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Administration Statement

before the
Subcommittee on Energy and Power
of the Committee on Commerce

U.S. House of Representatives

September 26, 1996

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee.

It is a pleasure for us to be here today to share with you
the results of the recently held Secoﬁd Conference of the
Parties (COP-2) to the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change. We would also like to discuss the process

through which we reached the U.S. position, and where we expect

to go from here.

Most importantly, the U.S. position at COP-2 reflects our
increased concern about climate change as reflected in the
latest international assessment report of the Intergovernmental

Panel on Climate Change. Prepared by over 2,500 of the world's
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leading experts, this report concluded that the balance of
evidence suggests that human actions are influencing the
climate system and that many of the possible .impacts will be

adverse to human health and to our environment.

The U.S5. delegation to COP-2 was led by Undersecretary for
State for Global Affairs, Timothy E. Wirth, for the Ministerial
porfion of COP-2. 1In his July 17 statément to the Parties to
the Convention, the United States called for next steps undér

the Climate Convention for the post-2000 period to include

| realistic and achievable, legally binding targets that would be

Eimplemented through flexible national programs and produce real

environmental benefits. The U.S. position also underscored the
need for all nations, including developing nations, to take
actions to limit greenhouse gas emissions. Finally, we called
for work on a longer-term goal (e.g. 50-100 years) so that we
have a clearer pather for the future that allows the private

!

sector to expand sensibly as it plans and makes investment

decisions.

We arrived at this basic framework for a number of
reasons. It was clear that .the Convention's existing'framework
of a non-binding "aim" was not working. Most developed
countries, including éhe United States, will not achieve the
goal of stabilization in 2000 at 1990 levels. A binding
commitment will create a stronger incentive for nations to be
realistic in deciding dﬁ a target to make the effort required

and ensure a level playing field. In addition, from the



— 3 -_
analyses completed to date, we determined that more flexible
approaches offer significant cost-saving opportunities that

should be brought into the Convention's basic framework.

Equally important, the U.S. statement at COP-2 specifically
rejected existing proposals by other countries because they
called for inflexible, one-size-fits-all, policies and measures
that would harm U.S. competitiveness; Because they contained
unrealistic short-term cuts in emissions; or because they

failed to provide for cost-effective, flexible implementation. .

Finally, the U.S. position fully recognized the need for

~global climate change to be addressed on a global basis. As a

result, we called for a continued commitment by developing
nations to enact policies and measures aimed at reducing their
emissions of greenhouse gases. While recognizing that
developed countries must show leadership in addressing this

€
problem, we also made it very_clear_that all nations must be

part of the solution.

Ultimately, the U.S. statement helped energize Ministers
and other heads of delegation to issue a Ministerial
declaration, now called the "Geneva Declaration." Ministers
from nearly all Partiés to the Convention endorsed this
statement. The only countries that opposed this Declaration in:
its entirety were the OPEC countries; limited issues were

raised by Russia, Australia and New Zealand.



The Geneva Declaration endorses an approach to next steps
that includes a legally binding target for developed countries,
in conjunction with advancement and implementation of
commitments of developing countries. It affirms the Ministers"
intent to complete negotiations on- an agreement in time for
adoption by the Third Conference of the Parties (Cop-3). copr-3

will take place in Kyoto, Japan in December 1997.

Let us briefly review what is contained in the Geneva

Declaration, and perhaps equally importantly, what is not.

The Geneva Declaration:

-- endorses the Second Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, stating that the
Report provides the scientific basis for urgently

{
strengthening action at the global, regional and national

levels;

—-- adopted the U.S. call for legally binding medium-term

targets by instructing negotiators to pursue

legally-binding targets and timetables in the final agreed

instrument;

-- calls for continuing to advance the implementation of

existing commitments for all Parties, including developing

country Parties;



directs negotiators to include in the agreement a mechanism
for reviewing and, where necessary, strengthening whatever

commitments are set; and

calls for commitments to speed-up the development,
application, diffusion and transfer of climate friendly

technologies.

Unfortunately, there has been some confusion in the popular

and trade press about the Declaration. Let us clarify some of

this confusion by explicitly telling you what is not included

in the Geneva Declaration:

it does not set either the level or the timetable for

greenhouse gas reductions that are to be negotiated over

the next 16 months;

it does not support any proposed target or timeframe tabled

in the negotiations by others;

it did not adopt the call by some Parties for "harmonized"
policies and measures, so Parties are able to use flexible

and cost-effective measures to achieve whatever target is

agreed to;

it does not reject’voluntary programs;



-— 1t does not in any way close the door on emissions trading

or joint implementation; and

—-- it calls for advancing the implementation of existing
obligations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions for all

countries, including developing countries.

While the Administration believes the declaration language
is clear on the role of emissions trading and joint
implementation, the U.S. delegation wanted to leave no doubt.
In a clarifying statement, we noted that meeting a target must
allow for maximum national flexibility, including the use of

joint implementation and international emissions trading.

With the core elements of the U.S. framework included in
the Geneva Declaration, we believe that we have successfully
shifted the negotiating process away‘from rhetorical positions
to more meaningful and realistic objectives about what can and
needs to be accomplished. Within this framework, the United
States will be in a far better position to discuss the

environmental challenges and economic consequences of possible

actions leading up to COP-3.

The U.S. proposed framework, based on a flexibly

implemented, binding target and timetable was arrived at

/

following an extensive’and careful consultation process with

the private sector, nongovernmental organizations, and
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Congress. Since the last meeting of the Ad-HocC Group on the
Berlin Mandate in March, the Administration has been outlining
the broad themes of what we would like to see come out of the
Berlin Mandate process. These themes were explicitly stated in
our testimony beforé the Commiﬁtee last June. They included:

a realistic goal leading to real and achievable reductions;
flexibility in implementation (i.e., a rejection of the notion
that a single policy option or set of méasures can be
harmonized to apply uniformly to all Parties); and an agreement
that lays the foundation for continuing progress by all nations
in the future. While no formal position had yet been cleared
at the time of the June hearing, the above principles presented

at the hearing served as the basis for that position.

In preparation of our position in Geneva, the
Administration held a number of roundtables and briefings to
consult with interested parties -- on.this issue, on the array

<

of other questions surrounding the implementation of the

Convention, and on the course of negotiations on next steps.

For example, Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans,
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs Eileen
Claussen, hosted three roundtables designed to bring together
high level industry ana environmental NGO representatives to
discuss the international negotiating process and to explore
possible U.S. positions. Senior representatives from
approximately 30 1eadin§:corporations representing the gas,

o1l, coal, chemical, automotive, insurance and electric utility
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industries attended two of those gatherings, while more than a
dozen top officials from environmental organizations attended

the third.

The individuals invited were asked to consider five topics
and to come to the roundtable prepared to discuss them. The
topics were 1) targets and timetables; 2) policies and
measures; 3) developing country commithents; 4) further actions
under the Convention after 1997; and 5) the value of
multilateral agreement under the Convention and under separate

bilateral or regional efforts.

The roundtables were useful and informative. Some
participants expressed a number of concerns about the negative
iimpact which mandatory, sector-specific, ‘policies and measures
icould have on the competitiveness of industry. Other business
participants acknowledged global warming as a problem and sent
a message loud and clear: create a_;ystem that gives a
consistent, long-term signal to industry to allow for
cost-effective implementation; preserve industrial
competitiveness; and don't hurt the economy through

ill-considered actions calling for substantial near-term

reductions by the 1990 baseline.

Many in this latter group also endorsed the value of
continuing the voluntary programs that have already been

implemented under the P}esident's Climate Change Action Plan to
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begin to address greenhouse gas emissions. The Administration
remains committed to working with all our partners in the

private sector to continue and enhance voluntary approaches.

In addition to these roundtables, a number of additional
briefings with industry and environmental organizations took
place before and during the COP-2 meetings. Congressional
staff were also briefed, formally and ihformally, prior to,
throughout, and following the COP-2 meetings. Staff from key
agencies involved in the ciiﬁate change issue have been holding
regular meetings with interested parties to learn about their

objectives and concerns.

These meetings and the analyses presented to date have
shaped key elements of the proposed U.S. framework. For
example, preliminary analyses demonstrated the high costs and
impacts on cdmpetitiveness of significant short-term reductions
while also demonstrating the substant}al cost-savings from
flexible implementation approaches such as emissions trading
and joint implementation. Stakeholder meetings underscored the
need to avoid sector-specific harmonized policies and measures
and the desirability of working toward a long-term
concentration goal to help guide corporate planning and

investments.

The Administration continues to develop a reasoned and

transparent economic anélysis to support our approach in the
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international climate change negotiations. We intend to
understand better the effects on economic growth before

formally presenting specific proposals in future negotiations.

It is to this end that the Administration is building a
strong analytic capability. A number of departments and
agencies, principly among them the Debartment of Energy and the
Environmental Protection Agency, have béen involved in an
Interagency AnalysiEJEggm_gEarged WEEP developing the

— e e ———— e

capability to analyze climate change proposals. Sound analysis

requires common approaches to models, underlying assumptions,

and the like.

To that end, Under Secretary of Commerce for Economic
Affairs Everett Ehrlich has agreed to lead this interagency
team and bring the process to closure. In this role, Mr.
Ehrlich is meeting regularly with DOE, EPA, Treasury, Commerce, -
and other agency representatives to d&scuss analytic approaches
and to set in motion a process that leads to conclusions. When
the process is concluded, we will have constructed an analytic
“toolbox" capable of better assessing the economic effects of a
broad range of climate change policies, in terms of growth,
employment, sectoral and industry effects, and other issues.
Two of the witnesses hére today testified at the Subcommittee's
June hearing regarding the analytical workshop in June where
over 50 papers were presented. Our current efforts are an
extension of that proceéé; we commit to involving stakeholders

extensively in the review of additional analyses prior to

decisions on specific policies.



The United States has not yet proposed a specific target
and timetable, nor have we yet defined a structure for such a
binding target. We have rejected the proposals tabled to date,
including the proposal supportéd by several small island
countries for a 20 percent reduction in.COZ emissions by Annex
I Parties by 2005. We are considering a variety of alternative
structures for targets and timetables to maximize flexibility
and minimize costs (for example, using a multiyear rolling
average). We are working, through our analysis and assessment
process, to determine the appropriate target from an economic
and environmental perspective. We seek a range of options that
can meet our environmental goals while safequarding economic

growth and U.S. competitiveness.

Undersecretary Wirth's July statement specifically called

for negotiations to focus on a medium-term target and to
!

continue working toward a longer-term concentration goal. We
rejected any target which called for an unrealistic near term
goal. We have heard repeatedly from many in industry that the
government should send a consistent and long-term signal that
allows industry to implement whatever policy is chosen
prudently and cost-effectively. We heard that message and
incorporated that goal’in our decision to call for a binding
target. This will give a decade or more of planning lead time

to those who may be affected to internalize the target into

———

their decisionmaking, aﬁh to begin working now to plan the most
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effective way to get there, and speed the development and
deployment of the technologies that are needed in a longer-term

response to climate change.

We are still in the process of resolving some of the
critical issues related to future actions to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. We are continuing to work on the following
areas: the type of medium-term target; an emissions
trading/joint implementation scheme; questions of compliance
and enforcement; and options for advancing the commitments of
developing countries. By early next year, we will develop more

specific proposals on each of these areas.

We would like to reiterate that the Administration believes
that'any future commitment must be predicated on ensuring that
the U.S. economy remains robust and internationally
competitive. We also want to recognize and build on the
successes 0of our partners in the pri&ate sector whose early
efforts have significantly reduced greenhouse gas emissions and
saved consumers and businesses millions of dollars in enerqgy
costs through actions taken under the Climate Change Action
Plan. We will ensure that partners making voluntary reductions

get proper credit for their efforts in any future regime.

We look forward to working with you here in Congress, and
with other interested parties, to frame an arrangement that is
legitimate, credible, coOnsistent with U.S. economic objectives,

and environmentally appropriate.
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United States Depantment of State

Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and -
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs

Washington, D.C. 20520

October 17, 1996

MEMORANDUM
TO: Distribution
FROM: OES - Rafe Pomerance, Acting QUP

SUBJECT: Submission to Secretariat of the UN Framework
: Convention on Climate Change

- Attached is a revised draft of the proposed United States
submission to the Secretariat of the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change. This draft has been revised to reflect
comments and suggestions raised by several agencies. In order
to ensure that agencies have an opportunity to review the final
draft before submission to the Secretariat, I am sending the
document for your final clearance.

As background, you should know that this submission is
designed to outline in broad terms the key elements of a final
agreement that are important for further discussion and
consideration. More detailed policies and positions will be
developed by the USG in the months ahead with your
participation. Our submission at this time is intended to help
maintain the momentum we have established in defining the
negotiations on terms that are consistent with our interests.
In order to ensure that our views are fully reflected in the
documentation prepared for the next round of negotiations in
December, it is essential that we provide our suggestions for
key negotiating elements at this time. The U.S. submission
will be compiled along with those of other nations by the
Secretariat and will be circulated publicly.

To comply with the Secretariat’s deadlines, we would
appreciate your clearance by noon, Friday, October 18, 1996.
Please fax or phone your comments to me on (0)647-2232 or
(£)647-0217.

Thank you for your assistance.

Attachment:
As stated.
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Draft Rev. 3 -- 10/17/96

U.S. Submissi
(October 15, 1996)

Genexal

In the U.S. view, the new legal instrument should respond
effectively to the threat posed by global climate change;
should reflect outcomes that are real and achievable; should be
consistent with economic prosperity; should allow for maximum
flexibility and cost-effectiveness in its implementation; and
should lay the foundation for continuing progress by all
countries.

Meeting the ultimate objective of the Convention will
require concerted, long-term efforts by all Parties. While it
is important for developed countries to take the lead, it is
also essential that the Kyoto agreement recognize the growing
contribution of developing country emissions and begin to plan
for appropriate, cost-effective ways to address these emissions
in a sustainable manner. In this connection, at COP-2 the
United States called for continued work toward a longer-term
concentration goal (e.g. for the next 50-100 years),
recognizing that scientific understanding and technology will
improve over time.

In putting forward these suggestions for a new legal
instrument, the United States has rejected proposals by some
countries calling for short-term targets that we believe could
not be realistically achieved. We have also rejected the use
of inflexible, harmonized policies and measures. In the spirit
of providing individual countries greater flexibility in
meeting any agreed upon limitations, we believe that it is
critical that flexibility in implementation be accorded all
countries, including through emissions trading and joint
implementation among nations.

We believe that the following elements would serve as a
useful basis for the consideration of topics that would need to
be included in a new legal instrument. Given the continuing
uncertainties surrounding the form of such an instrument, we
have noted particular aspects of these issues that may differ
depending on whether the Parties choose a protocol or an
amendment to the FCCC to codify their agreement.
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Preamble

If the legal instrument takes the form of a protocol, it
might include a preamble. If it takes the form of an
amendment, it would not, although the decision adopting the
amendment could.

pefiniti

A protocol would need to incorporate some or all of the
definitions in Article 1 of the Convention, include its own
definitions, or some combination of the two. An amendment, to
the extent it introduces new terms, might also require
amendment of Article 1.

Ob3 .

An amendment would, and a protocol should incorporate the
objective in the Convention; we do not believe it is either
necessary or desirable to develop a separate objective for this
legal instrument.

Level and Structure of the Target

The Geneva Declaration calls for a legally-binding target
and timetable, consistent with the U.S. call at COP-2, to shift
the negotiations away from unrealistic, near-term proposals to
medium-term targets that are both realistic and achievable.

The Berlin Mandate calls for adoption of the protocol/other
legal instrument at COP-3, making calls to date for
differentiated commitments in this timeframe impracticable.
Therefore, it will be important that the target/timetable be
sufficiently specific (to facilitate compliance), flexible in
terms of its implementation (to encourage broad participation)
and straight-forward (to ensure negotiation and adoption by
cor-3). As we noted at COP-2, the United States opposes
efforts to develop inflexible, harmonized policies and measures.

A number of ideas and approaches have been suggested thus
far in the discussions within the Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin
Mandate (AGBM). Many of these ideas and approaches have
focused on a single-year target, but we believe it will be
important to consider a broader range of possibilities (e.g.,
cumulative or aggregate targets, multiple-year rolling average
targets, flexibility over time through banking or
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borrowing, etc.) We anticipate that more such ideas and
approaches will be tabled and considered as we work toward a
new legal instrument for adoption at COP-3.

The United States is continuing its domestic analysis and
assessment efforts so as to contribute to this discussion in
upcoming negotiating sessions.

syancing Article 4.1 Commitment

"Continuing to advance the implementation of Article 4.1
commitments® will be a critical component of next steps and
must be reflected in the Kyoto agreement. Given the global
nature of this problem, we must work together toward a global
solution, recognizing our common but differentiated
responsibilities and capabilities. A number of assumptions
underlie U.S. views on next steps:

L Article 4.1:
- Applies to all Parties;

-- Speaks to issues ranging from inventorying emissions,
to reporting, to adopting policies and measures;

- Speaks to the requirement to promote the development
and diffusion of technologies;

° The Convention anticipates that the status of countries
will evolve over time (e.g., Article 4.2(f))

o Paragraph 2.b of the Berlin Mandate governs what will be
included on this issue in the Kyoto agreement

Bearing in mind these assumptions, there are a number of
approaches that can be taken through a new legal instrument.
For example, the Parties could agree to:

® continued and more systematic support for efforts to
develop national action plans (particularly in developing
countries) following the revised Annex I Guidelines for
National Communications and the newly adopted Non-Annex 1
Guidelines for Initial Communications '

° redoubled efforts to adopt and implement "no-regrets”
measures

o expanded programs aimed at developing, diffusing and
deploying climate-friendly technologies (including through
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systematic efforts to jidentify and remove barriers to
technology diffusion and to enhance the role of
international financial institutions in responding to the
threat of global climate change)

° further consideration of thresholds at which the status of
countries would change, and the process involved in such a
change in status

L further consideration of future steps (post-Kyoto) toward
the objective of the Convention

In the U.S. view, emissions trading/joint implementation
will be an essential element of the Kyoto agreement; it will
therefore be a priority task to establish the guidelines for a
credible emissions trading/joint implementation regime by
December 1997.

We believe that emissions trading and joint implementation
regimes will motivate parties to achieve and strengthen
national commitments to reduce or limit greenhouse gas
emissions because the cost savings potential in these types of
programs can achieve more environmental protection than less
flexible, less cost-effective regimes.

Various design questions will need to be resolved by the
Kyoto Conference, including, for example, whether inter-gas
trading will be allowed; how trades would most effectively be
monitored and reviewed; what distinctions might be drawn with
respect to participation in an emissions trading/joint
implementation regime (e.g., absent national targets, could
project-specific baselines be used?)

A number of principles must underlie an emissions
trading/joint implementation regime. At a minimum, such a
regime must be efficient, transparent and verifiable.

Ingtituti

For reasons of administrative efficiency and in light of
budgetary constraints, a new legal instrument should utilize
existing institutions to the maximum extent practicable.

A protocol would need to specify its institutions. 1In the
case of an amendment, the institutions established under the
Convention would apply. (Note: We do not believe it would be
appropriate for non-Parties to a protocol to be officers of an
jnstitution serving the protocol.)
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Compliance

The term "compliance” is used in this context to refer to
the cluster of processes/mechanisms that provide incentives for
the Parties to abide by their legal commitments.

Ensuring effective compliance will be critical for
environmental as well as economic reasons. Unless parties
comply, there will be little incentive to act and we will not
achieve our environmental objectives. Uneven compliance will
undermine confidence in the new legal instrument and encourage
»free-riding."

A key means of promoting compliance will be to ensure that
commitments are realistic and achievable (as noted above). In
addition, it will be important +o consider supplementary means
for promoting compliancse, including ways to ascertain whether
Parties are meeting their obligations and ways to encourage
them to do so. 1In this context, we will need to consider
elaborating existing reporting and review mechanisms.

Unless otherwise provided, an amendment to the Convention
would be covered by the Convention's reporting requirements, as
well as dispute settlement provisions and any multilateral
consultative process that might be established. A protocol
would need to specify whether any of these Convention
mechanisms would apply, as well as any additional
compliance-related provisions.

- <ion_Mal

Only the Parties to the protocol or amendment should have
decision-making authority with respect to that instrument.

Final Clauses

A protocol would need to contain several final clauses,
including, for example, provisions on entry into force and
amendment. An amendment's final clauses are already set forth
in the Convention.
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U.S. Submission on .
Elements of a New Legal Instrument
(October 15, 1996)

General

In the U.S. view, the new legal instrument should respond
effectively to the environmental challenge posed by climate
change; should reflect outcomes that are real and achievable;
should be consistent with economic prosperity; should allow for
maximum flexibility and cost-effectiveness in its
implementation; and should lay the foundation for continuing
progress by all countries.

We believe that the following elements would serve as a
useful basis for the consideration of topics that would need to
be included in this instrument. Given the continuing
uncertainties surrounding the form of such an instrument, we
have noted particular aspects of these issues that may differ
depending on whether the Parties choose a protocol or an
amendment to the FCCC to codify their agreement.

Preamble
If the legal instrument takes the form of a protocol, it
might include a preamble. If it takes the form of an

amendment, it would not, although the decision adopting the
amendment could.

Definitions

A protocol would need to incorporate some or all of the
definitions in Article 1 of the Convention, include its own
definitions, or some combination of the two. An amendment, to
the extent it introduces new terms, might also require
amendment of Article 1.

Objective

An amendment would, and a protocol should incorporate the
objective in the Convention; we do not believe it is either
necessary or desirable to develop a separate objective for this
legal instrument.
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Level and Structure of the Target

The Geneva Declaration calls for a legally-binding target
and timetable. The Berlin Mandate calls for adoption of the
protocol/other legal instrument at COP-3, making negotiation of
differentiated commitments in this timeframe impracticable.
Therefore, it will be important that the target/timetable be
sufficientlyﬁ;gggiﬁig_jjo facilitate compliance), flexible in
terms of itsTimplementation (to encourage broad participation)
and straight-forward (to ensure negotiation and adoption by
COP-3). AS we noted at COP-2, the United States has serious
reservations about efforts to develop harmonized policies and
measures.

(‘w\d ,\,«(l .
Ideas proposed thus far include:

- a flat target (measured against a fixed year or
baseline trend)
-— a cumulative or aggregate target (reducing total
emissions over a particular time period by an agreed
percentage) : -
-— a target based on a rolling average 45/’-7b{ \0©¢L4
- a collective target (e.g., "Annex I", OECD, EU)
-— individually pledged (binding) targets
- differentiated targets (possibly based on a formula)
WA € Now Tow ey - ey N gud,  con@mAvaTon, R et

Analysis of the effects of each of these ideas will depend
not only on the level agreed upon but also on the extent of
participation (number of Parties) in the process. The United
States 1is currently developing a toolbox to facilitate analysis
of these and other options. We anticipate that, by March 1997,
the full array of choices would be tabled by Parties, and that
the development of specific language for inclusion in the
instrument could be considered.

Advancing Article 4.1 Commitments

In the U.S. view, next steps must involve actions by all
Parties, recognizing their common but differentiated
responsibilities and capabilities, and these must be reflected
in the Kyoto agreement. There are a number of assumptions that
underlie U.S. views on next steps:

] Article 4.1:

- Applies to all Parties, not just to developing country
Parties;

- Speaks to issues ranging from inventorying emissions,
to reporting, to adopting policies and measures;
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-= Speaks to the requirement to promote the deveiopment
and transfer of technologies;

° The Convention anticipates that the status of countries
will evolve over time (e.g., Article 4.2(f))

L Paragraph 2.b of the Berlin Mandate governs what will be
included on this issue in the Kyoto agreement

Bearing in mind these assumptions, there are a number of
approaches that can be taken through a new legal instrument.
The Parties can agree to:

] continued and more systematic support for efforts to
develop national action plans (particularly in developing
countries) following the revised Annex I Guidelines for
National Communications and the newly adopted Non-Annex I
Guidelines for Initial Communications

] redoubled efforts to adopt and implement "no-regrets"
measures

° expanded programs aimed at developing, diffusing and
deploying climate-friendly technologies (including through
systematic efforts to identify and remove barriers to
technology transfer and to improve the performance of

~.\ existing financial institutions) T

] further consideration of thresholds at which the status of
countries would change, and the process involved in such a
change in status

o further consideration of future steps (post-Kyoto) toward
the objective of the Convention '

Emissions Trading/Joint Implementation

In the U.S. view, emissions trading/joint implementation
will be an essential element of the Kyoto agreement; it will
therefore be a priority task to establish the guidelines for a
credible emissions trading/joint implementation regime by
December 1997.

Various design questions will need to be resolved by the
Kyoto Conference, including, for example, whether inter-gas
trading will be allowed; how trades would most effectively be
monitored and reviewed; what distinctions might be drawn with
respect to participation in an emissions trading/joint
implementation regime (e.g., absent national targets, could
project-specific baselines be used?)



A number of principles must underlie an emissions
trading/joint implementation regime. Such a regime must be
efficient, transparent and verifiable and must produce real
reductions. A preliminary elaboration of these principles™
should already be possible; in the U.S. view, the regime should:

L allow parties to trade or exchange credits toward and
against national greenhouse gas reduction or 11m1tat10n

commitments; e
— T - R
¥_ﬂ e

U/Mq( [ e ensure that emissions reductions are created by actions
(5 \ that verifiably and re11ab1y reduce accrued, net emissions;

———

L%{?( ) ° minimize costs, especially transaction and administrative L
MQ costs; ~

o motivate parties to achieve and strengthen national
commitments to reduce or limit greenhouse gas emissions;

o motivate economic actors to find and implement on a
continuous basis cost-effective greenhouse gas emission
reductions;

° be as flexible as possible to accommodate differing
national approaches to achieving emissions commitments;

° promote compatibility among national approaches to
facilitate trading/exchanging credits

o be as inclusive of Parties, sub-national entities, gases
and sectors as possible;
T —— eﬁ »
* ensure transparency /through stringent monitoring, /. K/ -
record-keeping and reportlng, ( VA WL o
S A Dl >
* provide incentives for compliance -- and mechanisms to
limit the benefit accorded to non-compliant Parties, and to
ensure that non-compliance does not adversely affect
environmental progress under the agreement.

Mw#ﬁcr%mgm

Institutions

- T

For reasons of administrative efficiency and in light of
budgetary constralnts, a new 1ega1 instrument should utilize

A protocol would need to specify 1ts\1nst1tut10ns. In the
case of an amendment, the institutions established under the

// Convention would apply. (Note: We do not believe it would be
appropriate for non-Parties to a protocol to be officers of an
\ institution serving the protocol.)

.
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Compliance

The term "compliance" is used in this context to refer to
the cluster of processes/mechanisms that provide incentives for
the Parties to abide by their legal commitments.

Ensuring effective compliance will be critical for
environmental as well as economic reasons. Unless parties
comply, actions taken are likely to be inadequate and global
warming will continue unabated. Uneven compliance will
undermine confidence in the Convention and encourage
"free-riding."

In addition to promoting compliance by including
commitments that are realistic and verifiable (as noted above),
the instrument should provide supplementary means, for example,
with respect to ascertaining whether Parties are meeting their
obligations and with respect to appropriate consequences for
non-compliance.

An amendment to the Convention would be covered by the
Convention's reporting requirements, as well as dispute
settlement provisions and multilateral consultative process,
once established. A protocol would need to specify whether any
of these Convention mechanisms would apply, as well as any
additional compliance-related provisions.

Decision-Making

Only the Parties to the protocol or amendment should have
decision-making authority with respect to that instrument.
Final Clauses

A protocol would need to contain several final clauses,
including, for example, provisions on entry into force and

amendment. An amendment's final clauses are already set forth
in the Convention.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT o L
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS PRGN
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500

MEMBER

October 15, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR JOE STIGLITZ:

RAY -

N
FROM: ALICIA MUNNELL P"‘Hﬁv
SUBJECT: ~  U.S. Submission on Elements of a New Legal
' Instrument ” :

The attached document will. be sent to the Secretariat within
the next day or so. This means .that it will become a public
document. If we have any disagreements, we need to alert the State
Department by COB today, Tuesday, October 15.

I think we should have a brief meeting this afternoon.

Attachment

o Geswlanway



DRAFT
U.S. Submission on .
Elements of a New Legal Instrument

(October 15, 1996)

General

In the U.S. view, the new legal instrument should respond
effectively to the environmental challenge posed by climate
change; should reflect outcomes that are real and achievable;
should be consistent with economic prosperity; should allow for
maximum flexibility and cost-effectiveness in its
implementation; and should lay the foundation for continuing
progress by all countries.

We believe that the following elements would serve as a
useful basis for the consideration of topics that would need to
be included in this instrument. Given the continuing
uncertainties surrounding the form of such an instrument, we
have noted particular aspects of these issues that may differ
depending on whether the Parties choose a protocol or an
amendment to the FCCC to codify their agreement.

Preamble

If the legal instrument takes the form of a protocol, it
might include a preamble. If it takes the form of an
amendment, it would not, although the decision adopting the
amendment could.

Definitions

A protocol would need to incorporate some or all of the
definitions in Article 1 of the Convention, include its own
definitions, or some combination of the two. An amendment, to
the extent it introduces new terms, might also require
amendment of Article 1.

Objective

An amendment would, and a protocol should incorporate the
objective in the Convention; we do not believe it is either
necessary or desirable to develop a separate objective for this
legal instrument.
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Level and Structure of the Target

The Geneva Declaration calls for a legally-binding target
and timetable. The Berlin Mandate calls for adoption of the
protocol/other legal instrument at COP-3, making negotiation of
differentiated commitments in this timeframe impracticable.
Therefore, it will be important that the target/timetable be
sufficiently specific (to facilitate compliance), flexible in
terms of its implementation (to encourage broad participation)
and straight-forward (to ensure negotiation and adoption by
COP-3). As we noted at COP-2, the United States has serious
reservations about efforts to develop harmonized policies and
measures.

Ideas proposed thus far include:

- a flat target (measured against a fixed year or
baseline trend)

- a cumulative or aggregate target (reducing total
emissions over a particular time period by an agreed
percentage) Tl wofu

-- a target based on a rolling -dverage

- a collective target (e.g.,V"Annex I", OECD, EU)

- individually pledged (binding) targets

- differentiated targets (possibly based on a formula)

Analysis of the effects of each of these ideas will depend
not only on the level agreed upon but also on the extent of
participation (number of Parties) in the process. The United
States 1is currently developing a toolbox to facilitate analysis
of these and other options. We anticipate that, by March 1997,
the full array of choices would be tabled by Parties, and that
the development of specific language for inclusion in the
instrument could be considered.

Advancing Article 4.1 Commitments

In the U.S. view, next steps must involve actions by all
Parties, recognizing their common but differentiated
responsibilities and capabilities, and these must be reflected
in the Kyoto agreement. There are a number of assumptions that
underlie U.S. views on next steps:

~

L] Article 4.1: 77

- Applies to all Parties, not just to developing country
Parties;

—— Speaks to issues ranging from inventorying emissions,
to reporting, to adopting policies and measures;
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—— Speaks to the requirement to promote the development
and transfer of technologies;

* The Convention anticipates that the status of countries
will evolve over time (e.g., Article 4.2(f))

* Paragraph 2.b of the Berlin Mandate governs what will be
included on this issue in the Kyoto agreement

Bearing in mind these assumptions, there are a number of
approaches that can be taken through a new legal instrument.
The Parties can agree to:

° continued and more systematic support for efforts to
develop national action plans (particularly in developing
countries) following the revised Annex I Guidelines for
National Communications and the newly adopted Non-Annex I
Guidelines for Initial Communications

L] redoubled efforts to adopt and implement "no-regrets"
measures

L expanded programs aimed at developing, diffusing and
deploying climate-friendly technologies (including through
systematic efforts to identify and remove barriers to
technology transfer and to improve the performance of
existing financial institutions) Lo(

~ ]

° further consideration of thresholds at which the status of ﬁnhuhﬂ
countries would change, and the process involved in such a ) R N E YN
change in status

L further consideration of future steps (post-Kyoto) toward
the objective of the Convention
u‘\\,\,\os-gn\:. ot ATt ax QAQ leut\

Emissions Trading/Joint Implementation

In the U.S. view, emissions trading/joint implementation
will be an essential element of the Kyoto agreement; it will
therefore be a priority task to establish the guidelines for a
credible emissions trading/joint implementation regime by
December 1997. :

Various design questions will need to be resolved by the
Kyoto Conference, including, for example, whether inter-gas
trading will be allowed; how trades would most effectively be
monitored and reviewed; what distinctions might be drawn with
respect to participation in an emissions trading/joint
implementation regime (e.g., absent national targets, could
project-specific baselines be used?)
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A number of principles must underlie an emissions
trading/joint implementation regime. Such a regime must be
efficient, transparent and verifiable and must produce real
reductions. A preliminary elaboration of these principles
should already be possible; in the U.S. view, the regime should:

] allow parties to trade or exchange credits toward and
against national greenhouse gas reduction or limitation
commitments;

° ensure that emissions reductions are created by actions
that verifiably nd reliably reduce accrued, net emissions;
'thWA‘yT\Mde\aﬂ Wt ro owne Whouy, ¢V<@j J W}v Krwm¢m[h(

° minimize costs, especially transaction and : admlnlstratlve

fl/
costs; $
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. . . . Al
* motivate parties to achieve and strengthen national ol

commitments to reduce or limit greenhouse gas emissions; %TTQ ot
Mg

° motivate economic actors to find and implement on a

continuous basis cost-effective greenhouse gas emission '&Kﬁ/Jeﬁw
reductions; LungWf
. be as flexible as possible to accommodate differing fﬁ!V F&M
national approaches to achieving emissions commitments; ol wiul]
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° promote compatibility among national approaches to Qw“wvuu7u
facilitate trading/exchanging credits #W“sh .
. be as inclusive of Parties, sub-national entities, gases ﬂbﬁlwhﬂﬁ
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° provide incentives for compliance -- and mechanisms to B vy
limit the benefit accorded to non-compliant Parties, and to
ensure that non-compliance does not adversely affect
environmental progress under the agreement.

Institutions

For reasons of administrative efficiency and in light of
budgetary constraints, a new legal instrument should utilize
existing institutions to the maximum extent practicable.

A protocol would need to specify its institutions. 1In the
case of an amendment, the institutions established under the
Convention would apply. (Note: We do not believe it would be
appropriate for non-Parties to a protocol to be officers of an
institution serving the protocol.)




Compliance

The term "compliance” is used in this context to refer to
the cluster of processes/mechanisms that provide incentives for
the Parties to abide by their legal commitments.

Ensuring effective compliance will be critical for
environmental as well as economic reasons. Unless parties
comply, actions taken are likely to be inadequate and global
warming will continue unabated. Uneven compliance will
undermine confidence in the Convention and encourage
"free-riding."

In addition to promoting compliance by including
commitments that are realistic and verifiable (as noted above),
the instrument should provide supplementary means, for example,
with respect to ascertaining whether Parties are meeting their
obligations and with respect to appropriate consequences for
non-compliance.

An amendment to the Convention would be covered by the
Convention's reporting requirements, as well as dispute
settlement provisions and multilateral consultative process,
once established. A protocol would need to specify whether any
of these Convention mechanisms would apply, as well as any
additional compliance-related provisions.

Decision-Making
Only the Parties to the protocol or amendment should have

decision-making authority with respect to that instrument.

Final Clauses

A protocol would need to contain several final clauses,
including, for example, provisions on entry into force and
amendment. An amendment's final clauses are already set forth
in the Convention.

iﬁ\a& ‘095\\' ‘k\\:\o‘ﬂ by YD LA
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United Srates Department of State

Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and
International Environmenial and Scientific A

Washington, D.C. 20520

X\ 4

CLIMATS CHANGE MEETING PRINCIPALS ONLY
TUESCAY, OCTOBER 15 - 11:00 - 12:00n

NAME FAX
Aliecia Munell 395-6958
Rosina Bierbaum 456-6025
Elgie Holstein 456-2223
T.J. Glauthier 395-4639
Everett Ehrlich 482-0432
Jeffrey Honker 482-4636
Lois Schiffer 514-0557
Doug Hall 482-6318
Brooks Yeager 208-4561
David Shark 395-~4579
Mark Chupka 586-0861
Charlie Rawls 720-5437
Dirk Forrister 586-9626
Mary Nichols 260-5155
David Gardiner 260-0275
Frank Kruesi 366-3997
Joshua Gotbaum 622-2633
Steve Seidel 456-6546
David Sandalow 456-2170
Pete Jordan 456-9500

Attached is the agenda paper for the climate change meeting
that Eileen Claussen would like to have on Tuesday, October 1%
from 11:00-12:00 in Room 7835, Department of State. Please
call Ms. Wiggins at 647-1554 regarding your attendance.

Thank you.
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Climate Change: Next Steps

Decision Process

* [nteragency Working Group (IWG chair; Amb. Mark Hambley, technical fevel staff from agencies)

Principal tasks: develop workplan, prepare analyses, develop/recommend policy options, staff U.S.
delegation to Climate Convention and related negotiating sessions

e Claussen Group (chaired by A/S Eilecn Claussen, A/S level from agencies)
Principal tasks: manape process; take policy decisions on most issues

» Interngency Analysis Team (IAT chalr: U/S Everett Ehrlich; technical staff from analytic agencies)
Principal tasks: develop analytic toolbox to assess policy options; evaluate selected options

¢ Deputies Committee (co-chairs Katie McGinty and Dan Tarullo, U/S and Cabinet level)

Principal tasks: approve/modify Claussen Group decisions as appropriate, make final major policy
decisions

11. U.S. Framework

Aanounced in Geneva at second session of convention Conference of Parties (by Tim Wirth); includes;
legally binding target and timetable (rejecting common/harmonized policies and measures)

medium term cmissions target (rejecting short term, i.¢., 2005), and long term concentration goal

flexlbillty (e.g., emissions trading and/or Joint Implementation (1))

requirement of a compllance regime

inclusion of developing countries

I1L Negotiating Timeline

e . Claussen Group Meeting: October 5. Review proposed submission to convention secretariat

»  Submission to convention secretariat (due Oct. 15): propose elements of a Pprotocol/legal instrument, to
include: Jl/rading, legally binding/compliance, non-Annex 1 involvement, targets (written by IWG,
cleared by Claussen Group/Deputies) .

November

¢ U.S. positions prepared by IWG, cleared by Claussen Group and Deputies. Position to be based on
elaboration of October submission, to include:

»  emissions trading/J1 (Including underlying principles, but no operational details)

-  developing country commitments (developing countries must take part in agreement)

» target design (with no numbers)

= legally binding/compliance issues

Claussen Group Meeting: November 24. Review U.S. positions prior to December AGBM; possiblc
agreement on demarche to other countries

December
AGBM (Geneva):

e Concept for and structure of instrument to be tabled/discussed;
e Meeting output will likely take form of outline for agresment

AGBM (Bonn):
¢ [nitial tabling of language for agresment
» FCCC Secretariat to compile bracketed text based on December discussion and interim submissions.
= U.S. will need actual draft agreement language (rather than concepts) on:
- emissions trading/Il,

@un2so04
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. developing country commitments,
. compliance issues.

e Given short time between conclusion of December session and February opening, little new work can
be anticipated in U.S. on these beyand that developed or December; however, we may be able to
announce completion of some IAT results with respect to targets at this session. (IWG to drafl
language, IAT to prepare analyses, Claussen Group to clear)

Submission of negotiating text to FCCC:

= Submission date not yet set; however, can be anticipated to be needed to insure compliance with 6-
month rule;

s  Expect Secretariat to compile as single “bracketed text” on basis of submissions; U.S. will need to
insure that any options we are still considering be submitted and included in this 1ext

AGBM (tentative; Bonn):
s  Expect a session to be held late Spring/early Summer ta insure compliance with 6 month rule

*  Focus on discussion offrevision to bracketed text;

e  Allissues ot play;

o  Seek resolution of least contentious matters, possibly including final clauses
Qctober (?) 1997

AGBM (tentative; Bonn)
=  Expect to need at least one Fall session prior to Kyoto/COP-3; none now scheduled, and would require
additional financial support

e Focus on further resolution of bracketed text for instrument, possibly Including with respect to trading,
compliance and institutional issues

December 1997

COP-3 (Kyoto):

s  Likely to need high level bilateral discussions prior to session ta resolve final disagreements such as
targets, developing country activities, and possibly Rules o Procedure

o  Expect both officials’ and ministerial-level session at COP-3;

¢ Focus at former will be to resolve all brackets = but will likely leave some issues unresolved pending
arrival of ministers

= . Anticipate adoption, but no formal signing ceremony in Kyoto

May also require “interim operating agreement™- to allow for additional technical details to be
resolved (e.g., on trading).

@nun3s004
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IV. Other Mectings: Timeline

e OECD Meetings (Paris, Scptember 30-October 3): discussion of elements of protocol/legal instrument;
possible EU focus on palicies and measures; additional discussion of developing countries

November

e Annex | Countries of the Asia Pacific (ACAP: US, Canada, Australia, Japan and New Zealand)
(Hawaii, Octaber 31 - November 1): all issues related to December Ad Hoce Group on the Berlin
Mandate (AGBM: negotiating body for next steps)

« Developing country contact group (Paris, tentative): issues rclated to technology, Global Environment
Facility (GEF), Article 4.1 '

Second Climate Action Report due to FCCC (April)

= Will require announcement of anticipated shortfall in meeting 1990 ghg emission levels by 2000, as
well as anticipated additional measures being taken to reduce emissions

¢ IWG 10 draft, Claussen Group/Deputies to clear; will require financial support from agencies to
prepare and publish; will be circulated intemnationally at Spring/Summer AGBM

September/Qctober
IPCC to begin Third Assessment Report



DRAFT
U.S, Submission on .
Elem a New Legal Instrument
(October 15, 1996)
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In the U.S. view, the new legal instrument should respond
effectively to the environmental challenge posed by climate
change; should reflect outcomes that are real and achievable;
should be consistent with economic prosperity; should allow for
maximum flexibility and cost-effectiveness in its
implementation; and should lay the foundation for continuing
progress by all countries.

We believe that the following elements would serve as a
useful basis for the consideration of topics that would need to
be included in this instrument. Given the continuing
uncertainties surrounding the form of such an instrument, we
have noted particular aspects of these issues that may differ
depending on whether the Parties choose a protocol or an
amendment to the FCCC to codify their agreement.

Preamble

If the legal instrument takes the form of a protocol, it
might include a preamble. If it takes the form of an
amendment, it would not, although the decision adopting the
amendment could. '

Definitions

A protocol would need to incorporate some or all of the
definitions in Article 1 of the Convention, include its own
definitions, or some combination of the two. An amendment, to
the extent it introduces new terms, might also require
amendment of Article 1.

tiv

An amendment would, and a protocol should incorporate the
.objective in the Convention; we do not believe it is either
" necessary or desirable to develop a separate objective for this
legal instrument.

e N ?
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Level and Structure of the Target

The Geneva Declaration calls for a legally-binding target
and timetable. The Berlin Mandate calls for adoption of the
protocol/other legal instrument at COP-3, making negotiation of
differentiated commitments in this timeframe impracticable.
Therefore, it will be important that the target/timetable be
sufficiently specific (to facilitate compliance), flexible in
terms of its implementation (to encourage broad participation)
and straight-forward (to ensure negotiation and adoption by
COP-3). As we noted at COP-2, the United States has serious

reservations about efforts to develop harmonize )licies and
measures. T

Ideas proposed thus far include:

- a flat target (measured against a fixed year or
baseline trend)

- a cumulative or aggregate target (reducing total
emissions over a particular time period by an agreed
percentage)

- a target based on a rolling average

—— a collective target (e.g., "Annex I", OECD, EU)

- individually pledged (binding) targets

- differentiated targets (possibly based on a formula)

Analysis of the effects of each of these ideas will depend
not only on the level agreed upon but also on the extent of
participation (number of Parties) in the process. The United
States is currently developing a toolbox to facilitate analysis
of these and other options. We anticipate that, by March 1997,
the full array of choices would be tabled by Parties, and that
EEE_EE;elopment of specific language for inclusion in the
instrument could be considered.

Advancing Article 4.1 Commitments

In the U.S. view, next steps must involve actions by all
Parties, recognizing their common but differentiated
responsibilities and capabilities, and these must be reflected
in the Kyoto agreement. There are a number of assumptions that
underlie U.S. views on next steps:

] Article 4.1:

- Applies to all Parties, not just to developing country
Parties;

- Speaks to issues ranging from inventorying emissions,
to reporting, to adopting policies and measures;




-3-

-— Speaks to the requirement to promote the development
and transfer of technologies;

L The Convention anticipates that the status of countries
will evolve over time (e.g., Article 4.2(f))

o Paragraph 2.b of the Berlin Mandate governs what will be
included on this issue in the Kyoto agreement

Bearing in mind these assumptions, there are a number of
approaches that can be taken through a new legal instrument.
The Parties can agree to:

° continued and more systematic support for efforts to
develop national action plans (particularly in developing
countries) following the revised Annex I Guidelines for
National Communications and the newly adopted Non-Annex I
Guidelines for Initial Communications

. redoubled efforts to adopt and implement "no-regrets"
measures

. expanded programs aimed at developing, diffusing and
deploying climate-friendly technologies (including through
systematic efforts to identify and remove barriers to
technology transfer and to improve the performance of
existing financial institutions)

W

o further consideration of thresholds at which the status of
countries would change, and the process involved in such a
change in status

o further consideration of future steps (post-Kyoto) toward
the objective of the Convention

Emissions Trading/Joint Implementation

In the U.S. view, emissions trading/joint implementation
will be an essential element of the Kyoto agreement; it will
therefore be a priority task to establish the guidelines for a
credible emissions trading/joint implementation regime by
December 1997.

Various design questions will need to be resolved by the
Kyoto Conference, including, for example, whether inter-gas
trading will be allowed; how trades would most effectively be
monitored and reviewed; what distinctions might be drawn with
respect to participation in an emissions trading/joint
implementation regime (e.g., absent national targets, could
project-specific baselines be used?)



A number of principles must underlie an emissions
trading/joint implementation regime. Such a regime must be
efficient, transparent and verifiable and must produce real
reductions. A preliminary elaboration of these principles
should already be possible; in the U.S. view, the regime should:

o allow parties to trade or exchange credits toward and
against national greenhouse gas reduction or limitation
commitments;

ensure that emissions reductions are created by actions
V’ that verifiably and reliably reduce/gccruegn net emissions;

o minimize costs, especially transaction and administrative
costs;

L motivate parties to achieve and strengthen national
commitments to reduce or limit greenhouse gas emissions;

. motivate economic actors to find and implement on a
continuous basis cost-effective greenhouse gas emission
reductions;

. be as flexible as possible to accommodate differing
national approaches to achieving emissions commitments;

° promote compatibility among national approaches to
facilitate trading/exchanging credits

° be as inclusive of Parties, sub-national entities, gases
and sectors as possible;

<ff: ensure transparency through stringent monitoring,
record-keeping and reporting;

° provide incentives for compliance -- and mechanisms to .
limit the benefit accorded to non-compliant Parties, and to
ensure that non-compliance does not adversely affect
environmental progress under the agreement.

Institutions

For reasons of administrative efficiency and in light of
budgetary constraints, a new legal instrument should utilize
existing institutions to the maximum extent practicable.

A protocol would need to specify its institutions. 1In the

- case of an amendment, the institutions established under the

. Convention would apply. (Note: We do not believe it would be
appropriate for non-Parties to a protocol to be officers of an
institution serving the protocol.)




Compliance

The term “"compliance" is used in this context to refer to
the cluster of processes/mechanisms that provide incentives for
the Parties to abide by their legal commitments.

Ensuring effective compliance will be critical for
environmental as well as economic reasons. Unless parties
comply, actions taken are likely to be inadequate and global
warming will continue unabated. Uneven compliance will
undermine confidence in the Convention and encourage
"free-riding."

In addition to promoting compliance by including
commitments that are realistic and verifiable (as noted above),
the instrument should provide supplementary means, for example,
with respect to ascertaining whether Parties are meeting their
obligations and with respect to appropriate consequences for
non-compliance.

An amendment to the Convention would be covered by the
Convention's reporting requirements, as well as dispute
settlement provisions and multilateral consultative process,
once established. A protocol would need to specify whether any
of these Convention mechanisms would apply, as well as any
additional compliance-related provisions.

Decision-Maki

Only the Parties to the protocol or amendment should have
decision-making authority with respect to that instrument.

Final Clauses

A protocol would need to contain several final clauses,
including, for example, provisions on entry into force and
amendment. An amendment's final clauses are already set forth
in the Convention.
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s T WASHINGTON, Dec. 7 — The Clin-
ton Administration is taking a cau-
tious approach toward negotiations
this coming week on new measures
. to head off global warming due to air
pollutlon

; In a statement to be delivered to
other delegates at a United Nations
meetmg starting Monday in Geneva,
Amencan officials will argue that it
would be unrealistic to set new dead-
lines for Teducing emissions of so-
called greenhouse gases before the
year 2010. And it is too early in the
negotiations to specify how big any

" such reductions should be, they said.
The United States, like other indus- .
trial countries, is already experienc-

ing difficulties reducing its own

emissions of carbon dioxide from

bumning fossil fuels. It will be very
complicated persuading 153  nations

to agree on how strict any new con- -

trols- should be and on how they
should be put into force.
The countries that signed the origi-

Earth Summit in Rio de Janiero in
1992 have since concluded that it
ought to be strengthened. The.origi-
nal treaty called for industrial na-
tions, as a first step, to aim at reduc-

" ing the greenhouse gas’emlssmns

.by'the year 2000 to the levels of 1990, -
‘But_that goal was not. bmdmg, andr_

few nations: have met it’

‘S0 ‘the treaty partners are now
-'trylng to. agree on exp"
ures to control -the’ growth of green-
‘house gas. -emissions well beyond the

turn of .the century The talks are °
aimed at: reachmg ‘agreement’ at ‘a

B meetmg late next year'in Japan. -
nal climate-change treaty at the

ded’ meas-

The Admlmstranon has been argu

_ mg that the néw" agreément. should -
- impose ‘binding;"’ ‘medium- term tar-
gets for reducmg emxssrons to levels :

Y 4adop common pohcnes like umform

_':got -just mdustnal natlons to control .

eir: greenhouse gases.
‘At a bnermg for.reporters, a State

-argets-take effect as early as 2005,
he’ added,that ‘the United States.also
ppo§e requiring all nations to

partment negouator said" that in,

eneva to develop a plan that -.
llow some countries to pay..

- others to, make reductlons on- th
‘behalf, since controlling pollutior
cheaper in some places than.in ¢
.ers:and since from the planet S po

_‘of view it makes no difference wht
carbon dioxide comiés from.

Envrronmentallsts said - -they' ¢
disappointed- with the Administ
.tion’s approach.

& “The _proposal would delay the [

ginning of any legal requirements
reduce greenhouse pollution until
Jeast 2010,.and even then emissio
could be ‘borrowed’ from the peri
- “after. 2020, the Natural. Resourc

_Defense Council said in a stateme

. “‘Rather than detailing comm
ments to -protect our chnldren ot
staff paper. proposes hterally b
rowmg pollutlon .allowances fro
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- behalf smce controllmg pollutlon is
- cheaper m some- places than.in oth- -
“ers and since from the planet_'s ‘point

1s should be, they sald mg -the1
: of v1ew lt makes no dlffe

States, like other indus- by the year: 2000 to
;, is already experienc- But that goal was no bindin
es reducing its own . fel '
carbon dioxide from :
| fuels. It will be very"
sersuading .153 nations |
ow strict any.-new con-
be and on how they"
‘into force.: ’
.es that signed the origi
change treaty at the
it in Rio de Janiéro'in-”
mce concluded -that i
trengthened. The. orxgt
alled for industrial na
st step, to aim at reduc-.

'“,0“:‘ s approach. o ght-global warming < .
. The, proposal would delay:the be- . upp is encouraging that the Admm— .
.ginning.of any: legal requlre entsto - tratlon ‘apparently sha
_-reduce greenhouse pollutlon untll at - cerns. regardmg 1mpacts ) the U S.
Jleast 2010; and ‘even thien ThiSsions  5aconomy . ioped or
:could be borrowed trqm the,penodr» premature policies;to rediice greént

. .gas eiissions,” John “Shiaes, -
" executive-director of the Global Cli--
mate Coalmon saxd m a statement

trying to agree .on expa
es to control the gr"wth of ‘green
house gas. emlssmns well beyond. the”
rn of the century "The, talks_’ ‘are’

meetmg 1ate; next. year m J apan
The Administration has been argu
g-that: the new ‘agreem nt shoul
1mpose bmdmg, _mednum_— m’ ta
gets' for. reducmg emissions-to levels-
~that are reahsue : and achlevabl

ENEIe :
“flexibility to each nation.
) _gmg the




