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I. SETTING

Heat-trapping, "greenhouse"” gases are building up in the
Earth's atmosphere. The best scientific evidence indicates
that the continued increase in greenhouse gas concentrations
will cause the global climate to change. The science is
uncertain as to the precise timing, magnitude or regional
impact of such changes. The best estimates suggest that a
doubling of atmospheric carbon dioxide sometime in the next
century will result in a temperature increase of 1.5-4.5
degrees Centigrade. In short, the guestion is not so much
whether the climate will change as a result of increased
areenhouse 9as c¢oncentrations in the atmosphere, but how much,
how fast and with what effect for specific regions?

The majnt qgreenhouse gases are carbon dioxide, methane,
nitrous oxide and low-level ozone. Many human activities
result in greenhouse sas emissions -- fossil fuel burning

- produces carbon diox:de; use of replacements (HFCs) for ozone
depleting chemicals; livestochk and rice cultivation produce
methane; rertilizers produce nitrous oxide. At the same time
natural "sinks" (e.u. forests) exist that can be enhanced to
take up carbon from the atmosphere.

in response to upward “rends in greenhouse gas emissions
and concentrations in the atmosphere, more than 150 nations
signed the Framework Convention on Climate Change in June
1992, To date, l6 nations, including the United States, have

rabified =he igreement. Fifty ratifications are required for
the Convenr:on ko enter intn torce (which is expected in mid
1994, .

The Convention's ultimate objective is to stabilize
atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations at a level that would
prevent danderous human interference with climate. Because of
the long-lifetime of many greenhouse gases in the atmosphere,’
an etfort to stabilize atmospheric concentrations would require
dramatic (60 percent) reductions in current greenhouse gas
emissiong.

While many nations sought to set firm "targets and
timetables" fcr reducing gareenhouse gas emissions, U.S.
objection to firm commitments resulted in an agreement that
sets a non-binding goal for developed countries to return :
emissions to 1990 levels by the end of the decade. It is !
important to note that some OECD countries have set firm :
commitments unilaterally for reducing emissions. However, it
is equally important to note that most have not made much
progress 1in identifying and adopting specific reduction
measures o achieve stated commitments. ‘
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During the campaign, President Clinton made several
statements in support of a binding target for stabilizing U.S.
carbon dioxide emissions at 1990 levels by the year 2000 (in
one statement, stabilization of all greenhouse gases at 1990
levels was articulated). ’ }

. The United States accounts for 20 percent of global
greenhouse gas emissions; the COECD accounts for 60 percent. In
the coming decades, developing nations will overtake developed
nations as the leading source of greenhouse gas emissions (in
terms of total quantity, but not on a per capita basis). It is
estimated that the OECD will account for 40 percent of all
emissions in 2050. '

Estimates ot greenhouse gas emissions in the future are
based on collaborative computer modelling efforts by the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection Agency. The
models simulate behavior in energy markets, based on expert
enerqgy forecasts and the =2conomic assumptions underlying the
Administration's FY 1994 budget request.

, nw“ Metr Tous: 11.5. areenhnuse gas emissions were 1520 to 1617 million
RN metiic Lons (MMT) of carbon equivalent in 1990, of which CO2
represented L3810 MMT. EPA and DOE models show U.S. total

18201611 emissions ricing %o between 1591 and 1696 MMT (with CO2
" Ovgl (o) ACcounting for 1476 ko 1495 MMT) in 2000 iﬁ\all Administration
proposals to date are enacted (e.g. aggressive implementation
nt the Energy Policy Act, BTU tax, enhanced funding for EPA

o * voluntary “green” programs). Thus, additional measures will be
1591~ 169L r:gnired,rg stabilize CO2 and/or a Use gas emlsSsions

3’

Lien ‘ Fhe_tnjted States. A summary of illustrative potential
{ g"' dditional actions is attached: ' '
h %

‘ ° B E VE d » .
Ll poley " © JECTIVES FOR_U.S._ PQLICY

*bkwdd Buecouse climate change poses a serious threat to the global
envirnnment, the {nited States should play an international
leadership role in promoting a strong global response.

~ The central goal of U.S. policy should be to reduce global
emissions nf greenhouse gases. Efforts to exert leadership and
leverage international action will require U.S. initiative in
the following key .areas: '

V(» Setting a firm commitment for rediucing U.S. CO2 -and/or
greenholise gas emissions;

, v/ Pushing OECD partners (and others) to ratify and
aggressively implement the Convention, and also
adopting a firm ~commitment for emissions reduction;
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0 Assisting developing countries and countries with
economies in transition in limiting future emissions;:

0 Promotiﬁg the development of new technologies, and
‘ continuing U.S. leadership in scientific research.

I1Y. MAJOR OPTIONS FOR ACHIEVING OBJECTIVES

A. EMISSIONS REDUCTION OPTIONS: Key options for U.S. climate
change policy relate to the degree, form and timeframe for a
U.S. commitment to reduce emissions.

EMISSIONS OPTION 1 -- CO2 Commitment: Under this option,
the United States would establish a firm commitment to
return 2missions of carbon dioxide to 1990 levels ifn the
vear 2000, and pursue independently reductions in other
Jases., . '

) C02, the largest single source of greenhouse gas
emissinns, would be easiest to monitor because most
emicsions result from energy consumption, for which
data re readily available.

- 3everal other gases (e.g. methane, nitrous oxide)
could he reduced, but given imprecise information
about how to measure their baseline emissions and
future reductionz, limiting rthe U.S. gquantitative
commitment to COZ nay be a more practical near~term
Alternative.

ny J.5. environmental graups favor a CO2-only commitment,
\O O %l%? btﬁ ag will key environmentally-minded Congressional
. —= leaders (34 House members recently w urgi
b h\&\‘hﬁﬁ Huu Presidont ro reduco greesphouse gas emissions from 1990
Lovels, which could only be accomplished through this
option). Several key OECD partners (the E.C. and
Japan) have adopted CO2-only targets,

) A CO2-0pnly caommitment would be more difficult to !
achieve, politically and economically, than Option 2.

EMISSIONS OPTION 2 ~-- All Greenhouse Gas Commitment: Under
“his option, the United States would establish a firm
commitment ko return emissions of all greenhouse gases
(considered together) to 1990 levels in the year 2000.

) Unlike a commitment on CO2 only, which primarily
addresses the energy sector, a target for all
greenhouse gases could enable the United States to
reduce the same amount of heat trapping gases in a

"least-cost manner. This.approach spreads the costs
among all sectors and recognizes opportunities to
reduce other gases.
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o This .approach would be consistent with the Climate
Convention, which sets a non-binding. goal of returning
all greenhouse §as emissions to 1990 levels by the end
of the decade.

o} This approach would be more acceptable to U.S. -
industry interests, some key Members of Congress with
energy interests and some OECD partners (e.g. Canada
and Australia). Environmental NGOs would be less
enthusiastic about this approach.

DESIGN OPTIONS

There are several design options that could be applied to
either a C02 or all greenhouse gas commitment: 1) a decision to
allow carbon sequestration strategies ("sinks"), and/or '2) a
decisiun to allow juint implementation strategies to be
employed in calculat:ng and achieving U.S. emissions reductions.

_DESIGN OPTION | -- Sources only: Under this design option,
1.5, emissions reductions would be measured only on the
hasis ot source =missions, excluding sinks (e.g. forests).

o Inlike sinks, data on.sources are readily available
and reduct:ons would be easier to quantify, implement
and monikter, .
¥ This strategy would be welcomed by key developing
, countries, who tear developed countries will attempt
to shift the vnus f{ur emissions reductions on tropical
Fnrests, rthus requiring fewer tradeoffs by developed
nations. .

: 1,5, environmental ygyroups tavor this approach as the

Lest slrateay Lot near-term success.

DESIGN OPTION 2 -- Sources and sinks: Under this design
aption, U.S. emissions reductions would be measured on the
basis of actions taken both to reduce source emissions and
anhance sinks. "

N This approach would promote efforts to protect and
s2nhance important sinks and would be less costly to
thg 1J.5. nrconomy.

) The Climate Convention sets commitments in terms of
hoth sources and sinks, and continued adherence to
this approach would be welcomed by some OECD partners
(e.g. Canada, Nordics) and others (Russia) with
significant forest resources. !

) This approach would be more acceptable to U.S. i
industry and some key members:- of Congress with energy
interests because it would shift some costs away from
the energy sector.
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) No adgree odologies exist ri _
VYY) &ﬁq Jou: reduction gredits from sinks, thus challenging the
workability of this approach. If such methodologies
M dda? were developed, some environmental NGOs might support
this approach. -
4 DESIGN OPTION 3 —-- Domestig implementation only: Under
this design option, the United States would limit reduction
Ek'ﬁmda measures to those realized through actions within U.S.

' R y borders without accounting. for actlons taken jointly with
U&MRM &0_ ‘other countries.

’Lv} hn;{hjgbug This approach would demonstrate U.S. willingness to
. , take serious steps to deal with. its own emissions.
ot adion fuld B , |
, 0 [t would Le casier to implement and monitor and could
ORUA “uuau\ ’ proceed without the developmént of international
guidelines or consensus.

" some 1J.35. environmental groups do not favor joint
lmplementatlon, which is seen as a loophole for
avniding signiricant domestic actions.

DESIGN OPTION 4 -- Joint implementation: Under this design
option, the 1J.5. wouid allow credit toward the U.S.
amission reduction commitment for measures taken in
cooperation with other countries to limit emissions outside
J.G. borders. For example, the United States could
subtract from itz total domestic emissions those reductions
realized by energy =fficiency gains in developing nations.

~  This apprmnach would achieve a given level of emission
cduction 3t least-cost to the U.S, economy. By
encouriaing others to pursue this option, this policy
vnuld promote the areatest emissions reductions at the
gast-rost dloball"

D) Would be more difficult to implement and monitor
because nn international guidelines have heen agreed
to for measurina nr accounting reductions from jolnt
implementation. Therefore, international guidelines
would have to be developed prior to application of
this option.

0 .Would be favored by U.S. industry and some key Members
of Congress with energy interests., Some would view
this approach as an effort by developed nations to

q “buy up" cheap emissions reductions, thus making the
¢S future cost of reducing emissions more costly for

developing nations. :
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B. TIMEFRAME OPTIONS: 'In order to exert leadérship, the U.S.
must also decide how far into the future it will set and/or
maintain a commitment to reducing/stabilizing emissions.
Diplomatic negotiations have focused on a target for emissions
at the end of the decade, a point in time for which it is
easier and more reliable to project emissions and the need for
emissions reductions. However, climate change is a long-term
challenge requiring long-term.commitments.

o The U.S. could most easily set a commitment to return
emissions to 1990 levels by the end of the decade,
v recognizing that based on current projections this
commitment will require additional measures.

) A “"year 2000" commitment would be consistent with the
Climate Convention goal, but would not be as ambitious
A5 some qgoals being discussed by other nations and
2nvironmental NGOs: Germany endorsed a 25 percent
reduction from 1990 levels by the year 2005 (a very
sigynificant challenge); U.S. environmental groups have
called for reducing CO2 and greenhouse gas emissions
<5 prrcent by 2005.

o Yevnnd -he end of the decade, preliminary and
legc-reliable projections indicate that U.S. emissions
will rise more sharply, thus requiring significant
additional actions to hold stable at or further reduce
2missions trom 17290 levels. In the absence of firm
cconomic forecasts, it is difficult to determine the
full implications of such a commitment.

' Altuerngtively, Lhe United States could initiate a
‘ process at khis time for assessing its commitments for
V/' taducing emiscsions in the future” (e.g. the years 2005,
2010). This approach recognizes the inherent
constraints o lung-term decision-making without
1__ avniding the issue of long-term commitments altogether.

r

_ | Y4
C. OPTIONS FOR LEVERAGING INTERNATIONAL ACTION: Beyond a
commitment to reduce its emissions, United States objectives

are linked to actions by other nations to limit emissions.
J.5. ponlicy should be aimed at best leveraging commitments and
vigornus actions Ly others. The following options are not

mutually exclusive

1) Revising the Climate Convention: The United States
7 <ould seek to revise the Climate Convention (through
. amendment or protocol) or seek a binding agreement among
the developed nations and countries wWith economies in
/\; \) transition (together, the "Anne$ If countries under the
! >ch!( convention) to reduce future emissions.
N ‘
* uSt Wane !\wu\k (uob\mm o& oWy owou Uotw,

hl?a o our owu € plove boyoud 2000 b pnke 0&CD
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o) Revising the Convention would result in binding
emissions reductions and would thus achieve greater
certainty than currently exists under the Convention
that emissions will actually be reduced. _

o Revising the Convention in the near-term would
complicate (and could ‘derail) important preparatory
work in the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee
(INC) for the first meetlng of the Conference of the
Parties.

.0 Revising the Convention will not be ‘welcomed by some
Annex I countries, who already see difficulties in
meeting commitments under the current agreement.

! Reopening the Convention to strengthen Annex I country
commitments could invite additional, undesirable
2f forts by developing countries to revise other
provisiang.

" Revising the Convention will require the advice and
consent of the Sunate

2) Develop a political declaration: A political
declaration, on %he other hand, could be undertaken by
annex I countries nutside the INC and thus allow
preparatory work to help implement the Convention to
rontinue undicturhbed.

> s non-hinding political declaration would be less
problematic for many Annex I countries, although such
i declararion ~ould also be less effective at ensuring
emicsions reductionu.

0 A political declaration would not require Senate
advice and consent, but Congressional consultations
would he necessary. .

3) Establish a process for addressing future commitments:
As an alternative to revising the Convention or seeking a
common political declaration, the Administration could
establish a process by which stronger international
commitments could be pursued in the future.

'

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

1) That the 1.5, commitment to return emissions to 1990 levels
in the vear 2000 extend to (CO2 only), (all GHGs)

————

2) That the U. b commitment encompass (sources only), (sources . !
and sinks) . e —— .

will alao Jucc UL R fouws
o s\mks yu yg - Cau ’IUJLQ
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3) That the U.S. (endorse), (ngt endorse) developing
appropriate methods of joint implementation

4) That the U.S. quantitative commitment (apply only in the
year 2000), (extend beyond the year 2000) L-/xplorc erLy h*zoul
——————

5) That the U.S., immediately 'following a domestic
announcement of a U.S. quantitative commitment (explore

revising the Convention), (explore pedobialilgea.polibical
declaration by Annex I countrigs), (establiSi 2.RLOCESS by
which further international commitments could be pursued in the
future -- with an eye toward revising the Convention after its

entry into force (and after the first meeting of the Conference
of the Parties, antlclpated for early to mid-1995).

\Mum'ﬁ(..{ W does et wdude & oty o l«muJ
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