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A Review of the al Action -- A Strategic Perspective

The U.S. National Action Plan identifies the tymp' Cies and
measures the U.S. is undertaking to address the issue of global climate change.

The Plan suggests that "the best approach is to take low-cost actions now,
without any overarching targets and timetables, and further recommends that
the actions be reassessed in the year 2000 based upon vigorous research
conducted in the intervening years." The approach put forward is sensible -- both
for the U.S. and others. Fossil fuels provide more than 90 percent of the world's
commercial energy. Before obtaining a better idea of what is at stake, it would be
reckless to incur the costs entailed by a rapid transition away from inexpensive
carbon-intensive fuels.

The actions contained in the Plan are estimated to reduce domestic emissions by
125 to 200 million metric tons of carbon equivalent in the year 2000. The vast
majority of the reduction is through decreases in carbon emissions. The Plan
properly acknowledges that the sum total cannot be accurately quantified due to
enormous uncertainties about technology, policy effects, prices, and baseline
economic growth rates. Still, there is some danger that the Plan may be
misconstrued as suggesting that emissions could be stabilized at little additional
cost. The emission reductions cited will be achieved only if a number of new
programs have unprecedented success. And even then, carbon dioxide emissions
would still be 4 to 14 percent above current levels by the year 2000. Closing that
gap could be quite costly.

Although the Plan provides an enormous amount of useful information, it is an
incomplete guide to decision making. First, a more comprehensive discussion of
avoidance, mitigation and adaptation costs is needed. What are the costs of
various management strategies and how do they change over time? Secondly, the
U.S. actions need to be discussed in the context of a global strategy. Actions
designed in isolation could turn out to be inefficient or even counterproductive.
Finally, sensible greenhouse policy requires a careful balancing of costs and
impacts. More consideration needs to be given to what these actions will buy in
terms of reduced environmental damage. In what follows, we lay out a number
of issues that we believe are in need of further exploration.

Future emissions are highly uncertain. As the National Action Plan suggests,
future carbon emissions are sensitive to a number of factors: population growth,
economic activity, energy use per unit of economic output, technical progress,
etc. Many of these factors are inherently uncertain. For example, it is difficult
enough to predict GDP for the next quarter. Predicting it for the next decade is a
daunting task. Figure 1 illustrates the enormous degree of uncertainty
surrounding future carbon emissions. The analysis was conducted by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and is at the global level.
Each of the emission paths represents a different perspective on the future
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character of the energy system. Note the considerable uncertainty surrounding
the year 2000 projection. The degree of uncertainty widens, as we move out over
time. Analyses for the U.S. tell a similar story.

Committing to a fixed target may be expensive. Figure 1 suggests that
committing to a fixed target entails considerable risk. Stabilization in 2000 will be
relatively easy, if future emissions will be low in any event. But this is far from
certain. If we are currently on a high growth trajectory, stabilization is likely to be
expensive. This is apparent from a recent EPRI study. The researchers calculated
costs for a scenario in which U.S. carbon emissions are stabilized at 1990 levels by
the year 2000 and then gradually reduced by 20% by 2010. Figure 2 shows the
annual losses in GDP due to the carbon constraint. By 2000, costs approach 1
percent of GDP. At this point, the rise in energy prices begins to have a
significant effect on the share of gross economic output available for
consumption and investment.

The focus on 2000 may be misleading. According to Figure 2, annual costs are
apt to be a good deal higher in later years. This is because emissions are expected
to grow under business as usual. As a result, the necessary reduction in
emissions required to maintain stabilization will also grow. For example, it will
be necessary to remove approximately twice as much carbon in 2010 as in 2000 in
order to achieve 1990 emission levels. Unless the marginal costs of emissions
abatement drops a good deal faster and further than we believe likely, the costs
to the economy can only increase over time. Focusing on 2000 may give
misleading indications about the overall costs of stabilizing emissions.

The costs of a carbon constraint in 2000 depend on the long-term goals.
Discussions of the cost of emission controls often focus on a single year. In
particular, there has been considerable debate over how much stabilizing
emissions would cost the U.S. at the turn of the century. According to Figure 2,
costs could approach 1% of GDP by that year. This estimate, however is quite
sensitive to assumptions about longer term goals. Energy investments are often
long lived. Consumers and producers will be guided by their expectations for the
long term. If they believe further cuts are forthcoming, they will accelerate the
shift away from carbon-intensive fuels. This will mean higher costs, not only for
subsequent years, but also for the year 2000.

The marginal costs of emissions abatement will be highest in the early years.
Figure 3 shows the marginal costs of abatement for a scenario in which emissions
are stabilized at 1990 levels by the year 2000 and then gradually reduced by 20
percent below this level by 2010. Note that there are significant variations in
abatement costs at different times. The reason for the overshoot in the early
decades of the 21st century is insufficient supplies of carbon-free alternatives.
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This is due to constraints on the rate at which new technologies can be
introduced into the marketplace.l

Providing more time for a managed transition will result in significant
savings. The spike in the abatement cost curve points to several interesting
questions. What if the carbon constraint were delayed by a decade or two to give
the economy more time to adapt? What would be the impact on costs? Figure 4
shows how costs vary with the date of the target. Slipping the carbon constraint
by ten and twenty years reduces cumulative discounted costs by 25 percent and
40 percent, respectively.

It should come as no surprise that the price tag for a carbon constraint is sensitive
to the date of its implementation. The shift to a less carbon intensive economy
cannot happen overnight. The time scale for large-scale deployment of new
supply technologies is typically measured in decades. Widespread adoption of
highly-efficient end-use technologies also takes time. Energy efficient systems are
often embedded in long lived durable goods (autos, housing, equipment,
structures), and these will not be replaced instantaneously. The process can be
accelerated, but at a cost.

Providing for a more managed transition has a minor impact on cumulative
emissions. Clearly, flexibility in managing the transition to a less carbon
intensive economy is worth a great deal. But what will it cost in terms of
incremental environmental damage? This turns out to be the more troublesome
question. Large uncertainties remain in our understanding of the greenhouse
effect, its likely impacts, and the effectiveness of various countermeasures.

Given the current state of knowledge, it is difficult to assess the costs of a delay.
Initial work in this area, however, suggests that the costs may be modest.
Schlesinger and Jiang (1991) have looked at the impacts of a 10 year delay in
initiating any of the IPCC emission reduction scenarios, and they find that the
effect on projected global warming in 2100 is small. Nordhaus (1992) has
examined the impact of a 10 year delay in implementing what he identifies as
the optimal global policy, and also finds the impact to be small.

It is straightforward to calculate the effect of a U.S. delay upon its cumulative
emissions over the next century. From Figure 5, we see that a ten year delay
increases total U.S. emissions over the 21st century by between 3 to 4 percent.
Delaying implementation by 20 years increases cumulative emissions by 9%.

! That marginal costs are higher in the earlier years is not inconsistent with the
fact that annual costs increase as we move out in time. [t may be more
expensive to remove a ton of carbon in the early years, but we have more tons
to remove later on.
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Electrification will be an important part of the long-term solution. Figure 6
shows how carbon emissions are likely to evolve in the absence of explicit
measures to reduce emissions. Even without constraints, carbon emissions from
the electric sector are expected to virtually disappear by the second half of the
next century. This is because environmental considerations are likely to lead to
the development of economically competitive alternatives to carbon-intensive
fossil fuels. Conversely, emissions from the nonelectric sector are expected to
increase. As conventional oil resources are exhausted, they are likely to be
replaced by coal and shale based synthetics. These fuels emit twice as much
carbon per unit of energy as conventional oil. What Figure 6 tells us is that, if the
goal is to reduce overall carbon emissions, electrification will be an important
part of the solution.

The Greenhouse effect is inherently a global issue. Globally, carbon emissions
have increased at an average annual rate of 3.3 percent per year since 1950. The
absolute level of emissions rose from 1.6 to 6 billion tons. Over the same period,
there has been a significant shift in the pattern of global contributions. For
example, in 1950 North America and Western Europe accounted for 68% of total
emissions. By 1980 their share had fallen to 43%. In contrast the portion
attributed to China and to other developing countries in Latin America,
Southeast Asia, and Africa rose from 7 to 20% over the same period. According to
recent estimates by the IPCC, this trend is likely to continue. By the end of the
next century, the OECD is only expected to account for 20% of global emissions.

Focus on developed countries may be counter productive. Country-specific
policies need to be examined in the context of the global economy. This is
particularly true in the case of carbon taxes. Countries that do not agree to
emission reductions may find their competitive position enhanced. If their
energy use turns out to be more energy intensive than countries adopting a
particular set of measures, the result may be more rather than less emissions.

Current targets are arbitrary. Although calls for reducing CO2 emissions have
been a common theme at international conferences on global warming, the
proposals vary widely. They range from slowing the rate of growth to more than
halving the absolute level of current emissions. Rather than arbitrary percentage
targets, a sensible policy will involve balancing incremental impacts and costs
(National Academy of Sciences 1991). This will be difficult to do without a better
understanding of the consequences of global warming. More detailed study is
needed on the environmental, economic, and social impacts of the continued
accumulation of CO 2 in the atmosphere.

The issue is one of buying insurance. Given existing uncertainties, policy
makers would do well to act as though they were purchasers of greenhouse
insurance. They must weigh the possible costs of delay against those of
premature action, but also recognize that there are not enough resources
available to purchase insurance against all conceivable downside risks. In
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addition to limiting greenhouse gas emissions, there are other forms of
greenhouse insurance. Among the options are continuing research to reduce the
uncertainties related to climate change and to develop new supply and
conservation technologies. Policy makers must decide how to divide the
greenhouse insurance dollar among competing needs. What portion goes to the
immediate abatement of emissions? What portion goes to resolving scientific
uncertainties? And what portion goes to technology development?
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Figure 1. Uncertainty analyses for carbon emissions from fossil fuel. The following studies are represented:
Edmonds - (1) 95th percentile, (3) 75th percentile, (7) 25th percentile, and (8) 5th percentile; Nordhaus and Yohe -
(2) 95th percentile, (4) 50th percentile, and (6) 5th percentile; also (5) IS92a. The shaded area indicates the range
of the IS92 scenarios.

Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (1992)
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Figure 2
Annuai losses due to carbon limit

Source: Manne and Richels (1992a)
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Figure 3
Marginal cost of emissions abatement

Source: Manne and Richels (1992a)
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The question is what will best serve the United States.

Points for Meeting with Gibbons & Wirth re: IPCC

4/30/93 f
i~

There is a real opportunity here for us all to benefit --
it’s not just a contest among State, OSTP and CEA to divide
a fixed pie.

The IPCC is a technical expert body; its function is to
publish an expert report.

Many countries, especially developing countries, have
been mistrustful of the US sending policy diplomats to
lead the US effort in the IPCC. The last Admini-
stration sent diplomats to lead these expert meetings;
we need to bolster the scientific credibility of this
activity.

In particular, developing countries tend to see
economics as hopelessly political (i.e.
politicized). For example, in 1991 Brazil blocked
the creation of an economics working group on that
basis.

If we send diplomats to lead for the US in the
IPCC, the US will lose influence in the IPCC.
State will be running it, but it will be a sinking
ship.

For this to be a success, we need to present a
scientific face: send top natural scientists and social
scientists to the IPCC.

The US will gain influence in the IPCC. Other
countries will trust our participation. This will
benefit the US as a whole, and State Dept. too --
State will be part of a team running a growing
project.

The US will encourage more top experts from other
countries to join this effort.

- That is what has worked so well in Working
Group 1 (atmospheric science), where the US
lead has been a scientist (Watson).

-- In Working Group 3 (economics), we need to do
the same. Otherwise, the top economists will
not get involved in the IPCC, and the IPCC
economics report will be a failure.




So we can all work together.

- The US lead in each Working Group will be the
relevant science expert.

-- The State Dept. would be Deputy Head of Delegation
to each meeting, and we would rely heavily on
State for all diplomatic functions. State would
continue to do a great deal of coordinating work
for IPCC, with OSTP/CEA.

The great importance of the IPCC is in its credibility as an
expert body separate from the policy debates in the formal
Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC) on the
Framework Convention.

State would of course lead the delegations to INC.

The IPCC effort is very much like the "Project ‘88"
effort chaired by Senator Wirth (D-CO) and the late
Senator John Heinz (R-PA): a bipartisan effort,
directed by Rob Stavins at Harvard, to generate
credible exepert advice on the use of economic
incentives in environmental policy. Project ’88 has
been very successful in getting key ideas into the
policy process -- but because it had expert
credibility. The IPCC needs the same.



Rebuttal points:

(o]

"Intergovernmental"” (in the title of the IPCC) does not mean
diplomats only. CEA and OSTP are governmental bodies; we
are government officials. The key for the US government is
how best to represent itself. Of course we will all wotrk
together to make this a foreign policy success as well as a
scientific success.

Who should lead the US delegation to Working Group 2 ?
(Watson will be the international Chair of Working Group 2.)

-- OSTP suggests James Baker, new head of NOAA. He’s an
oceanographer.

- But WG 2 is supposed to look at impacts, adaptation and
mitigation actions, including costs and benefits.

- It might be better to have someone with an expertise in
policy as well.

-- How about the person who will be Director of
Climate Change at DOE ? That position was created
by the Energy Policy Act of 1992, but is not yet
filled.

Proposed Structure

e}

WG

WG

WG

Lead of US team / delegation

Bob Watson (OSTP) and Dan Albritton (NOAA)
Coordination: CEES and State Dept.

James Baker (NOAA)
(??) (how about the new Director of Climate at DOE ?)

Coordination: State Dept.
[International chair of WG 2: Bob Watson]
Joe Stiglitz (CEA)

Coordination: CEES/ERNRE and State Dept.
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SUBJECT: US-Leadership in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC)
On Earth Day 893, Piesident Clinton announced that the US\yould take the lead in_{”
addressing thé challenge of global warming 4nd, at the same timie, he reaffirmed the

nation’s commitment to educing our erfiissions of greenhouse gases, Accordingly, we
woul e to move ahead g 9;4@ vely to put into place the US scien lific-dnd technical

leadérship for the Intergovernijental Panel on Climate Change (IPET). As you know,
ese IPCC assessmepts-dfe critical in providing the scientifj ind technical background
for the activities and decisions of the Intergovernmental Nézotis g Committee (I
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rder to accomplish the most ically sound assessm of climate
countries are meant to be represented at meetings of the IPCC by their best scientific
and technical expertise on the science, economics, impacts, and response strategies for
M climate change. Ideally, the individuals should be internationally renowned in their _
fields. t:ra_ ( how beem « saccess — bot 0 o (PcC and 60 Ha
S - Comrae + s fun by o best US and ScerhsTs. m
Ne-believe th E is essential to separate the functions of policy-formulation and S'a.u.‘;: i‘uz
pegotiation from the international scientific/economic/technical assessment process. The
reason-for-this-is-that US interests in the IPCC and the INC may both be compromised
If policy negotiators lead the US delegations to IPCC meetings, 2 3.
Hence;-the-value-of-the HPEC
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Therefore, while DOS must co egotiations at the INC and
interagency process for the INC, it is crucial he heads of the US delegations
to Working Groups #2, #3 and the Plenary Sessions as Well as the US coordination
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orkin up #1: Science

Historical Context

The US Government has coordinated its input and peer-review process through
the FCCSET/CEES, which has an established assessment working group co-
chaired by Dr. Robert Watson (formerly of NASA, now of OSTP) and Dr. Gary
Evans (USDA). USG delegations at WG #1 plenary sessions have been chaired
by Dr. Watson.

Future Approach

The CEES Assessment Working Group will continue to provide the head of the
USG delegation for WG #1 (Dr. Watson and Dr. Dan Albritton, NOAA) as well

as the gtamt and coordination functions for theE input to WG #‘lcm 7‘]

Historical Context
On February 12, 1993, Dr. Robert Watson (OSTP) was named to succeed Mr

Robert Reinstein (DOS) as the US Co-Chairman of the IPCC WG #2. Until that
time, DOS provided the US Co-Chairman, headed the US delegation and
provided Secretariat and coordination support.

Future Approach
Dr. Watson will continue as US Co-Chair of IPCC WG #2. However, to insure

that Dr. Watson is viewed as an impartial chair, Dr. Watson will not head the
USG delegation; instead, Head of Delegation should be Dr. D. James Baker,
Administrator-designee of NOAA. The CEES Assessment-Working-Group— (9- et

{ehaired-by-Dr.-Watsen)- will provide Secretariat support to Drs. Watson and
Baker as well as the coordination function. S-ife /o es would sewe

Workin u : onomi nd C in

Historical Context
This is a new Working Group

Future Approach
The Head of the USG Delegation, will be Dr. Joe Stiglitz, Member-Designate of

the Council of Economic Advisors, and Chairman of the FCCSET/CEES
Subcommittee on Economics Research on Natural Resources and the
Environment (ERNRE). The ERNRE will provide the coordination and
Secretariat function for US technical information and input.

Stede [0S o SthlefeR  osould &we_,u'lﬁn?d-j
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Historical Context
Until February 12, 1993, Mr. Robert Reinstein, of the Department of State
headed the US delegation to the IPCC and DOS/OES coordinated the overall US

representation to the IPCC.
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Th a technical and scientific body, separate from the INC. In order to fLM
accoiplisk the most technically sound assessments of climate change, countries are ‘._ e )
meant to be represented at meetings of the IPCC by their best scientific and technical m*‘r}":u
expertise on the science, economics, impacts, and response strategies for climate change.” .
Ideally, the individuals should be internationally renowned in their fields. WG #1 has '.__

been a success — both for the IPCC and for the U.S. — because it is run by the best
U.S. and foreign scientists. The same should be true of WGs #2 & #3.

It is essential to separate the functions of policy-formulation and negotiation from the
international scientific/economic/technical assessment process. US interests in the IPCC
and the INC may both be compromised without this separation. Many developing
countries fear economics is politics. If policy negotiators lead the US delegations to
IPCC meetings, U.S. input could viewed as being policy-driven, reducing U.S. clout in
the IPCC and impairing the IPCC’s credibility. Therefore, while DOS must continue to
lead the US negotiations at the INC and interagency process for the INC, it is crucial
that the heads of the US delegations to Working Groups #2, #3 and the Plenary
Sessions, as well as the U.S. coordination mechanism for the IPCC, be U.S. leaders in
the fields of science, technology, and economics.

This approach will be good for the U.S. overall, including beneficial for the State
Department, because it would expand U.S. influence in the IPCC rather than let it
decline. If the U.S. goes to the IPCC with a policy face, other countries will mistrust

“U.S. participation, and U.S. influence will shrink. But if the U.S. goes to the IPCC
with a scientific expert face — and includes State as deputy head of delegation
internationally — U.S. influence will grow, both with other IPCC countries and by
bringing esteemed non-government experts (e.g., top U. S. economists) into the IPCC
process.

(1) Working Group #1: Science

Historical Context

The US Government has coordinated its input and peer-review process through
the FCCSET/CEES, which has an established assessment working group co-
chaired by Dr. Robert Watson (formerly of NASA, now of OSTP) and Dr. Gary
Evans (USDA). USG delegations at WG #1 plenary sessions have been chaired
by Dr. Watson.

Future Approach

The CEES Assessment Working Group will continue to provide the head of the
USG delegation for WG #1 (Dr. Watson and Dr. Dan Albritton, NOAA) as well
as the secretariat and coordination functions for the US input to WG #1.
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Working Group #2: Impacts, Adaptation and Mitigation

Historical Context

On February 12, 1993, Dr. Robert Watson (OSTP) was named to succeed Mr.
Robert Reinstein (DOS) as the US Co-Chairman of the IPCC WG #2. Until that
time, DOS provided the US Co-Chairman, headed the US delegation and
provided Secretariat and coordination support.

ure Approach
Dr. Watson will continue as US Co-Chair of IPCC WG #2. However, to insure
that Dr. Watson is viewed as an impartial chair, Dr. Watson will not head the
USG delegation; instead, Head of Delegation should be Dr. D. James Baker,
Administrator-designee of NOAA. The CEES Assessment Working Group will
provide Secretariat support to Drs. Watson and Baker as well as the coordination
function. State/OES would serve as Deputy Head of Delegation.

Working Gr : Economi nd Cr ttin

Historical Context
This is a new Working Group

Future Approach _
The Head of the USG Delegation, will be Dr. Joe Stiglitz, Member-Designate of
the Council of Economic Advisors, and Chairman of the FCCSET/CEES
Subcommittee on Economics Research on Natural Resources and. the
Environment (ERNRE). The ERNRE will provide the coordination and
Secretariat function for US technical information and input. State/OES or
State/EB would serve as Deputy Head of Delegation.

Plenary Sessions IPCC

Historical Context

Until February 12, 1993, Mr. Robert Reinstein, of the Department of State
headed the US delegation to the IPCC and DOS/OES coordinated the overall US
representation to the IPCC.

Future Approach

OSTP will coordinate the scientific and technical input to IPCC, with assistance
from State. Dr. Watson would head the US delegation to the Plenary Sessions of
IPCC. OSTP and State/OES will provide Secretariat support as well as the
coordination function for US activities for Plenary Sessions.
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AGENDA
First Meeting of IPCC Working Group 3, May 3-7, Montreal
Role of economic research and ERNRE
Strategy: What is US delegation attempting to accomplish?
Tactics: How do we get there?
Logistics: Agenda, communications, etc.
Canadian draft outline
Comments, suggestions
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Items for revision
Sensitivity about US domination
Delegation matters
Delegation meeting State Dept. Thursday 1:00
Delegation list
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* This paper is intended to serve as the basis for discussion
among members of the U.S. delegation and not as instructions

for the delegation. It should not be circulated outside the
USG. *=*

GUIDELINES FOR USG DELEGATION TO IPCC WORKING GROUP 3 MEETING
MONTREAL May 3-7

General:

* The Administration is committed to the work of WG3, and

strongly supports the elevation of economics in the work of
the IPCC.

+ The US recognizes the critical importance of sound economics
in the policy discussions to come.

» The US believes that economics is the bridge between natural
science and policymaking in global change, and that insights
from economic research will greatly improve the quality of

the policy that emerges from the <Conference of the
Parties?>.

* The US believes the work of WG3 is essentially scientific
rather than political.

*+ US commitment to this view is indicated by the appointment

of one of the leading US academic economists as head of
delegation.

+ The US believes that policy discussions should in general
not be part of WG3’s agenda, except insofar as different
policy instruments must be evaluated, and ##*

* The Administration supports the outline informally circulated
by the Canadians.

The outline is for internal USG background use and should not
be circulated.

* The Administration would be pleased to provide review,

comments, suggestions, and staff support where feasible to the
Canadian and Korean co-chairs.

+ US domination of climate change economics research. The US
has the world’s strongest research community on the
economics of climate change. More professional economists
engaged in research on climate change live and work in the
US than in any other country. Far more than half of all
citations on climate change in the scholarly literature are
from economists at American universities and research
institutions.

+ Sensitivity about US enforcing its views. At the same time,




US participants must be senstitive to other countries’
sensitivity about U.S. domination.

« The best approach is likely to be #%#%

Further, US participants should not circulate US technical
recommendations, as this might make it more difficult for
the chairs to accept US recommendations.

Specific Points:

* Terms of Reference notes

* Top-down/bottom up question only one part of a much larger
question.

* Specific notes on Canadian outline.
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THEY HAVE RESERVED A ROUND TRIP TICKET BY AIR CHINA LEAVING BEIJING ON MAY

ST AND MONTREAL ON MAY 8TH
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MR PACHAURI WOULD LIKE TO LEAVE MONTREAL ON THE OF MAY 4TH SINCE HE

IS REQUIRED BACK TO DELHI FOR ANOTHER COMMITMENT
PAID ¢/0O UNDP OFFICE FOR TRAVEL AND PERDIEM

INVITED SPEAKER - TO BE

MRS JYOTI PARIKH
DR

INDIRA GANDHI INSTITUTE OF DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH

GEN VARDYA MARG GOREGAON.
BOMBAY=-400 065
§ INDIA
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INVITED SPEAKER

Yes
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LUMP SUM :
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TRAVEL AND DSA WILL BE REIMBURSED IN MONTREAL

UBU PATEH JALLOW
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TELEPHONE
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A PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE WORK PROGRAMME OF
IPCC WORKING GROUP III

Explanatory Notes

It is proposed that the efforts of the newly reconstituted
Working Group III of IPCC be carried out in the manner

Scope of Work described in this work plan. Attached, and forming part
of the work plan are the time line for completion of
various phases of the work (Annex A) and a proposed
outline of the themes to be considered in the Working
Group III Second Assessment Report (Annex B).

The Working Group will, in accordance with its Terms of Reference, prepare a
comprehensive technical assessment of the socio-economics of mitigation of
climate change, the impacts of climate change and adaptation to climate change
over both the short and long term and at the regional and global levels. This
contrasts with the work of Working Group II, which will be assessing the
economic impacts on particular economic sectors at a more local level.
Nevertheless, considerable collaboration between the two working groups will

be necessary. 3 Howm Choii 4 INC
| A S T noyeele S T ki,

As reflected in UNGA doctument A/AC.237/30 the chair of the Intergovernmeggal
Negotiating Committee for the Framework Convention on Climate Change has
requested that IPCC prepare, in time for the first meeting of the Conference
of the Parties to the Convention (COP), "an evaluation rrent scenarios of
greenhouse gas emissions and removals by sinksl ¢ The proposed time line
addresses this request and assumes that the first meeting of the COP will take
place in the spring of 1995. If this turns out not to be the case, the timing
of activities shown that relate to the evaluation of scenarios would be pe:
adjusted accordingly. This element of the work is expected to build heavily £ 5hLJ
on the work of the original Working Group III on response strategies, which
developed six greenhouse gas emissions scenarios. It is suggested that this
work be carried out by examining the major assumptions made in developing the o
original scenarios and, based on whatever new information is available, woted -
assessing the validity and appropriateness of those assumptions and making
recommendations on the need for updated or new scenarios. If it is agreed
that new scenarios are needed, actions will have to be taken to develop them.

In evaluating scenarios and in developing its scientific and technica
assessment, the Working Group proposes to undertake a number of specific
activities, which are described in this work plan.

The work of the Working Group will be carried out with the [Bawce .
Principal following considerations in mind: ﬂ'—gcw_
Considerations . . . . ) ] Tl fry
a) Institution and capacity building will be integrated ready
into the work program. ..4,“&?
NM ~e
b) The work of the Working Group will not stand in ﬁtzﬁékh‘o
isolation from other IPCC activities. Consultation
and co-ordination with the activities of the other Yorks o
Working Groups will be carried out to the greatest undbduhlﬂ
extent possible. [us : Chain
9 \eCc D,
c) The work will, to the greatest extent possible, build on existing work, a$w&ﬁu
recognizing that the IPCC role is one of assessing existing knowledge. s el oS
(elier fom
INC Chaie]
993: Draf f d by the Working Group III P! B ons
May 6, 1993: D iderati orki rou| ena
ay raft for consideration by the rking p ry m’;‘,ﬂ 3
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d) The activities of the Working Group will take into account the special
situations of developing countries and economies in transition and will
be carried out at a pace and be of a type that allows for the full
involvement of these countries.

e) The work will be carried out in as cost-efficient a manner as possible,
bearing in mind the limited resource capacity of IPCC and all member
countries. This implies close co-operation with other bodies working in
the same fields in order to avoid duplication of effort.

The Working Group will prepare a report comprising its
contribution to the IPCC Second Assessment Report and

Activities of the containing a technical assessment of the state of
Working knowledge of the socio—economics of climate change
Group mitigation, adaptation and impacts, taking into account

the factors described in part (a) of the Terms of
Reference of the Working Group. It is proposed that the
structure of this report follow the proposed outline of
the table of contents shown in Annex B.

The Working Group will also prepare a report, in time for the first meeting of
the Conference of the Parties to the Convention, on the validity,
appropriateness and utility of existing net greenhouse gas emissions scenarios
based on the factors described in part (b) of the Terms of Reference of the
Working Group and containing updated or new scenarios as required.

The preparation of both reports would be carried out as follows, using the
dates indicated in the time line in accordance with the procedures described
in the IPCC proposal for procedures for preparation, review and adoption of
IPCC reports:

[ ] The Bureau of the Working Group will ask governments and participating
organizations to identify experts in their countries who could be
involved as part of teams of lead authors, contributors, and expert
reviewers for each report. Governments will also be asked to identify
IPCC contacts for the purpose of co-ordinating later review by their
governments.

L] The Bureau of the Working Group will ask governments to suggest themes,
dates and locations for IPCC workshops that could be held to review the
scenarios and the scientific and technical work that is being assessed,
bearing in mind the principal considerations noted above and the IPCC
workshop policy. For reasons of economy and to avoid overlap and
duplication, the Bureau will co-ordinate with other IPCC Working Groups
and international organizations in conducting these workshops.

) Based on the suggestions of governments, the Bureau will meet with the
Chair of IPCC and possibly with some of the experts identified, to
decide on the detailed contents of each section of the reports, assign
teams of lead authors for each section, and decide on which workshops
should be held. The Bureau will also decide, from the perspective of
Working Group III, whether IPCC co-sponsorship should be extended to
other workshops, seminars or meetings.

¢ Lead authors will undertake preparation of the first drafts of each
section and submit them to the Co-chairs, bearing in mind the tasks and
responsibilities identified for contributors and themselves.

May 6, 1993: Draft for consideration by the Working Group [I Plenary
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The first drafts will be circulated for peer review to the specialists.
Referenced material will be made available by the Co-chairs, who will
collect the comments of the reviewers and make them available to the
lead authors. Lead authors will then revise the drafts and if time
permits in the schedule indicated in the time line, Co-chairs will
circulate the revised drafts again for review.

The revised drafts will be sent to governments for review.

The summary for policymakers will be approved at a meeting of the
Working Group in Plenary session and adopted by the Panel.

May 6, 1993: Draft for consideration by the Working Group Il Plenary
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ANNEX A

PROPOSED TIME LINE FOR THE WORK OF IPCC WORKING GROUP III

Second Assessment Report

Feb 1993 11: Meeting of the WGIII
Bureau to formulate agenda
and identify speakers for

the first workshop

Mar - May
1993

Development of draft
workplan for the Second
Asgessment Report (SAR) by
the WGIII Bureau

May 1993 3-7: First session,
incluidng a workshop on the
socio-economics of climate
change and scenario
assumptions. WGIII Plenary
adopts workplan

May 1993 Bureau call to governments
and participating
organizations for
identification of lead
authors for SAR

Jun 1993 14-16: OECD conference on
the economics of climate
change

28: IPCC Bureau meets

29-30: IPCC Ninth session

________Egg_xes_workplan
152 Lo caunmdciea +
29-30: WGIII Bureau meets
to agree on lead authors
and to assign
responsibilities to them
authors and to agree on
workshops, based on the
recommendations of
governments and
organizations

July 1993

Sep 1993 Lead authors’ meeting

Sep 1993 -
Jun 1994

o

Workshops are held and lead
authors prepare first
drafts of SAR chapters

IPCC Bureau meets to review
collaborative mechanisms

Evaluation of Current
Emissions Scenarios

Bureau call to governments
and participating
organizations for
identification of experts
on scenarios

Ock. A3 a1 whameree T fabeap loce -

‘{WGIII participates in

proposed jﬁfﬂﬁ:ﬁ:;ting with
1 es

May 6, 1993: Draft for consideration by the Working Group I Plenacy
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Dec 1993

Mar 1994

Jun 1994

Aug 1994

Aug - Nov
1994
Oct 1994

Nov 1994

Feb 1995

Mar - Jun
1995

and to monitor progress of
IPCC work

WGIII bureau participates
in proposed WGI Bureau
meeting to review progress
of collaborative efforts

Co-Chairs distribute first
draft of SAR chapterszzaf

peer review Tnelvdin

Lead authors revise draft
of SAR based on peer review

Revised draft of SAR
circulated for review by
countries and organizations

Lead authors and WGIII
Bureau prepare final draft
of SARYand circulate to all
IPCC countries an
organizations

WGIII Bureau prepares
summary for policymakers
and executive summary which
are reviewed by governments
and organizations and
revised

Lead authors prepare
summaries of any new

WGI and WGII on
stabilization of
atmospheric concentrations,
regional climate change
scenarios and implications
for impacts assessments

Experts meet to consider
the full drafts of
evaluation of current
emissions scenarios for
COP, which are then
circulated for peer review
to be completed by March
1994

Peer review of draft of
evaluation of current
emissions scenarios
completed. Experts prepare
the first draft of material
for the COP

Final drafts of evaluation
of current emisisons
scenarios for COP
circulated for review by
countries and organizations

>
5“*H'E*ec's”§; §S£1§~¢zw‘$°“ﬁ”’A3

WGIII meets to approve
material for COP

IPCC plenary approves
evaluation of current
emissions scenarios for COP

C\"v\dwd-wa Pp‘u':ﬂ Malhers' So—«M.«DB

May 6, 1993: Draft for consideration by the Working Group III Plenary
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material available since
the last revision of the
SAR chapters. The
summaries are then peer
reviewed and the SAR
chapters revised if
necessary based on these
peer-reviewed author
summaries

Jun 1995 WGIII Plenary considers SAR
chapters and approves
summary for policymakers

Aug 1995 IPCC Plenary adopts SAR
Aug - Oct SAR printed and distributed
1995

Workshops not sponsored by IPCC but useful for the work of Working Group III

July 1993 18-30: Meeting on carbon cycle modelling and
projections of future atmospheric concentrations,
Boulder, Colorado - proceedings and findings available
by Rugust, 1994

September 1993 13-17: Fourth international conference on CO,
measurements and analysis, Cargeiranne, France

October 1993 18-20: IIASA international conference on economic
instruments for air pollution control

May 6, 1993: Draft for consideration by the Working Group IIl Plenary
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ANNEX B

PROPOSED OUTLINE OF THE THEMES TO BE CONSIDERED IN THE WORKING GROUP I1II
SECOND ASSESSMENT REPORT

PREFACE

The preface will outline the mandate and terms of reference of the working
group, describe how it went about producing the report, what the intended
audience of the report is and the purposes for which the report should be
used. The preface will note that none of the tasks shall involve the Working
Group making policy judgements. It will also place the socio-economic
perspectives of climate change in the context of sustainable development, the
Rio declaration on environment and development, Agenda 21 and the Framework
Convention on Climate Change.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SUMMARY FOR POLICY MAKERS

THE SECOND ASSESSMENT REPORT

The SAR consists of three parts. The first part addresses the scope of the
assessment, and the remaining two parts address the mandate of the Working
Group.

PART I: SCOPE OF THE ASSESSMENT

This assessment will include, inter alia, the socio-economic perspectives of
climate change, the nature of the interactions between economic activity and
climate change, and emissions scenarios.

PART II: THE SOCIO-ECONOMICS OF IMPACTS, ADAPTATION AND MITIGATION OF CL;HATE
CHANGE

The mandate of the Working Group states that it should undertake "Technical
assessments of the socio-economics of impacts, adaptation and mitigation of
climate change over both the short and long term and at the regional and
global levels. The work plan should, inter alia, consider the following
topics: top-down and bottom up economic modelling...; the evolution of
technological change; methods for risk assessment; methods for the generic
agsessment of response instruments...". For each theme in this part, a key
question to be answered that addresses this section of the mandate has been
identified.

CHAPTER 1: SOCIO-ECONOMIC FRAMEWORK FOR DECISION-MAKING
Key Question: How do we take socio-economic factors into account when making
decisions about the climate change issue? The issues addressed under this

theme will include, inter alia:

Socio-economics of climate change_in relation to the need for sustainable
development

Decision-making under uncertainty

The socio-economic factors to be considered when making decisions.

May 6, 1993: Draft for consideration by the Working Group I Plenary
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Risk assessment including, inter alia, discussion of the following questions:

What methods can be used to assess risk?

What are the perceptions of and responses to risk?

What are possible response measures? \Jar oo

What are the risks of inaction, of undertaking eeonemically—-attractive-
~sesponse measures—and-of—-taking more—far-reaching

response measures?
{This section should take into account sequential decision-making,

portfolio analysis, and benefits and costs of taking action early versus
late.)

Methods and applications of cost-benefit analysigs including, inter alia:

Concepts such as opportunity costs, trade-offs, marginal costs and
marginal benefits and the value and importance of non-market factors
such as biodiversity, long-term discounting, public perceptions,
thresholds and irreversibilities.

Equity considerations including, inter alia:
Varying responsibilities among countries for past emissions, the “free
rider"” problem, inter-generational equity and the question of the time

lags between the incurring of costs and the accruing of benefits.

The value of information includin inter alia, discussion of the following:

Significant efforts are being undertaken every year on global climate
research in the area of natural sciences. Where are the highest
potential payoffs for likely future decisions? What are the most
critical uncertainties, including scientific uncertainties? How can
research resolve them? What is the value of this scientific research in

terms of its ability to describe the linkages between the natural
sciences and socio-economics?

Sociological considerations .
EVALUATING NET males it A
CHAPTER 2: a.&sass-mc}m BENEFITS OF%&-CLIMATE CKANGE arallel wi

' whm»‘bumjx b “Wuf -3 o
Key Question: What m‘m‘&m—aﬂe&g Cosis

1**—benefits of action and inaction? The issues essed under this theme wxll
include, inter alia:

shawsles f avroidad dawrsoes
Methods for estimating benefits throuqh g;gggg:gzézggg:gizgggggggggéi]
5hfYé#mrﬁeatus—quo-opbnigr'What would be the socio-economic lmpacts in the

absence of any action to deal with the problem of increasin

concentrations in the atmosphere of GHG and aerosols?

LRIl ﬂ)ieewd “wg o action to Lomit clinede
Cﬁlp* -~ Methods based on market meacts - for example, adaptation through trade,
,//’ market agents, migration of population and economlc ac Elvtty.

biotechnolagy , Tumln\j Esmﬂkv\m:::‘ﬁ
- -~ Methods based on non-market impacts such as ecologlcal and social
impacts. brdth ?LL
Sepa V*— AR

wnlt

MSW Cawf:(

Draft for consideration by the Working Group II1 Plenary
178 . G A
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Methods for estimating the costs of human adaptation

Major isgues in estimating benefits

An assessment of the state of knowle related to issues involved in
estimating benefits, including, in
short—-term and long-term impacts,(techniques for valuing impacts on
ecosystems, hard-to-define values such as aesthetics, impacts on land
use, impacts on biological diversity, and modelling limits, i.e. dealing
with thresholds and irreversibilities. + -hwme hervzona pon Sandan]

. Lt NG CLIMATE ¢ HANGE ' it
CHAPTER 3: EVALUATING THES'I‘S OF %Wﬂs— >— Mw

NS o
Key question: What are economic contributions to understapding, both
conceptually and empirically, the costs of mitigation of/GHG emission
issues addressed under this theme will include, inter alia:

v smkAh

variables for measuring costs

-~

Qan
A discussion of costs from a)long-term perspective, including, inter alia,
measures such as social weLf e, real incomes, trade, productivity, 'and income
transfers among regions. kavzﬁ\’ ot enut\ %‘{J; ( E

Assumptions in empirical analysis includin inter alia: - N
. ~GA\!U-CC}Q‘N.
- Modelling assumptions including uncertainties and ranges _ by Sands
R\"..\)ll (i\:}
- Technological change aniafeaaj

- Macro-economic and demographic assumptions such as productivity growth,
populati and labour force change and strucktural change in economies zumwheﬂiﬁt
C“M mdw\a.j ;CM aeioss ~ nAD Wﬂi‘lw &) ver
Puol&supp y schedulesg nd ly elasticities and exchange rates

- Economic instruments such as taxes, subsidies, tradeable permits,Yuser Il loa

charges and deposit-refund schemes absophin obligntens
9 P e Ckuﬂbixj

- Regulatory instruments,‘ oth]technology-based and performance-based

i
]
- Other instruments such as public awareness and education programs. l
- Poe ot eapmerer. 7 + land B!
Modelling Methods

A description of various types of models (eg. "top down" and "bottom up")

and a discussion of their relative strengths and weaknesses, including,

inter alia, a discussion of data limitations, the reasons for differences

in the predictions made by them and ways to evaluate those results and the
integration of modeling techniques (eg. bottom up studies of new

technologies). Possible other issues include dynamic vs. static models,

econometric vs. parametric models, perfect vs. limited foresight in

models, the treatment of international trade, model time horizons and how

various modelling techniques could be integrated. +;e,_c;¢,°\ Concens {M%M\é.
~+ WM’ go\‘“} O~G>+\a\~0 %

Model Comparisons

g beore.




A comparison of results including, inter alia, distributional impacts and
reasons for differences, the impact of response measures by industrialized
countries on developing countries and a survey of the degree of dependency
of countries on the production, exportation and consumption of fossil

———*’“’¥GEIL A special effort will be made to incorporate developing country
studies.

Major issues of cost estimation ‘_«W

Potential topics include, inter alia, unilateral versus multllzfé;al
responses, with trading allowed or not; the timing of petteiesfand the
amounts of reductions; and other matters such as reducing subsidies and
recycling revenues.

Topics for future work

A discussion of the types of future research needed syth as the wﬂaouuuZWVN‘“ &
qgeneral " and

integration of bottom up studies into Ggeneral
equilibrium models, and research into the impacts of sustainable

"

development practices. Boha ¢ fMAM.,m§ boboes. T 7 ad DCs .
& examnation d molels for Mpichan 4 50 tuataq DCs . and bl
CHAPTER 4: GENERIC ASSESSMENT OF RESPONSE OPTIONS “.m,;.iﬁ’ C%J

of different response optiong? oo W€ praianed at GHé gauumaasmks[?uwé{

Key question: What methods ;tiii’ffr assessing the net costs and effectiveness
Devmeit]

The discussion of cost evaluation in each of these sections should incorporate a
discussion of net costs and should include complementary socio-economic effects,
both negative and pos;tlve, on such elements as GDP, employment levels, the

balance of trade, economic structure, and the environment. The issues addressed

under this theme will include, inter alia: s L

Adaptation options

A discussion of different options for developed countries, developing
countries and those with special circumstances (e.g. low lying, arid, and
countries in transition). aﬂ)

T

Mitigation options

A discussion of mitigation measures which should reflect[Lfef exampf_l the

concept of ¢ mprehensxveness all greenhouse gases and sxnksg 1nc1ud1ng, }/r
inter alia, y--eliminatingsu
copoaet anGJ ey

Methods for assessing theleffectlveness of options

use of mfdels fo of WQ 0 lpan ccspoaicd &,Q.Qreutgz c{ OF‘AM_. owd condbizvs v
Comparison of response options ? 4 socrwd wmpack (i [ pea

%,
The comparison should include, inter alia, cost effectiveness, their d/A &QS@S
influence on innovation and promoting environmentally sound technologiesg;

their ease of administrative, monitoring and enforcement, their capacxtles

to cope with uncertainties,their data requirements and(équltj]

consxderatlons.
+odigt ;\;\m [Crascpeaa] (
5 / ‘“’ﬁ@

>\ — +haen el in Seq Z——fr\wo&w\‘{cwahm}b

ﬁnct93ﬁwudwt> e th& \, X
[ LS Mc&\%,ﬁu'
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s'AﬂJ' X

A discussion i joi i ation", carbor leakages

(mitigatiomr OHf carbon-intensive activities ink&YEE peputatienjand

economic growth of industrialized and developing countries, assistance and
Fra@e aspects, .,Igvgqsggei/gj/tiémo

PART III: EMISSIONS SCENARIOS

CHAPTER 5: CONSIDERATIONS OF CONSISTENT SCENARIOS

The mandate of the Working Group states that it "should consider...a range of
internally consistent scenarios for future emissions based on reasonable

economic, demographic and technological projections.™ With thisrtﬁ’ﬁiﬁaj_?ﬁﬁf\\ Q\»
key question to be answered is "Which issues and uncertainties about key Léyb
variables may critically affect future net greenhouse gas emissions and aerosol Qv \ &
concentrat'ons?" The lssues a--ressed under this theme wxll include, inter Qﬁ
Araoto ¢ : AP P . 2 Y7 Fuows bQ&tp
L'4%

{s-a-¥ -bm atierns Ele.m
A discussion of the*k assumptgons concerning, inter alia, economic
growth, demographicsgjtechnological change, energy prlce77 Lnternatlonal

trade flows and[éolxtlcal and cial ch ge.
will divod. sust. sevel

The relationship among key var1ab1e5° '\*”‘“I :
(0and wae et
The sensitivity of these varxable_r most notably tofhov;rameneracfionsz
L

R - _
The_deqgree of uncertainty including, inter alia, a dlscussion of the following
questions:

- What are the gaps and uncertainties in available knowledge about these
factors and their influences on emissions?

- What does the extent of this uncertainty tell us about the validity of
current scenarios? Are new scenarios re red .
quuk« A 1PCC  scavanns | ccu~wuuf
- What are llkely to be the impacts of this uncertainty on short and long-
term future emission scenarios?

Model structures for analysis of scenarios including, inter alia, a discussion
of the following questions:

- How useful are current models in terms of their regional detail, solution
algorithms and data?

- What are the characteristics of current models?
- 3“\,.1\'«:4-1 + Lrewbdity 4 apdels to shuctined assigptina

Don-modellinq methods for scenario analysis; &uaﬂddxw?- exmlnation of ’“’““‘""]

The appropriate uses, capabilites and limitations of emissions scenarios in”
scientific assessment and policy-making.
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Draft for consideration by the Working Group 111 Plenary

Page 11



&7 @d)nw 5 fter

%wt_



, April 29, 1993 "

a7
MEMORANDUM FOR TIM WIRTH | bé(/‘ ,«./’JW | }V
u/_q/.'" _,-"“'u_”'é i ‘~
FROM: JOHN H. GIBBONS Y - ,:( k)
LAURA D. TYSON - 1}
SUBJECT: US Leadership in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) L
el

On Earth Day 1993, President Clinton announced that the US would take the lead in
addressing the challenge of global warming and, at the same time, he reaffirmed the
nation’s commitment to reducing our emissions of greenhouse gases. Accordingly, we
would like to move ahead aggressively to put into place the US scientific and technical
leadership for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). As you know,
these IPCC assessments are critical in providing the scientific and technical background
for the activities and decisions of the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC).

In order to accomplish the most technically sound assessments of climate change,
countries are meant to be represented at meetings of the IPCC by their best scientific
and technical expertise on the science, economics, impacts, and response strategies for
climate change. Ideally, the individuals should be internationally renowned in their
fields.

We believe that it is essential to separate the functions of policy-formulation and
negotiation from the international scientific/economic/technical assessment process. The
reason for this is that US interests in the IPCC and the INC may both be compromised
without this separation. If policy negotiators lead the US delegations to IPCC meetings,
the IPCC process could viewed as being policy-driven. Hence, the value of the IPCC
assessments to State Department-lead delegations to the INC would be diminished.
Therefore, while DOS must continue to lead the US negotiations at the INC and
interagency process for the INC, it is crucial to change the heads of the US delegations
to Working Groups #2, #3 and the Plenary Sessions as well as the US coordination
mechanism for the IPCC and replace them with US leaders in the fields of science,
technology, and economics.

Accordingly, our recommended choices are senior-level individuals in the current
administration who have already demonstrated international leadership in the fields of
science, technology, and economics. We would suggest that Deputy Heads of delegation
could be senior officials from the Department of State with the appropriate technical
backgrounds. Our recommendations are as follows:
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Working Group #1: Science

Historical Context

The US Government has coordinated its input and peer-review process through
the FCCSET/CEES, which has an established assessment working group co-
chaired by Dr. Robert Watson (formerly of NASA, now of OSTP) and Dr. Gary
Evans (USDA). USG delegations at WG #1 plenary sessions have been chaired
by Dr. Watson.

Future Approach

The CEES Assessment Working Group will continue to provide the head of the
USG delegation for WG #1 (Dr. Watson and Dr. Dan Albritton, NOAA) as well
as the secretariat and coordination functions for the US input to WG #1.

Working Gr : Im Adaptation and Mitigation

Historical Context

On February 12, 1993, Dr. Robert Watson (OSTP) was named to succeed Mr.
Robert Reinstein (DOS) as the US Co-Chairman of the IPCC WG #2. Until that
time, DOS provided the US Co-Chairman, headed the US delegation and
provided Secretariat and coordination support.

Future Approach
Dr. Watson will continue as US Co-Chair of IPCC WG #2. However, to insure

that Dr. Watson is viewed as an impartial chair, Dr. Watson will not head the
USG delegation; instead, Head of Delegation should be Dr. D. James Baker,
Administrator-designee of NOAA. The CEES Assessment Working Group
(chaired by Dr. Watson) will provide Secretariat support to Drs. Watson and
Baker as well as the coordination function.

Working Group #3: onomics and Cross-Cutting Issues

Historical Cont
This is a new Working Group

Future Approach

The Head of the USG Delegation, will be Dr. Joe Stiglitz, Member-Designate of
the Council of Economic Advisors, and Chairman of the FCCSET/CEES
Subcommittee on Economics Research on Natural Resources and the
Environment (ERNRE). The ERNRE will provide the coordination and
Secretariat function for US technical information and input.
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Plen Sessions

Historical Context

Until February 12, 1993, Mr. Robert Reinstein, of the Department of State
headed the US delegation to the IPCC and DOS/OES coordinated the overall US
representation to the IPCC.

Future Approach
Dr. Watson, as Head of WG #1, US CoChair of WG #2, and member of

ERNRE, should head the US delegation to the Plenary Sessions of IPCC. The
CEES Assessment Working Group, which he chairs, will provide Secretariat
support as well as the coordination function for US activities in WG #1, WG #2,
and Plenary Sessions.
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On Earth Day 1993, President Clinton announced that the US\would take the lead in/V
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for the activities and decisions of the Intergovernments Negotiating Committee (INC).
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orkin 1: Scien

Historical Context

The US Government has coordinated its input and peer-review process through
the FCCSET/CEES, which has an established assessment working group co-
chaired by Dr. Robert Watson (formerly of NASA, now of OSTP) and Dr. Gary
Evans (USDA). USG delegations at WG #1 plenary sessions have been chaired
by Dr. Watson.

Future Approach

The CEES Assessment Working Group will continue to provide the head of the
USG delegation for WG #1 (Dr. Watson and Dr. Dan Albritton, NOAA) as well

as the gtamt and coordination functions for the input to WG #-1(:13\ 7}

Historical Context

On February 12, 1993, Dr. Robert Watson (OSTP) was named to succeed Mr.
Robert Reinstein (DOS) as the US Co-Chairman of the IPCC WG #2. Until that
time, DOS;provided the US Co-Chairman, headed the US delegation and
provided Secretariat and coordination support.

Future Approach :
Dr. Watson will continue as US Co-Chair of IPCC WG #2. However, to insure

that Dr. Watson is viewed as an impartial chair, Dr. Watson will not head the

USG delegation; instead, Head of Delegation should be Dr. D. James Baker,
Administrator-designee of NOAA. The €EES-Assessmeat-Working-Group— @efj
{ehaired-by-Dr..Watsen)- will provide Secretariat support to Drs. Watson and

Baker as well as the coordination function. S-bife_ /o es wauldd sewe

Workin u : onomics and ttin
Historical Context

This is a new Working Group

Future Approach

The Head of the USG Delegation, will be Dr. Joe Stiglitz, Member-Designate of
the Council of Economic Advisors, and Chairman of the FCCSET/CEES
Subcommittee on Economics Research on Natural Resources and the
Environment (ERNRE). The ERNRE will provide the coordination and
Secretariat function for US technical information and input.
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Historical Context

Until February 12, 1993, Mr. Robert Remstem, of the Department of State
headed the US delegation to the IPCC and DOS/OES coordinated the overall US
repmentauon to the IPCC.

Future Approach osTPmucmM%mw&
Dr. Watsqn,-as-He: - Cha ar

M;—sbond head the US delegation to the Plenary Smons of IPCC. Fhe- (Pcc,

-and Plenary Sessions.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT ) ‘)
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS /- , }

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500
April 20, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR SAMUEL BERGER
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

4

,’l -
FROM: JOSEPH E. STIGLITZ jg ./
SUBJECT: Climate Change Options Paper and Announcement

We are most concerned about the Options Paper and the Climate
Change announcement. The commitments which the President is being
asked to consider could have quite significant effects on the
economy. Yet he is not being presented with the information
required to make an assessment of these costs, either of the basic
commitment, nor of the various alternative options being
considered. Nor is he being provided with any information
concernlng the magnitude of the uncertainties associated with what
is entailed by these commitments -- not even a serious indication
that there is considerable uncertainty. Moreover, the Options
Paper does not adequately reflect the consensus of yesterday’s
meeting as summarized by Katie McGinty.

We believe that if the commitment is to be undertaken, it must
be undertaken in the way which is most cost effective, and whlch
most effectively addresses the fundamental environmental concern --

the global level of net (sources and sinks) emissions of all major
greenhouse gases.

Our recommended approach for tomorrow’s announcement is thus
summarized on the bottom of the last page of the attached marked-up
copy: reaffirm the commitment to 1limit emissions; define this
reaffirmed commitment in terms of cost-effective inclusion of all
gases, sinks and sources, and global action; and pledge to unveil
a specific target with a set of specific implementing actions by
the Rio anniversary in June.

Our comments on the Options Paper are shown on the attached
marked-up copy. We also have the following further comments on
each of the sections:

1. Background
While the sentence, "Some analyses suggest that this can be
accompllshed at no or low net cost to society..." is accurate, it

is incomplete and probably misleading. It would be better to say,

"While there remains considerable controversy over the costs
of these additional policy measures, some analyses suggest...."



2. Idsue 1
Add to first CON:

"There is uncertainty both about the magnitude of the
reduction in emissions that will be required and the costs of
obtaining those reductions. A brief postponement would enable
us both to obtain an estimate of the likely costs, as well as
the costs in a "worse case scenario." Without knowing those
costs, we do not know how best to design our commitment."

3. Issue 2

We believe that you have omitted one the most important
arguments for an all greenhouse emission policy: its environmental
benefits. Add:

"It is all greenhouse gasses collectively which contribute to
global warming. Ignoring or deferring action on gases other
than CO, treats them erroneously as though they had zero
impact on climate. And a CO,-cnly policy not only does not
address the underlying problem, but it risks the danger of
increases in other more potent greenhouse gases as we put
pressure on the reduction of CO,. This is a real danger,
especially in Europe; if the US ignores other gases, Europe
may do likewise, with adverse consequences for the earth’s
climate."

4. Issue 3

We think that the way the issue is posed in the issues paper
does not adequately reflect the discussion at the meeting. The
President should be given a set of options:

A. No commitment beyond 2000

B. A commitment to take strong measures to control the level of
emissions beyond the year 2000

C. A commitment to keep the level of emissions at the 1990 level
forever into the future.

Our reading of the meeting was that there was much more
support for the first or second option. The second option has the
advantages that you cite as PROs, of recognizing that climate
change is a long-term problem and providing strong signals in favor
of investment in new energy efficiency technologies and alternative
energy sources. Focusing only on the year 2000 poses the risk of
focusing on policies which have only short term returns.



But saying that the cost of the third option are "expected to
be significant" does not adequately stress the potential magnitudes
involved. These costs could be quite substantial.

5. Issue 4.

Again, in listing the arguments for including sinks, the basic
environmental issue is omitted. Add:

"What the environment is concerned with is net emissions.
From an economic or ecological perspective, it makes no sense
to focus on only one part of the equation. Net emissions =
gross emissions minus sinks. The only sensible commitment is
to a level of net emissions."

You should also add to the list of arguments the following:

"There are better ways of dealing with the measurement
problems than simply ignoring sinks (effectively treating them
as if they were constant). Including sinks will provide
incentives for improved measurement."

6. Issue 5.

Again, in listing the arguments for joint implementation, the
basic environmental issue is omitted:

"Greenhouse gases and global warming are global problems; what
is of concern is the global level of emissions. What is
required is a national commitment to do our share in the
reduction of the net emission of greenhouse gases, a
commitment which can be fully honored through joint
implementation."

Rather than saying, "Joint implementation projects are likely
to be cheaper than many domestic strategies," it would be more
accurate to say:

"Joint implementation strategies provide the opportunity for
reducing greenhouse emissions in the most cost-effective way."

cc: John Podesta
Katie McGinty
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OPTIONS PAPER eduks

Backqround

HumanYactivities are increasing atmospheric concentrations of
"greenhouse" gases (especially carbon dioxide, methane, and
nitrous oxide). While there are uncertainties in the precise
magnitude, timing, and regional patterns of effects, the best
scientific predictions are that the rate of climate change in the
next century will far exceed any natural changes in climate that
have occurred in the last 10,000 years. If climate change does
occur, it cannot be reversed for decades to centuries because of
the long atmospheric lifetime of the greenhouse gases. The U.S.
is the world’s largest emitter of these gases, ewxuthre qlout 20'7.1
oA\ ewa3S . ) '\S
More than 150 nations signed the Framework Convention on Climate
Change in June 1990. The Convention includes a goal of returning
greenhouse emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. The Bush
Administration refused to join with the European Community and
Japan to make this goal into a binding commitment.

. A
All agencies involvea in the review of climate pglicy have agreed
that a U.S. policy objective should be to ilimit{our emissions of

either carbon dioxide or all greenhouse gases to 1990 levels by no
the year 2070. You also made this commitment during the

campaign. <The agencies have also agreed that a U.S. National
Action Plan, as called for by the Climate Convention, should
detail how the U.S. will achieve this commitment.

Ho PTU 4o,

Curre Administration policies will help meet this commitment
(e.g.?ﬁg;’;nergy efficiency programs of the Energy Policy Act).
However, our analyses show a "gap" of either about 7% of total £ 160 milloom
carbon dioxide emissions{or 5% of all greenhouse gas emisSsions_ C' 4ewa
which must be closed by additional policy measures. Some 7O wallin
analyses suggest this can be accomplished at no or low net cost toway

0_socgiety, althogag significant investments and adjustments may

L B put b i perapectve, o BTW ton Yeu preposed @ Feb

a 2% aalpwn o J’Q&M.ci’M ‘n 2000 so clo':u\us '&An."‘gaf' s ast small task.
Three major issues, and two subsidiary design issues, remain to
be decided.

Issue 1: Should this commitment should be made on Earth Day,
or postponed to a later datq?’\sud« as Hae Eanth Summdt arnversary
- n June 7

PROS

-- An Earth Day announcement would be strongly supported 1bs
by #he—publie—and the environmental community, and é{}‘?% .
would be viewed as a visible and positive reversal %ﬁz;r
of Bush administration policies ?i;wk.
Be_c. Aa ‘.f'&._ A‘A"’.\*‘SMO\\\S < ons Ld»ﬂ. LQ.QM w ™M ‘l’h P"w)

-- Xhere is a high expectation both here and abroad that
this announcement will be made on Earth Dayy di;éi;éﬁ%;i: e

. . . . B
iz£h¥]

- - Announcing the commitment now would set clear
objectives for developing the Action Plan in August
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Making a commitment on Earth Day is favored by the
Office of the Vice President, the Office of
Environmental Policy, the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Department of Energy, the Department of
State and others; \\_7|

" CONS

The Administration has not yet identified a compiete*SP
set of policies to achieve the commitment, and has

not made an assessment of the economic and budgetary
impact of those policies.

The Administrationtgould be criticized for making .IMASoF
commitment in the absence of his analysi
o nea. basaed an betk. aralySs of catts

'b “ aarou LN
gh*;éepﬁtead%s Tavored by the Department of " speefix
Treasury, OMB, the NEC, and others ™A

ceh, O5TP.

Issue 2: Should the commitment to meet 1990 levels by 2000
apply to all greenhouse gases, and not carbon dioxide only?

-— -

_PROS Tha ci.wde is -—Ofec(-cA iﬁ all geesewie wariny
~- B e

An all greenhouse gas commitment spread
reduCelons acrﬁﬁf emitters of all con r1but1ng gases,-
nst Juﬂ' 'M&onwhﬂ sacteComd toal 't

An all greenhouse gas commltment is

provides more flexibility i
¢+ + och
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of all greenhouse gases qﬁ!:ﬁ%igﬁi s ;
> u}\.l.t " R
P o gednrbene 5o st ety “““3"3“‘1""*’
g et
i

s A
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Carbon dioxide, mostly from energy consumption, is the
largest source of emissions and the easiest to monitor

Sewe . .
Mest environmental groups see a carbon dioxide
commitment as the strongest and most reliable

at least in the short term, \«* othes N )

Most of our OECD partners (the EC and Japan) have
adopted carbon dioxide targets

The Office of the Vice President) EPA and Interior
favor a carbon dioxide commitment in the short term
until measurement difficulties are resolved

Issue 3: Should the commitment extend beyond the year 20007 l

Ophown ara. wo 000" g
‘ED we_ o chous {b MM o—{nb/] 268 ;
A A Commmandhnond o a WW Ca_.t) W U ALos
1212 lepele afle, 200 .
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-- Commlttlng to maintain 1990 levels after the year 2000
recognizes that climate change is a long-term problem;
allow1ng emissions to turn upward after 2000 would

Y undacut Hao Jdecisivesmna
: . é\m mmm\’ ?ﬁatj pPysvist WP o)

-~ A continuing commitment will give stronger signals in
“favor of investment in new energy efficiency
technologies and alternative energy sources

-- Commitment beyond year 2000 is the single most
important issue to the environmental community

-- The Office of the Vice President, the Departments of
State and Interior, and the Environmental Protection
Agency support extending the commitment beyond 2000.

CONS 1o a Q»QLWQ(Q(MM N

-- Emissions are expected to keep growing after the year
2000, e,s?eg”q\\\\ e your Ecomomuz Plan Shaulates su chutiad
ecovewit, M, aalerne & hafor b krap ewssns a4 % fewels.
-- No measures have yet been identified to deal with post-
2000 emissions; the costs of post-2000 measures have
not been analyzed, although they are _expected to be
significant— ?Q.«.ka?$ ovex |72 o 6P W -

-- Most other agencies are willing to commit to a process
to deal with post-2000 emissions, although they do not
support a specific(éommitmentkft this time

%

Issue1 Should the commitment apply to emission sources

ﬁme;ude—emtsStenmg!ggg,(e g. carbon sequestration
strategies such as planting treee)(/\\\cw excclude siake 7

smle 8
bl

BROS

CeN 'S
Data on sources are more readily available and
reductions would be easier to quantify, implement
and monitor

Ehere_an_Ju}ﬂraaﬁﬂaxL&bthodologiesf4ﬂiﬁmﬂ~in—the—u*s.
-er—abread, for quantifying the carbon dioxide
equivalents from sink protection strategies nead t»
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C_ani‘%i_ﬂg sinks - in the near term; C'S'EDF
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-- Including sinks, such as tree planting initiatives,
give addltloqjl flex1b111t§>1n meeting targets, |owawy
AF“)“30~Q S
-- Including sinks would promote efforts to protect and gmwamwwkg
\j enhanee forests, which are important for other(Teasons,
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-- Electric utility sources strongly favor including sinks

as sets for power plant issions;

R A R A P S Y
This is not necessarily an elther/Sor option. The ?7f€;e of the °“““ﬁ1
Vice President, the Office of Environmental Policy,[ the

Departments of State, Interjor and Agriculture favor making the
commitment withesst sinks,” working aggressively in the
international arena to establish guidelines for including sinks
in country co&yi}ments.

s evqually wilen, Hia beqs o guathe —
(cEB- will met eu«rtu'\m.%m wuntess o :’—xc\weus s:e-.ts wil\ leane ‘&«u* azﬁié&
s bardy e 5 : ““Should’ the T

- thbrough domestic
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actions taken by the U.S. to limit emissions in foreign on woalaloyes,
countries)?
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-53T‘Environmentalists are concerned that allowing joint

implementation will diminish efforts domestically to
move toward greater energy efficiency;/industrial

sources favor greater flexibility oﬁa«w m.\m»d-—o
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Development of the
Climate Change Action Plan

Structure and Functions
April 28, 1993

Critical Factors to Keep in Mind:

o

I.

The Presidential commitment requires us to succeed, and is
crucial for success.

The timing is very tight - we are facing a mid-August
deadline.

We need affected interests to have a stake in the process in
order to both formulate and implement the plan.

The Administration must maintain firm control over the
process while not retarding the beneficial input and advice
from affected interests. Non-constructive input or
obstruction must be avoided.

The integrity of the process requires that stakeholders not
use other channels to influence Administration decisions.

STRUCTURE

Establish Climate Change Action Plan Committee

@)

(0]

Mission: Committee makes recommendations to Administration
Senior Steering Group (composed of Principals from key
agencies and White House) on meeting the President’s
commitment; Committee chaired by White House Office on
Environmental Policy.

Membership on the Committee: government, industry, labor,
environmental organizations, universities. [QUESTION: ROLE
OF CONGRESS?]

Initially set Committee at 30 members -- but will probably
have to take close to 50 to accomodate important
stakeholders.

Committee to meet at least three times in public forum.

Committee to have nine Working Groups

O

Mission: Working groups to develop recommendations on
actions to take within their subject areas. o

Each Working Group will have two co-chairs -- one
governmental (Deputy or Assistant Secretary level) and one
non-governmental (CEO/Sr. VP/Commissioner level) Co-Chairs
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will undertake an enormous responsibility —-- the government
co-chair will be faced with full time involvement.

Working Groups composed of Committee members in their areas
of expertise plus additional working group members as
necessary.

Working Groups to meet as often as needed (weekly or semi-
monthly) .

Working Group Chairs to coordinate with each other through
periodic meetings (public?) and through the full Committee
meetings.

Suggested Working Groups:

* Analytical/Modeling

* Energy: Supply-side (includes efficiency improvements
in generation, transmission and distribution,
renewable resources, and other reduced-CO2Z
generation options)

* Energy: Demand-side (includes residential,
commercial, and industrial sectors)

* Energy: Transportation

* Methane

* Other Gases (HFCs, Nitrous Oxide)

* Sinks

* Cross-cutting regulatory/legal/institutional reforms

*

Joint Implementation

TIME LINE

Week of April 26 -- Intra-White House concurrence
Interagency consultation.

Week of May 3 -- Interagency concurrence. Adivisory
Committee authorization; solicit
recommendations for Committee membership

Week of May 10 -- Member selection/vetting, contracting
for meeting arrangements. Set Committee
Meeting Schedule.

Week of May 17 -- Invite/inform Committee members and
working group members.

Meet with Working Group Chairs.

Week of May 24 -- First Meeting - Full Committee
President stops by to reaffirm
commitment . )

Week of May 31 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).

2



Week of June 7 —-- Working Groups meet (as necessary) .
Working Group Chairs Meeting to assess
first round.

Week of June 14 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).

Week of June 21 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).
Working Group Chairs Meeting to assess
progress and draft progress report.

Week of June 28 -- Second Meeting of Full Committee——
Progress Reports and Recommendations for
Working Group Direction.

Week of July 5 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).

Week of July 12 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary) .
Working Group Chairs Meeting.

Week of July 19 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary) .
Week of July 26 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).
Week of August 2 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary) .

Working Group Chairs Meeting to draft
final Working Group report and
recommendations.

Week of August 9 —-- Final Meeting —- Recommendations made to
Chair and Governmental Steering Group
President and/ocr VP there to receive

recommendations. Final decisions.
Week of August 16 -- Draft and produce Action Plan.
Week of August 23 -- Presentation of U.S. Acticn Plan

to INC in New York.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT I 1
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS J L
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500 ) I‘ ¥ :Sv

April 30, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR KATIE McGINTY

FROM: JOSEPH E. STIGLITZ é;f
SUBJECT: Climate Change Actibn Plan Process

Thank you for recirculating the draft outline on the
"Development of the Climate Change Action Plan." We agree that
opening the process to public participants is important and will
be an example of good government in operation. Public
participation in the Action Plan development will be especially
useful in eliciting creative suggestions that we can evaluate and

incorporate into our government deliberations.

As you point out, there will also need to be "internal
review and deliberation" within the government, as part of which
we will need to generate "real-time analysis" of options for the
Action Plan. Although the public working groups can contribute
good ideas, the decision on the contents of the Action Plan must
ultimately be made by government officials. Moreover, it is
highly likely that the public working groups made up of diverse
members will generate many good ideas, but will not settle on a
single slate of consensus actions. We therefore have the
following comments.

1. Internal analytic work

A crucial and indispensable part of our internal real-time
analysis will be serious evaluation of the economic and
environmental costs and benefits of each option proposed for
inclusion in the Action Plan. This analysis should also examine
the issue of the best sequencing for actions, reviews and new
actions, in light of our limited but growing information about
various scientific and economic variables and systems. These
efforts are prerequisites to succeeding at the President’s
charge: to design an Action Plan that will limit greenhouse gas
emissions to their 1990 level by 2000 in the most cost-effective
manner, and to setting goals and commitments beyond 2000.

This internal analysis should be spelled out explicitly in
the "Development of the Climate Change Action Plan" outline. It
should proceed on a timeline and structure parallel to the
activities of the public working groups. It should evaluate
proposed options from the public groups as well as from relevant
literature and agency suggestions. 1In order to avoid the tyranny
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of preliminary numbers, this internal analytic work would remain
internal until the government agrees on an Action Plan and
publishes its analyses. CEA would be happy to work with your
office to coordinate this internal analysis, bringing together
the key agencies.

2. Time to decide

Given such an internal analytic effort made explicit in the
timeline, the timeline would also need to leave more time at the
end for the government to evaluate the public working group’s
recommendations and decide upon and draft a coherent, agreed
Action Plan for publication. The current draft leaves only two
weeks for that effort, which will be far too short; the public
working groups’ brainstorming will not be susceptible to
immediate turnaround into a government action plan without
analysis of costs and benefits, and careful selection of the best
and mutually supportive set of actions.

3. Functions of the working groups

The outline lists a good set of working groups, but does not
say what their functions or tasks will be. We suggest their
function be to identify creative options for analysis, and sketch
the pros and cons of each option. Otherwise, the groups will
debate the legitimacy of their function, and will deliver
recommendations without analyses or rationales.

Then these working groups’ suggestions would feed into the
internal analytic work, and the ultimate government decision,
both described above.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 28, 1993

MEMORANDUM
TO: Rahm Emanuel Howard Paster
John Gibbons Leon Panetta
Alexis Herman Carol Rasco
Anthony Lake Marla Romash
Thomas McLarty Robert Rubin
Regina Montoya George Stephanopolous
Roy Neel Laura Tyson
FROM: Katie McGinty
SUBJECT: Climate Change Action Plan Process

I want to thank you all for attending or sending a designate to the meeting today. I will
summarize where we are in our thinking, respond to feedback that we received today, and solicit
additional comments from the group before we take this program to the interagency level.
Attached is a revised and expanded version of the development document that we reviewed
today. Because time is short on this, 1 would ask that you submit your comments to my office
no later than 6:00 pm on Friday, April 30.

Our intent is to link a public participation process with interagency deliberation. We
believe that this will (1) improve the quality of ideas; (2) give stakeholders in the policy a voice
in the planning; (3) increase the amount of effort brought to bear on the issues; (4) allow the
public and Congress a view into the kinds of policies we are considering and to limit anxiety
about the final plan; and (5) help us maintain the integrity of the process by providing a single
channel through which stakeholders can bring their ideas and air their concems. While these
objectives are important, we also understand that the plan has some risks, especially in terms of
controlling the process and maintaining the confidentiality of our internal review and deliberation.

We have adapted our original proposal to reflect some of the comments given during
today’s meeting. Several commentors expressed a preference to limit public participation to a
few well-timed workshops that could contribute periodically to what would otherwise be an
Administration process. We still believe that more active and direct involvement will induce
participants to invest more work and creative energy into policy design. However, we understand
the concerns about losing control of the process. It must be stressed at all times to all non-
government participants that the Administration is seeking advice only, and that we reserve the
right to make the ultimate decisions.



We agree that we need real-time analysis capability in order to (1) inform the process
from the initial stages; (2) help integrate interim policy options into an emerging coherent plan;
and (3) so that we can "keep score” as to meeting our commitment. We will have to consider
the issue of whether or not the analyses can or should remain strictly confidential or be made
available for the full Committee in public. It was also suggested that a subgroup of the
Administration Senior Steering Group (who are not active on the Committee or directing a
working group) meet regularly to track progress and provide political advice or commentary to
the Advisory Committee. This could be valuable if properly structured.

The question of Congressional staff participation needs consideration. We believe that
they should be encouraged to attend the meetings as observers. We would appreciate your
comments regarding the advantages and risks of allowing Congressional staff to sit on the
Committee or the working groups.

We have allotted more time to initial selection of Committee members and structuring the
process. This will squeeze us at the end, but is probably worth the investment up front. The
August 16° deadline could be moved back one week since the International Negotiating
Committee will meet during the last two weeks in August in New York City.

Thanks again for your input. We're off to a good start.

[X)



Development of the
Climate Change Action Plan

Structure and Functions
April 28, 1993

Critical Factors to Keep in Mind:

O

I.

The Presidential commitment requires us to succeed, and is
crucial for success.

The timing is very tight - we are facing a mid-August
deadline.

We need affected interests to have a stake in the process in
order to both formulate and implement the plan.

The Administration must maintain firm control over the
process while not retarding the beneficial input and advice
from affected interests. Non-constructive input or
obstruction must be avoided.

The integrity of the process requires that stakeholders not
use other channels to influence Administration decisions.

STRUCTURE

Establish Climate Change Action Plan Committee

¢]

0]

Mission: Committee makes recommendations to Administration
Senior Steering Group (composed of Principals from key
agencies and White House) on meeting the President’s
commitment; Committee chaired by White House Office on
Environmental Policy.

Membership on the Committee: government, industry, labor,
environmental organizations, universities. [QUESTION: ROLE
OF CONGRESS?]

Initially set Committee at 30 members -- but will probably
have to take close to 50 to accomodate important
stakeholders.

Committee to meet at least three times in public forum.

Committee to have nine Working Groups

o}

Mission: Working groups to develop recommendations on
actions to take within their subject areas.

Each Working Group will have two co-chairs —-- one
governmental (Deputy or Assistant Secretary level) and one
non—-governmental (CEO/Sr. VP/Commissioner level) Co-Chairs



II.

will undertake an enormous responsibility -- the government
co-chair will be faced with full time involvement.

Working Groups composed of Committee members in their areas
of expertise plus additional working group members as
necessary.

Working Groups to meet as often as needed (weekly or semi-—
monthly) .

Working Group Chairs to coordinate with each other through
periodic meetings (public?) and through the full Committee
meetings.

Suggested Working Groups:

* Analytical/Modeling

* Energy: Supply-side (includes efficiency improvements
in generation, transmission and distribution,
renewable resources, and other reduced-C02
generation options)

* Energy: Demand-side (includes residential,
commercial, and industrial sectors)

* Energy: Transportation

* Methane

* Other Gases (HFCs, Nitrous Oxide)

* Sinks

* Cross-cutting regulatory/legal/institutional reforms

*

Joint Implementation

TIME LINE

Week of April 26 —-- Intra-White House concurrence
Interagency consultation.

Week of May 3 -- Interagency concurrence. Adivisory
Committee authorization; solicit
recommendations for Committee membership

Week of May 10 —-- Member selection/vetting, contracting
for meeting arrangements. Set Committee
Meet ing Schedule.

Week of May 17 —-- Invite/inform Committee members and
working group members.

Meet with Working Group Chairs.

Week of May 24 -- First Meeting - Full Committee
President stops by to reaffirm
commitment.

Week of May 31 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).

2
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Week

Week

Week
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June 7 —- Working Groups meet (as necessary).
Working Group Chairs Meeting to assess
first round.

June 14 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary) .

June 21 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary) .
Working Group Chairs Meeting to assess
progress and draft progress report.

June 28 —-- Second Meeting of Full Committee——
Progress Reports and Recommendations for
Working Group Direction.

July 5 —— Working Groups meet (as necessary).

July 12 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).
Working Group Chairs Meeting.

July 19 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).

July 26 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).

August 2 -- Working Groups meet (as necessary).
Working Group Chairs Meeting to draft
final Working Group report and
recommendations.

August 9 -- Final Meeting —-—- Recommendations made to
Chair and Governmental Steering Group
President and/or VP there to receive
recommendations. Final decisions.

August 16 —-- Draft and produce Action Plan.

August 23 —- Presentation of U.S. Action Plan

to INC in New York.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS U L

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500
April 20, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR SAMUEL BERGER
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT
FOR NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

FROM: JOSEPH E. STIGLITZ "fiﬁ/
SUBJECT: Climate_Change OQtions Paper and Announcement

We are most concerned about the Options Paper and the Climate
Change announcement. The commitments which the President is being
asked to consider could have quite significant effects on the
economy. Yet he is not being presented with the information
required to make an assessment of these costs, either of the basic
commitment, nor of the various alternative options being
considered. Nor is he being provided with any information
concerning the magnitude of the uncertainties associated with what
is entailed by these commitments -- not even a serious indication
that there is considerable uncertainty. Moreover, the Options
Paper does not adequately reflect the consensus of yesterday’s
meeting as summarized by Katie McGinty.

We believe that if the commitment is to be undertaken, it must
be undertaken in the way which is most cost effective, and which
most effectively addresses the fundamental environmental concern --
the global level of net (sources and sinks) emissions of all major
greenhouse gases.

Our recommended approach for tomorrow’s announcement is thus
summarized on the bottom of the last page of the attached marked-up
copy: reaffirm the commitment to limit emissions; define this
reaffirmed commitment in terms of cost-effective inclusion of all
gases, sinks and sovrces, and global action; and pledge to unveil
a specific target with a set of specific implementing actions by
the Rio anniversary in June.

our comments on the Options Paper are shown on the attached
marked-up copy. We also have the following further comments on
each of the sections:

1. Background
While the sentence, "Some analyses suggest that this can be
accomplished at no or low net cost to society..." is accurate, it

is incomplete and probably misleading. It would be better to say,

"While there remains considerable controversy over the costs
of these additional policy measures, some analyses suggest...."



2. IsSsue 1
Add to first CON:

"There is uncertainty both about the magnitude of the
reduction in emissions that will be required and the costs of
obtaining those reductions. A brief postponement would enable
us both to obtain an estimate of the likely costs, as well as
the costs in a “"worse case scenario." Without knowing those
costs, we do not know how best to design our commitment."

3. Issue 2

We believe that you have omitted one the most important
arguments for an all greenhouse emission policy: its environmental
benefits. Add:

"It is all greenhouse gasses collectively which contribute to
global warming. Ignoring or deferring action on gases other
than CO, treats them erroneously as though they had zero
impact on climate. And a CO,-only policy not only does not
address the underlying problem, but it risks the danger of
increases in other more potent greenhouse gases as we put
pressure on the reduction of CO,. This is a real danger,
especially in Europe; if the US ignores other gases, Europe
may do likewise, with adverse consequences for the earth’s
climate."

4. Issue 3

We think that the way the issue is posed in the issues paper
does not adequately reflect the discussion at the meeting. The
President should be given a set of options:

A. No commitment beyond 2000

B. A commitment to take strong measures to control the level of
emissions beyond the year 2000

C. A commitment to keep the level of emissions at the 1990 level
forever into the future.

our reading of the meeting was that there was much more
support for the first or second option. The second option has the
advantages that you cite as PROs, of recognizing that climate
change is a long-term problem and providing strong signals in favor
of investment in new energy efficiency technologies and alternative
energy sources. Focusing only on the year 2000 poses the risk of
focusing on policies which have only short term returns.



But saying that the cost of the third option are "expected to
be significant" does not adequately stress the potential magnitudes
involved. These costs could be quite substantial.

5. Issue 4.

Again, in listing the arguments for including sinks, the basic
environmental issue is omitted. Add:

“"What the environment is concerned with is net emissions.
From an economic or ecological perspective, it makes no sense
to focus on only one part of the equation. Net emissions =
gross emissions minus sinks. The only sensible commitment is
to a level of net emissions."

You should also add to the list of arguments the following:

"There are better ways of dealing with the measurement
problems than simply ignoring sinks (effectively treating them
as 1if they were constant). Including sinks will provide
incentives for improved measurement."

6. Issue 5.

Again, in listing the arguments for joint implementation, the
basic environmental issue is omitted:

"Greenhouse gases and global warming are global problems; what
is of concern is the global level of emissions. What is
required is a national commitment to do our share in the
reduction of the net emission of greenhouse gases, a
commitment which can be fully honored through joint
implementation."

Rather than saying, "Joint implementation projects are likely
to be cheaper than many domestic strategies," it would be more
accurate to say:

"Joint implementation strategies provide the opportunity for
reducing greenhouse emissions in the most cost-effective way."

cc: John Podesta
Katie McGinty
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OPTIONS PAPER edds

Background

Huban'activities are increasing atmospheric concentrations of
"greenhouse® gases (especially carbon dioxide, methane, and
nitrous. oxide). While there are uncertainties in the precise
magnitude, timing, and regional patterns of effects, the best
scientific predictions are that the rate of climate change in the
next century will far exceed any natural changes in climate that
have occurred in the last 10,000 years. If climate change does
occur, it cannot be reversed for decades to centuries because of
the long atmospheric lifetime of the greenhouse gases. The U.S.
ii e world’s largest emitter of these gases ; e_m'ﬂ\ns P POV o 207.1
fsobq erazSIaVa -
More than 150 nations signed the Framework Convention on Climate
Change in June 1990. The Convention includes a goal of returning
greenhouse emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. The Bush
Administration refused to join with the European Community and
Japan to make this goal into a binding commitment.
. A
All agencies invol#eﬁ in the review of climate icy have agreed
that a U.S. policy objective should be to limit{our emissions of
either carbon dioxide or all greenhouse gases to 1990 levels by tno
the year 2030. You also made this commitment during the
campaign. The agencies have also agreed that a U.S. National
Action Plan, as called for by the Climate Convention, should
detail how the U.S. will achieve this commitment.
4o PTU tox,

Curr Administration policies will help meet this commitment
(e.g.{the energy efficiency programs of the Energy Policy Act).
However, our analyses show a "gap®" of either about 7% of total £ 100 anflom
carbon dioxide emissions{or 5% of all greenhouse gas emissions_ - tona))
which must be closed by additional policy measures. Some ‘\Zﬁo.um,k
analyses suggest this can be accomplished at no or low net cost Foway

Q_socgie '1%1E29%82 signifiiﬁngﬂi9¥$stments and adjustmen%ifmy
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will aclewd o 2% alom &A‘ Mm ™~ = '2°°.£:4‘$°%c (oex\;'m:éaap“ [t Ma::ﬁ Saall tack .
Three major issues, and two subsidiary design issues, remain to
be decided.

Issue 1: Should this commitment should be made on Earth Day,

or postponed to a later datq5-\\$uck as Ha Ea»w\Suundmmugtﬂn%
n e £

PROS

-- An Earth Day announcement would be strongly supported e{}ﬂﬁ s

by the—publie—and the environmental community, and i‘,
would be viewed as a visible and positive reversal ) Y

of Bush administration policies 'fk‘r?}
Be conse Ha Adwunistathow's y s bava beos aold w Ha prus,
-- Ahere is a high expectation both here and abroad that
this announcement will be made on Earth Dayy -Tf—it—is—
3 s 1 . 34— . ch?*@
3uno'ho«\
- - Announcing the commitment now would set clear
objectives for developing the Action Plan in August
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-- Making a commitment on Earth Day is favored by the
Office of the Vice President, the Office of
Environmental Policy, the Environmental Protection

. d Agency, the Department of Energy, the Department of
State and others; _ 21
" CONS

-- The Administration has not yet identified a compi:e&e)'
set of policies to achieve the commitment, and has
not made an assessment of the economic and budgetary
impact of those policies.

-- The Administration uc?ould be criticized for making a m«jor‘
commitment in the absence of &h#efanalysis
o betie. ana'ySis o

qu-h>q~mumm_BocQ$<n& Py

s favored by the Department o ~speedf
Treasury, O the NECYand others Pa
CER, OSTP.

Issue 2: Should the commitment to meet 1990 levels by 2000
apply to all- greenhouse gases, and not carbon dioxide only?

"Ikn.d-wwde s (eemnete, oy
............ 3:_.‘{*&32 ol T,

Ch uull u.o‘l‘
snaka asawm

PROS

-

An all greenhouse gas comm1tment sprea
reducLlons ac «qff emitters of all con 1but1ng
st J sachoC ¢oal el

-- An all greenhouse gas commitment is|
provides more flexibility i

w¥ﬁ_f.z»o;:ﬁm ; QQbrlﬁﬂ’

imate Convention’s goa

of all greenhouse gases eww T3 .

R Y v D e R o BB e,
- %nis optlon s favored by the Dep nts of S?te and w‘:‘th

Ener CEA and the Office of Environmental e

(c el et NK\"' o cu\v\nuw &n haﬁ‘ Metome

CONS ~ge g 20 *“W
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-- Carbon dioxide, mostly from energy consumption, is the
largest source of emissions and the easiest to monitor

-- est environmental groups see a carbon dioxide
commitment as the strongest and most reliable
at least in the short term, \* othena popore  addiadens
al\* csase5-

-- Most of our OECD partners (the EC and Japan) have
adopted carbon dioxide targets

-- The Office of the Vice President, EPA and Interior
favor a carbon dioxide commitment in the short term
until measurement difficulties are resolved

Issue 3: Should the commitment extend beyond the year 20007
Aown ars. WO 00 a C@wMMJthﬁ
qﬁ: oqeetawe. a chous o Lt cocanious ofr 2622
W Gl O Commmanstananyt T a WW C"“(’ A CAARA LSS
X8I0 epele afle, 2oov



PROS fo achion afle zooo 3 ,

-- Cqmmlttlng to maintain 1990 levels after the year 2000
recognizes that climate change is a long-term problem;
allow1ng emissions to turn upward after 2000 would

T undon Jecixtvemrs

-- A continuing commitment will give stronger signals in
“favor of investment in new energy efficiency
technologies and alternative energy sources

-- Commitment beyond year 2000 is the single most
important issue to the environmental community

-- The Office of the Vice President, the Departments of
State and Interior, and the Environmental Protection
Agency support extending the commitment beyond 2000.

CONS to a e&mwd‘*au(’c(‘fegw

-- Emissions are e cted to kee rowing after the year
2000, e,s?ec.m\\*\ xpe\(om E‘e_mewgzg P(M\ g"\n&\‘ﬂ‘CS Sw w
PPN 1 3 Matwme & o fer o keop ewassma 2k (990 fevels.
-- No measures have yet been identifled to deal with post-
2000 emissions; the costs of post-2000 measures have
not been analyzed, although they are expected to be
significant— ?e‘.knqs ovea |2 o GOP W -

-- Most other agencies are willing to commit to a process
to deal with post-2000 emissions, although they do not
support a specific{éommitment at this time

CDAQSNJ§$
Issuef4: Should the commitment apply to emission sources

oRdy L inelude—enission-abnks (e.g. carbon sequestration
strategies such as planting tree%)(’\\\¢1 excludo siwks 7

BROS

CaN S
Data on sources are more readily available and
reductions would be easier to quantify, implement
and monitor

There_al;_JuyiﬁkxﬁﬁxwLﬁkihodologiesf—eé%her—in—the—uvs-
-or—eabread, for quantifying the carbon dioxide
equivalents from sink protection strategies nead o

\,o_re‘('n\nA
} . 3 . beli } . .
in £3 . hodol . } +d 1 B‘d")‘m—

wnnfing sinks in the neaxr term; e-3.EbE
[
cscfora
fRos <aNs ade Al ca
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-- Including sinks, such as tree planting initiatives,
give addltloqjl flex1b111ty in meeting targets, loweseawy

M\M S 0 '7 .
- - Including sinks would promote efforts to protect and cxwﬂmumi&
\ enhance f01ests, which are 1mportant for other(Treasons,
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- Electric utility sources strongly favor including sinks

as &f{sits for power plant issions; *fbj

Y 3 (G.N . ) i:ﬁxgm . ’ A— {:‘c N-A
This 1is noe necessarily an eltherx)r option. The Office of the “** _]
Vice President, the Office of Environmental Policy,.f the

Departments of State, Interjor and Agriculture favor making the

commitment withesst sinks/* working aggressively in the

international arena to establish guidelines for inch:fi&i sinkz;h

in country commitments . s crquaally wnidlen, Hia beqs watho—

(ceh vl wot- E&:‘ svapctitadt vatase Clgduﬂﬂ 205 ik teane o o%lﬁ;

" ssue 5: Should the_commj through domestic &, 4o
implementation only$] Aas srriseght—Phe=ta=incl ge m
joint implementation (credit towards our commitment for audwmk -
actions taken by the U.S. to limit emissions in-foreign & by

countries)?
) | oo coducons ackyred
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-- There—are.-na _accepted %thodologies for how joint
implementagtjon,should be c ed wand to e W
o uS Wil cKert\MS'\ »ni&%«ﬁojcu & Angust (3.

-2 “““Environmentalists are concerned that allowing joint
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OPTIONS PAPER 7

/M; Ql,;»r ‘ﬂﬁ
Background i i““

Human*activities are increasing atmospheric concentrations of A
"greenhouse" gases (especially carbon dioxide, methane, and ) %
nitrous oxide). While there are uncertainties in the precise ".°.*%
magnitude, timing, and regional patierns of effects, the best
scientific predictions are that the rate of climate change in the
next century will far exceed any natural changes in climate that
have occurred in the last 10,000 years. If climate change does
occur, it cannot be reversed for decades to centuries because of
the long atmospheric lifetime of the greenhouse gases. The U.S.
is the world’s largest emitter of these gases Q“*ﬂh"3 aloeut” 20'7.1

oba\ ewmzs . )
More than 150 nations signed the Framework Convention on Climate
Change in June 1990. The Convention includes a goal of returning
greenhouse emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. The Bush
Administration refused to join with the European Community and
Japan to make this goal into a binding commitment.

. refurn

All agencies involved in the review of climate policy have agreed
that a U.S. policy objective should be to &imit{our emissions of
either carbon dioxide or all greenhouse gases to 1990 levels by n_
the year 2070. You also made this commitment during the
campaign. The agencies have also agreed that a U.S. National
Action Plan, as called for by the Climate Convention, should
detail how the U.S. will achieve this commitment.

o BPTU 4o,
Curre Administration policies will help meet this commitment
(e.g.ithe energy efficiency programs of the Energy Policy Act).

However, our analyses show a "gap" of either about 7% of tOtal__(“N)meA
carbon dioxide emissions{or 5% of all greenhouse gas em1551ons

which must be closed by additional policy measures. Some ?onumak
analyses suggest this can be accomplished at no or low net cost toway

' although 51gn1f1cant investments and adjustments may

T put ‘.uruu c.oe-ﬂu BTW tox L“‘ﬁS

a 25 aloaw on re&_u o [ 2000 S'° c omvus'te\n. SQP 18 Ast <Tsemall task.
Three major issues, and two subsidiary design issues, remain to

be decided.

Issue 1: Should this commitment should be made on Earth Day,
or postponed to a later datf\Suo‘A as thae Eorth Summt annrefsary
- n June 7

PROS

-- An Earth Day announcement would be strongly supported
by €he—publie—and the environmental community, and é%[ 3>
would be viewed as a visible and positive reversal %u;
of Bush administration policies et ]

'fh M\"\\‘M S LA»‘L Ltﬂ.h\ m % >

-- ?;ﬁg?g’ls géhlgh éﬁ;@%ﬁaglon ggth here ;‘gﬂgg}oad tﬂ:tu

this announcement will be made on Earth Dayt-r@—&%—h&24:

-- Announcing the commitment now would set clear
objectives for developing the Action Plan in August
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-- Making a commitment on Earth Day is favored by the
Office of the Vice President, the Office of
Environmental Policy, the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Department of Energy, the Department of
State and others; o

" CONS

-- The Administration has not yet identified a comp—le-te—*sP
set of policies to achieve the commitment, and has
not made an assessment of the economic and budgetary
impact of those policies.

-- The Administration‘ﬁould be criticized for making a MayeC
commitment in the absence of &hisfanalysi
( (,S wee. basad an bete. analySs _af ¥

Ou-i‘l -h) AND W N -

thgéeﬁﬁieaggs favored by the Department of 22 ‘Pea't

Treasury, , the NEC, and others wa_
CER, oste”

Issue 2: Should the commitment to meet 1990 levels by 2000
apply to all greenhouse gases, and not carbon dioxide only9

PROS

-- An all greenhouse gas commitment spreads the CcOS

reductlons across emitters of all contributing gases,
not Just \:uu&emvﬂ Secte(,

ecs cortly-- pethaps ZS'S'O? {vorer—
-- An all greenhouse gas commitment islehoapeQT--d wa
provides more flexibility 4 <

B&M o
ole woct  cost Qdur& reductoen~ 0?1““‘-’

-- The Climate Convention’s goa

of all greenhouse gases
- ﬁv\ QW w’&‘;\‘*_} : *3 oA A FHMM
-- ThlS optlon 1s avored by the Departm nts of Stte a ot aat

Energy, CEA and the Office of Envir nmental Po%c
E—gywt\ vt osnc\,n_ A ans un camnt ?r. tudka Y. He CLML

nc (_icn '\’
CONS alll ~egen guitouns gosas ) ‘;:, eaa

Mmht*«ﬂwi

-- Carbon dioxide, mostly from energy consumption, is the
largest source of emissions and the easiest to monitor

-- -Mggg'environmental groups see a carbon dioxide
commitment as the strongest and most reliable
at least in the short term, \u* othars poopove addraabiny
ox“* 036385 .

-- Most of our OECD partners (the EC and Japan) have
adopted carbon dioxide targets

-- The Office of the Vice President, EPA and Interior
favor a carbon dioxide commitment in the short term
until measurement difficulties are resolved

Issue 3: Should the commitment extend beyond the year 2000?

PROS
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-- Committing to maintain 1990 levels after the year 2000
recognizes that climate change is a long-term problem;
allowing emissions to turn upward after 2000 would

be—eﬁﬁKXEEEEEt&**T—tffe?P°ﬁstbie undiacut Hie Jdeeisivesmnrs

-- A continuing commitment will give stronger signals in
‘favor of investment in new energy efficiency
technologies and alternative energy sources

-- Commitment beyond year 2000 is the single most
important issue to the environmental community

-- The Office of the Vice President, the Departments of
State and Interior, and the Environmental Protection
Agency support extending the commitment beyond 2000.

CONS

-- Emissions are expected to keep growing after the year

2000 .
v’

-- No measures have yet been identified to deal with post-
2000 emissions; the costs of post-2000 measures have
not been analyzed, although they are expected to be
significant

-- Most other agencies are willing to commit to a process
to deal with post-2000 emissions, although they do not
support a specific{éommitmen%ﬁgt this time

ERRE OJJ slllc"$
Issue [4: Should the commltment apply to emission sources
i (e.g. carbon sequestration

strategies such as planting trees)((\‘\c1 exclude smks 7
Y

BROS
CaN 'S
-- Data on sources are more readily available and

reductions would be easier to quantify, implement
and monitor

-- mhere_are_nefaeeep£ed>Nkihodologies,—eé%her—iﬂ—%kwsUTS.
or—abread, for quantifying the carbon dioxide
equivalents from sink protection strategies ncad

in L E . | 115 . : ra : ;EIIHIE Bd""ﬂ&—
geunting-sinks in. the near term; e.3. EDF,
<
Ew{' ot
PRos «<ans v) e Allnuca
-- T WV\WW ISSKR 1§ Nj CHISSION S v{’(e‘_ﬁ"? c’(( ' AEY:{ ’

-- Including sinks, such as tree planting initiatives,
give addltloqjl flex1b111t¥>ln meeting targets, loweawy
J\N’J\-‘)\M oS ?
\ - - Including sinks would promote efforts to protect and ckwﬂmumj&
\/ enhance forests, which are lmportant for other(Teasons,

41
174 oo Y a s 1““’5 e

snedn  as LraA»NAuﬁi corovaton . "
-~ 1'\6.(\/\1\-'\&5 cmbks wm ‘few (,LS WM\W w-:w—gj ’é"“
teuanties to  pesy atewhon +o contenving +o ﬁaggﬁ




4

-- Electric utility sources strongly favor including sinks

a. 3{ s ts for E;%%ﬁ&é?g%mﬂngSIOns ceh & madired

This is not necessarily 'an’ o) ther or option. The Office of the ““““@1
Vice President, the Office of Environmental Policy,[ the

Departments of State, Int or and Agriculture favor making the
commitment withesst sinks,” working aggressively in the
international arena to establish guidelines for 1nchﬂn&.’li*r‘lclc_‘;“sinkg;&‘L
in country commitments s o9 w&“ wne w beqgs washoy—
((,Eﬂ- will m‘l‘n%'gl:smugw wntess of Cae,kdw&wus Simks ....n\\ leane “%\Lw\ d\%i__“ié&
o bardy She 5 ““Should thment be met } rough domestic —[&,';,1 is to
implementation only3¥ ] ARred eptienhwrer etadatham

joint 1mplementation (credit to&ards our commitment for ound : ;u.h]
actions taken by the U.S. to limit emissions in foreign 3
countries)?

3 %/ . reduchows a .
——_WM“ i O 3“5“‘%% haly protect %éfj

- thodologies for how joint
lementation should be c ed wsad tv be JhNﬂlzfﬂ
Sews -fega uS Wwill er (4P \\Mj&&t-\oi\u W uu‘- (13
- Env1ronmentalists are concerned that allow1ng joint
1mplementation will diminish efforts domestically to
move toward greater energy efficiency; (industrial
sources favor greater flexibility *ﬁa&euxukuadﬁ&

+ EM‘(‘ alead.- | WS,
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CLIMATE CHANGE ACTION PLAN

COST-EFFECTIVE

Value of Energy Saved

Private Cost
of Investment

27
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Value of Energy Saved is Greater
than the Private Investment Cost
DATA SOURCE: Climate Change Action Plan, 10/19/93
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GREENHOUSE GASES REDUCED
BY 109 MMTC

;% 5/"’/;'4
A i

5% 40,

62 Percent Comes fro the Energy Sector

DATA SOURCE: Climate Change Action Plan, 10/19/93



| CLIMATE CHANGE ACTION PLAN

CONSERVATION & EFFICIENCY

DATA SOURCE: Climate Change Action Plan, 10/19/93



o CLIMATE CHANGE ACTION PLAN

BUDGET DEFICIT REDUCED

'?’ ""1

DATA SOURCE: Climate Change Action Plan, 10/19/93




'CLIMATE CHANGE ACTION PLAN

SECTORS CONTRIBUTE
'TO 66 MMT REDUCTION

Indusﬁ'_ial
29%

DATA SOURCE: Climate Change Action Plan, 10/19/93
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1 Million Metric Tons of Carbon is:

Average Annual Emissions from
the Electricity Consumption of
About 600,000 Households.



1 Million Metric Tons of Carbon is:

Added Annual Carbon Storage on 1 Million
Acres of a Well-Established, Rapidly-Growing
Stand of Mixed Species.



1 Million Metric Tons of Carbon is:

O

Annual Emissions from a 625 Megawatt
- Coal-Fired Power Plant Serving 425,000
Households.



