerable to offshore oil and gas 
development.

International attention is increasingly focusing on the need 
to conserve and sustainably manage boreal forests, which in many 
ways are as fragile and easily degraded as their tropical 
counterparts. Although boreal forests contain fewer species and 
therefore less biological diversity than tropical forests, they 

v>\ are extremely important as carbon sinks to help reduce global 
, '^warming. The/primary threats to slow growing Arctic forests are 

destructive jogging practices and unsustainable harvesting to 
' produce wood for domestic use and international trade.

The Bering Sea is one of Earth's most biologically productive 
marine ecosystems. Its fish and shellfish are a food source for 
millions of seabirds and some 25 'species of marine mammals, 
provide over 10% of the world's commercial catch of seafood and 
ar© the foundation of the subsistence economy and culture of the 
indigenous peoples inhabiting its shores. A drastic decline in 
pollock, a principal commercial fishery, and many species of 
seabirds and marine mammals that appear to depend on pollock 
raises serious concerns about the health of this important 
ecosystem.

Bilateral and multilateral wildlife management, agreements 
need to be reviewed, supported, and imp^ved where called for. 

r^pocifically. the United States should(j; work with Canada to 
\ resolve the problem of spring subsistence harvest of waterfowl by 

rural residents o£ Alaska and northern Canada, an activity:,.^— 
currently prohibited by the 1916 Migratory Bird Treaty; ^ork with 
Chnada to ensure conservation o£ the Porcupine Caribou herd; 

(Review the Polar Bear Treaty and the U.S.-Russia Migratory Bird 
treaty; and, initiate negotiations o£ an agreement with Russia on 
"^walrus management. Within the context of the AEPS flora and 

fauna working group, the U.S. should promote the establishment of/ 
a series of international Arctic wildlife reserves.

3. Protection of the marine environment

Protecting Arctic waters from oil pollution and the effects 
of ahipping and off-shore oporatione ie one of the priorities of 
the AEPS. The strategy adopted by the AEPS countries is to work 
together in existing organiaationa which regulate maritime 
activities, such as the IMO and the London Convention, to ensure 
that Arctic concerns are addressed. Concerted efforts should bo 
made by the AEPS countries within these organizations to press 
for sound resource development practices in several Arctic 
countries. Protecting the Arctic marine environment is also 
included in the work of the AEPS Emergency Responee Working Group
(see below).

0 0
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4. Response Strategies
A key goal of the AEPS is to create a comprehensive_system of 

prevention and response to acute environmental emergencies in the 
Arctic. To this end, the U.S. and Canada are leading 
preparation of a framework, for a risk assessment of potential 
pollution accidents in the Arctic involving radioactivity, oil, 
or other toxic substances. This assessment will be 
connection with a study of existing multilateral, regional and 
bilateral agreements to determine whether the Arctic is 
adequately covered for emergency response purposes. The AEPS 
will then be able to negotiate new agreements if necessary to 

fill any gaps.

B. International Cooperation and Institution Building

1. Bilateral-Russia

«Sn??i«aoS of divided oultores .nd improved public
health and emergency response and transportation. .
agency consensus that U.S. Arctic policy needs to be more 
on developing bilateral cooperation withoverall UlS. economic and environmental assistance program fo 
Russia should specifically include an Arctic component.

Pursuant to Summit statements signed by the ^Russia and the United States in 1990, 1992, and 19 3, the United 
States should continue working with Russia to develop 
knowledge about the human, archaeological and natural resources 
of the Beringian region, establish national conservation areas 
each side of the Bering Strait that can be linked by^ 
international agreement, and develop mechanisms for increasing 
scientific cooperation and tourism. The two countries shoul 
continue efforts to establish of an international park 
to safeguard the natural resources and remnants of the iLd bridge and associated indigenou.s cultures which would create 
a symbolic link between Alaska and the Russian Far East.

Economic difficulties in Russia have left ^®" 
risk agoesomcnt, pollution control (including ^S^e
remediation. The Russian scientific and technical infrastruc 
is in danger of dissolution. U.S. efforts to counter these 
forces will require a significant commitment of resources and
llllllo.ltion with othcr>aticns and ^^thf
conducted in a manner which recognizes the fluid state of the
Russian nation and economy.

Since the 1960a the Soviet Union located industrial 
complexes, energy development, weapons testing and production 
facilities, and mining operations north of the Arctic circip.
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These activities and facilities at past and present emit a range 
of contaminants including persistent organics, heavy metals, and 
radionuclides. As the rivers and drainage systems of this region 
empty into the Arctic Ocean, these activities and facilities pose 
a potentially serious threat to fragile Arctic ecosystems and 
indigenous populations. Additionally, accidents at material 
production facilities, such as the April 6, 1993 explosion at 
Tomsk-7, and at nuclear power facilities in or near the Arctic 
region may pose a more immediate threat to residents of the 
United States.

The Yablokov Commission has confirmed widespread dumping of 
radioactive materials in both the Barents and Kara Seas in the 
Arctic, and, for the first time, has confirmed dumping in the 
northern Pacific as well. By their own admission, the dumping of 
radioactive waste is in violation of both Russia's obligations 
under the London Convention and domestic laws on the protection 
of the natural environment. The dumping of liquid radwaste is 
expected to continue while Russia, awaits construction of 
land-based radwaste storage facilities in 1997.

The U.S. is actively supporting the efforts of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to assess the risks to 
human health and the environment from the dumping of radioactive 
waste in the Kara and Barents Seas,, and to examine possible 
remedial action to mitigate and negative effects. The U.S. 
should initiate discussions with Japan, Russia, and the IAEA to 
determined the most effective mear-.s to establish similar programs 
■in the Sea of Japan, North Pacific Ocean and the Sea of Okhotsk 
since they are known to flow northward through the Bering Strait 
and across the Chukchi Sea, and work to strengthen the AEPS to 
press the Russians toward quicker remedial actions.

Recent political changes in the former Soviet Union present 
new opportunities for cooperation on Arctic Science. It is 
widely known that Russian scientists have worked extensively in 
the Russian Arctic marine environment, A window of opportunity 
exists for obtaining their data and engaging former weapons 
scientists on environmental issues. A comprehensive 
environmental assessment/land use program in the Russian Arctic, 
similar to the Lake Baikal comprehensive land use program, could 
engage the Russian science community and incorporate protection 
ond restoration of the Arctic environment as an underlying 
principle of economic development programs in that region. The 
International Science and Technology Center (ISTC), which was 
recently established in Moscow, provides a ready mechanism for 
engaging Russian scientists in a wide array of Arctic science 
issues. Most of Russia's hard currency earnings come for energy, 
gold and diamonds found in the Russian Arctic. Assisting the
Russians to develop an environmental infrastructure for the 
rational development of these resources will contribute to the 
economic stability of that country and help ensure that 
development is conducted in an environmentally safe manner.
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2. Multilateral
Consultation among Arntic nations and peoples has increased 

dramatically in recent.years. This is in part due to the opening 
of Russia and the opportunity to view Arctic issues on a region 
wide basis for the first time. The AEPS and the International 
Arctic Science Committee (TASC) each provide mechanisms for 
international cooperation in the Arctic. Also, indigenous 
peoples have organized the Inuit Circumpolar Conference (ICC;. 
Other native groups have been formed to express their concerns to 
Arctic governments. Canada has proposed an Arctic Council as a 
permanent forum where governments and indigenous peoples 
oeganisationa could discuss issues o£ common interest and promote 
circumpolar cooperation.

With the growing interest in Arctic issues it is natural to 
see a proliferation of ideas and initiatives. However# U.S. 
interests will be best served if a proliferation of institutions 
is avoided# so as not to duplicate effort or dissipate 
resources. Further# an organized approach to institution 
building in the Arctic will reduce the potential for mischevious 
initiatives that might undermine our security or other interests, 
while maximizing the possibility for promoting U.S. objectives 
and protecting our interests.

In this regard, the U.S. has found the AEPS to be a 
multilateral forum worthy of our support. _ It is ^
multilatebal agreement with an Arctic policy focus_(as opposed to 

in which dll eight Arctic governments participate 
it offers a valuable forum for pursuing overall U.S. Arctic 

policy. The Strategy serves as a means of coordinating Arctic 
scientific, environmental and other issues under bilateral 

/- programs and northern regional agreements. it also overlaps with 
efforts to monitor and clean up Russian nuclear contamination.

Canada’s initial proposal for an Arctic Council got a cool 
reception from most countries. It would be a .ministerial-level body for discussing issues of common interest 
in the Arctic and for promoting circumpolar cooperation ana sSsta?nab!e development. The Canadians also want the Council to 
be an international forum for northern indigenous peoples. There 
has been uniform opposition among USG agencies to the Arct 
council initiative, for the general reason that there wo- no 
demonstrated need for another Arctic forum. 
concern that the proposed council’s agenda could include 
strategic and military issues# or reviewdevelopment decisions in a multilateral Although the
Council would operate by consensus, the political cost would be
high if we found ourselves frequently blocking consensus on it-
agenda. Canada has pressed hard for full participation 
proposed Council by indigenous non-govermuental groups, which
raises the question of how ournon-governmental organizations would participate. There is 
currently little interest in Alaska’s state government for
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and

Canada’s proposal as it appears to compete with Governor Hickel s 
No'^hern Forutp> U.5. members of the Inuit CiLCuitipolac Conference 

'XT^C)are sniiportive.
We must realistically assess the prospect of blocking Canada 

on this over any extended period of time. The real policy 
question is whether it is better for the U.S. to be outside of 
this forum or to participate and shape it to our needs.

The IWG believes it would be useful to try to reconcile the 
need for greater Arctic cooperation with the pressure to 
participate in new organizations by proposing an integration of 
the AEPS with the Canadian idea for an umbrella Arctic 
organization with more significant involvement by indigenous 
peoples. This could be accomplished through an expansion of the 
AEPS: 1) to include the policy coordination function of a
Council, including the expanded role for indigenous peoples;
2) to include other areas of focus, such as sustainable 
development, boreal forest management, or a working group on 
indigenous peoples issues. If such a combination was acceptable 
it could be reformulated into a legally binding agreement in the 
future. A legal working group could begin studying that 
potential. A U.S.-led effort in this area would be in marked 
contrast to previous Administrations.

The IWG believes that active U.S. engagement in international 
institution building for the Arctic - combining the various ideas 
- and leaiing to legally binding obligations at some stage - is 
the best way to maintain our influence on the security matters we 
must protect, while accomplishing other policy objectives of a 
multilateral character in the Arctic.

C. National Security and Defense
U.S. national security goals in the Arctic are not greatly 

changed, however the atmosphere in which they are pursued is 
evolving from one of confrontation toward one of potential 
openness and cooperation. In the post-Cold War era, U.S. 
national security interests in the Arctic remain focused on 
protecting against attack from or across the region, maintenance 
of pear:fi and political stability, freedom of navigation and 
overnight in accordance with the 1982 UN Convention on the Law 
of the Sea (nNCT,OR), maintenance of the ability to mount 
and combined operations from the sea, control of borders and 
areas under U.S- jurisdiction, and the peaceful resolution of 
maritime and other disputes in or about the region.

It is important in this regard to recognize that our Arctic 
neighbors — Canada and Russia, have points of view about 
sovereignty in the Arctic Ocean which we do not share and which 
ara inimical to our basic interpsts. Fundamentally, we must 
ensure that the Arctic Ocean is treated like an ocean for 
purposes of sovereignty and jurisdictional claims and that 
activities there are in accord with the principles of the 1982

a

V
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\

Law of the Sea Convention, U.S. leadership on a multilateral 
institution-building approach gives us an opportunity to promote 
and protect this important point, which these countries easily
lose sight of when we are not present.

•
In connection with a discussion of our security interests, 

the increasing use of military assets tor scientific purposes 
should be noted. This is one area in which traditional security 
activities in the Arctic may change. There are 
long-stdiiaingmiliLary programs which have collected data and 
conducted research in the Arctic, and there is also a history of 
military cooperation with civilian science in the region, in both 
research and support roles. The relaxing of Cold-War tensions 
could lead to an increase in military-civilian cooperation on 
scientific and environmental protection issues both domestically 
and internationally In the region.

u. indigenous Peoples
The inuit Circumpolar Conference and other native movements 

in the Arctic have increasing influence. Governments have an 
interest in working with these groups to support then legitimate 
concerns, but also to deflect sovereignty claims and 
nationalistic movements which may occur if Indigenous people are 
isolated from decision-making which affects their interests.

Arctic Native peoples have considerable knowledge of Arctic 
flora and»fauna and a genuine interest in contributing to Arctic 
policy decision-making and scientific inquiry. Mechanisms should 
be established to ensure meaningful participation by Natives m 
the Arctic policy process. Traditional knowledge should be ...y' incorporated inti overall Arctic research efforts, and indigenous 

/ peoples Should be made to feel like partners in the scientific 
' j inquiry rather than the subject of that inquiry. Health concerns 

V of Arctic inhabitants require greater attention.W

becoming more apparent as scientific and epidemiological data are 

collected.
Within a multilateral institution building initiative, U.S. 

promotion of a meaningful role forthat suqqested by Canada, can be done within U.S. domestic legal 
constraints and provide an opportunity for Alaska native groups 
to participate in international meetings within a governmental 
framework.
E. Sustainable Development

The Arctic is an area rich in natural resources, including 
fish wildlife, oil, qas, timber, and high quality coal and other 
minerals. It offers considerable potential for revenues and jobs 
for local populations and improved balance of parents for §SJer^entS It is in the U.S. national interest to ensure that
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decisions on the management of resources under U,S. jurisdiction 
continue to reflect U.S, policies and practices. However,

of these resources, consistent with U.S. policies and practices, 
is also in the U.S. national interest. Further, to the extent we 
can, it is important to ensure that the development of Arctic 
resources by other countries follows sound, rational, and 
environmentally sustainable development policies comparable to 

our own.
The Arctic is threatened by a variety of development 

pressures including land use changes, mining activities, 
over-fishing, and off-shore oil and gas development that may not 
be conducted in a manner consis^nt with the principles of 
environmental sustainability-^The Arctic nations need 
establish agreed standards an^n^envi rodent a 1 impact assessment 

V process to guide such development^ It should be noted that 
y development pressures will be especially strong in relation to .1^ Lssian Arctic resources. A multilateral approach to ensure that 

such develonmeut occurs In an enviccnmnntally sound ma^nr which 
does not affect adversely the interests of other Arctic nations 
is more likely to succeed in influencing Russian policy than 
scattered efforts by individual Arctic countries.

There is considerable interest in using the Arctic as a 
transpnrf-ation corridor. The State of Alaska has entered into an 
agreement^with the Murmansk Shipping Company to conduct two 
demonstration voyages via Russia’s Northern Sea
Passage) to compile economic and technical data on its future use 
for transit Of European, Asian, and North American cargo. 
Increasing transportation through environmentally sensitive 
Arctic areas will requite expanded safety measures and services 
and greater coordination with affected Arctic 
contacts between Alaska and the Russian Far East
demand for air travel between the U.S. and Russian destinations, 
euch as Magadan and Khabarovsk. S.-Russi an negotiations are
underway to obtain overflight and technical stop rights for U.S. 
aircraft in previously closed areas of ea.stern Siberia.

F. Scientific Research
A strong U.S. program of scientific research is an e.ssential 

base for sound policy. It must be responsive to both the
incroaaing economic and environmental g^sic
and the increasing worldwide awareness of arctic issues. Basic 
research to understand the Arctic as an integral 
global earth system is important, but there also needs to be 
greater effort on applied research in theresources, environment and engineering to better manage the 
Arctic as an integral component of the global economic system.

Arctic research progromo, ae mandated by the Arctic Research 
and Policy Act of 1984, P.L. 98-373 <ARPA), are coordinated 
through the Interagency Aretj-C Research Policy Committee (lARPC)
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With advice from the Arctic Research Commission (ARC). lARPC is
A-ci??! elated

scientitic research in the Arctic, it also defines the mechonism 
for review and consideration by the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy (OSTP) and the Office of Management and Budget 
(0MB) of an integrated Arctic research budget. The fact that 
this latter provision has never been fully implemented, however, 
has limited U.S. ability to implement lARPC programs and 
contribute to key international environmental initiatives, such 
as the AEPS, the AMAP, and the IAEA's International Arctic Sea 

Assessment Project.
G. The State of Alaska

The U.S. is an Arctic country hy virtue of the geographic 
location of the State of Alaska. , Institutions in Alaska shape 
our national Arctic policy. The first major conference on u.S. 
Arctic Policy was held at the University of Alaska in Fairbanks 
Tn 1992 and Jome of the recommendations ot this ^ -
broadly discussed there. The State government, and the Pjople of 
the State have a special interest in, and views about, virtually

?eSpl™?”LS“ltran?i«™e;?al'lnS%?onim!c"pve!opSennoai/pa 

ob1ecti»es, it is important that the formulation of U.S. Arctic pqiicj tah4 tL statl’s interests into account in a meaningful

way.

III. HECOMHEBDATIONS
The IWG on Global Environmental Affairs makes the following 

recotTiTnefidations
Recommendation One: Adopt a new United States Arctic Policy
Statement*.

to place greater emphasis on environmental protection, 
including contamination and monitoring, indigenous 
peoples’ concerns, environmentally sustainable
development, and international cooperation in the

. Arctic, while maintaining previous focus on national 
security and scientific research.

HooommeuOstion Twor EshshUsh au Arctic Eoli^ Group Of the IWG 
to coordinate and oversee implementation of Arctic.
Recommendation Three: Involve the State of Alaska in the
nrvUfvv nT-ocass* invite the State to participate from time to time 
in meetings of'the Arctic Policy Group of the IWG, as appropriat
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Recommendation Four: Lead a multilateral
strengthen the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy by.

expanding the scope of the Strategy to include 
additional objectives and areas of cooperation, such as 
indigenous peoples and environmentally sustainable 
development;
creating a formal policy forum among the eight Arctic 
nations to oversee implementation of the Strategy and 
to discuss other issues along the lines of the proposed 
Arctic Council;
■focussing priority efforts on protecting the marine 
environment from pollution and contamination;
providing an opportunity for representatives of 
indigenous peoples and Other non-governmental 
organizations active in the Arctic to participate in 
the policy-making forura^and in AEPS working groups; and

__ i£ f.here is international agreement to combine the best
; elements of AEPS and the Council recommending a l«9al 

working group to consider the development of a legally 
binding agreement building on the principles and 
objectives of the AEPS and providing the policy-making

* forum.
Recommendation Five: Support the International Arctic Science
Committee (lASC). Strengthen lARPC and encourage scientific 
research to increase our knowledge and understanding 
Arctic, its components, and its relationship to environment. Carry out the mandate of the Arctic Research and 
Policy Act to develop an integrated Arctic research budget for 
the United States as set forth in that Act.
Recommendation Six: initiate a strategy to conserve Arctic
wildlife and protect ita habitat by:

seeking amendment of the U.S.-Canada 1916 Migratory 
Bird Treaty to provide for subsistence taking by native 
peoples consistent with sound wildlife management 
practices under such regulations as the Secretap of 
the Interior may prescribe in conaultatione with Native
leaders;
fully implementing of the U.S.-Russia Migratory Bird 

Treaty;
reviewing the Agreement on the Conaervation of 
Bears and U.S. laws and regulations implementing it to 
ensure that the U.S. is meeting our international 
obligations, and take such steps as are necessary to 
bring the U.S. Into Cull compliance;
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initiating negotiations with Russia on an agreement to 
co-manage walrus and other marine mammals, as 
appropriate, in the Bering and Chukchi Seas;

initiating negotiations with Canada to create an 
internationalwildlife reserve for the Porcupine River 
caribou herd to protect habitat of the herd and other 
shared wildlife resources and to provide for the 
well-being and cultural heritage of the Native people; 
without prejudice to future national decisions about 
development activities in the area;
pursuing aiscnssion in the Flora and Fauna Working 
Group of AEPS to establish international wildlife 
'reserves in the Arrtio to protect important wildlife 
habitat, unique ecological systems and the subsistence 
resources of indigenous people; and

exploring an Arctic agreement to implement the UNCED 
Forest Principles for boreal forests.

Recommendation Seven: Continue within AEPS to ,
coordinate response strategies in the event of an environmental
catastrophe.
Reconunendation Eight: Strongly support AMAP

>Cooperate to establish effective monitoring programs 
with special emphasiB on such contaminants as 
radionuclides, heavy metals, and persistent organic 

pollutants)
provide technical, personnel and financial support, as 
appropriate, to the AMAP Secretariat;

ensure coordination between AMAP and IAEA on 
radioactive waste monitoring and assessment activities.

offer the provision of technical support for AM^ in 
the development of assessment and long-term monitoring 
Btrategies for the variety of contaminants in the 
Arctic^by drawing on the expertise of the Department of 
Energy's National Laboratories, as appropriate.

Recommendation Nine; Support the Stateto establish links with provincial authorities and key scientific 
centers li Far East RussL, to cooperate on major environmental 
issues including contamination and monitoring, indigenouspeop!J^ Son^ernl, transportation, sustainable development, and
scientific cooperation in the Arctic;

Recommendation Tent Undertake a U.S./Russia
Arctic environment (including radwaate g^dresearch, sustainable development, travel and transportation,
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social and cultural exchanges in line with the Presidential 
Statement at the Vancouver Summit:

The U.S. should work with Russia to develop our 
knowledge about the human and natural resources o£ the 
Beringian region, identify management opportunities for 
areas on each side of the Bering Strait, establish 
national conservation units that can be linked by 
international agreement, and develop mechanisms for 
increasing the existing scientific and tourism linkages.

The U.S. should establish contacts and working 
relationships with the Russian science coniinunity to 
obtain recently released Russian data on the Russian 
Aictic and to foster collaborative efforts on habitat 
identification, conservation, and, as appropriate, 
tscunuinlu and IndusLiial development strategies/ m 3 
manner which is environmentally sound.

I

The U.S. should pursue commercial overflight privileges 
and work with Russia Lo, ensure that development of any 
Northern Sea Route as a transportation corridor is done 
with due regard for safety and the environment.

The U.S. should encourage the Russians Lo undertake an 
aggressive program to construct land-based radioactive 

»and waste storage/treatment facilities and naval 
decommissioning facilities to provide the Russian Navy 
with a viable, immediate alternative to ooedn 
disposal. The U.S. should provide technical advice to 
the Russians in this area to ensure that future 
storage, disposal and decommissioning activities are 
conducted in an environmentally safe manner.
Through the International science and Technology Center 
and other scientific centers which currently exist or 
can be established readily in the Russian Arctic, the 
U.S. should vigorously pursue a comprehensive 
environmental evaluation and land-use study of the 
Russian Arctic and utilize this venue to actively 
engage former weapons scientists in environmental 
assessment and restoration efforts.

Recommendation Eleven:. Create ™=hani5B5 to ensure the provision 
of advice from the indigenous people of Alaska to the IWG Arctic 
Policy group and to allow their participation m international 
meetings on the Arctic,


