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June 9, 1987 

White House Domestic Policy Council 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, District of Columbia 20500 

re: UNEP Proposal for chlorofluorocarbon cutbacks 

To ~•horn it may concern: 

We, the undersigned, are concerned about the weakening United States support of 
the draft treaty signed by 28 nations in Geneva last April. We ~ant to see a 
strong United States backing of this international accord. It is only through 
a combined effort of all large industrial nations that depletion of the ozone 
layer and its disastrous consequences can be stopped. 
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(h,j 
N. Rudolin • 
1340 Oakhurst Avenue 
Los Altos, California 

Dear N. Rudolin: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 7, 1987 

94022 

Thank you for the petition signed by you and eleven of your 
neighbors requesting strong U.S. support for an international 
agreement to prevent depletion of the ozone layer. At President 
Reagan's direction, the U.S. Government has ratified the Vienna 
Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer and is 
continuing to lead the ongoing international negotiations toward 
a protocol on the control of ozone-depleting chemicals. 

As you may know by now, an intensive inter-agency review has 
resulted in the President recently affirming U.S. support of an 
effective international protocol to control ozone-depleting 
chemicals. The U.S. delegation to the international ozone 
negotiations is pursuing this objective, and it is anticipated 
that an acceptable agreement can be signed in Montreal in 
September. It truly will take an effort by the large individual 
countries to protect the stratospheric ozone layer. 

Again, thank you for expressing your concern to us on this 
important issue. 

4~/erely, 

, ,~.~l~ 

Special Assistant to the President 



THE WH ITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 7, 1987 

Mr. Gar 
792 Mon OS 
Palo Alt , California 94803 

Dear Mr. 

Thank y u for the petition signed b you and eleven of your 
neighbors req esting strong U.S. suppor for an international 
agreement top event depletion of the one layer. At President 
Reagan's direct'on, the U.S. Governme has ratified the Vienna 
Convention forte Protection of the zone Layer and is 
continuing to lea the ongoing inter ational negotiations toward 
a protocol on the control of ozone- epleting chemicals. 

As you may kno by now, an i tensive inter-agency review has 
resulted , in the Pres'dent recent affirming U.S. support of an 
effective internation 1 protoco to control ozone-depleting 
chemicals. The U.S. legatio to the international ozone 
negotiations is pursui this bjective, and it is anticipated 
that an acceptable agre ment an be signed in Montreal in 
September. It truly wil ta e an effort by the large individual 
countries to protect the t atospheric ozone layer. 

Again, thank 
important issue. 

pressing your concern to us on this 

s·ncerely, 

TJ~ L-~ -

Bledsoe 
to the President 
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July 15, 1987 

MaryBeth: 

We can't decipher thse two names with any degree of 
confidence. 

I would make several suggestions if I may: 

1) Had these petitions been addressed to the President, 
they would probably not have been acknowledged. Petitions 
are rarely acknowledged. 

2) If you choose to acknowledge these folks, to ignore the 
illegible signatures will not cause the world to stop 
spinning. 

3) Did you tell me that you ask the Post Office staff here 
in the OEOB to assist in deciphering the Palo Alto street 
address? If not I would think that they would be the 
definitive source of guidance. 

4) If the PO people are successful in determining the 
street address, then if you decide to send a letter to the 
Palo Alto and Los Altos individuals, you could simply 
address the envelope "Resident", explaining in the letter 
inside that you were forced to use this impersonal form due 
to an inability to read the signature. 
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Terry: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

As always, I appreciate your 
willingness to help out. Per 
our conversation, I've attached 
the petition (original and one 
copy) for your experts to 
decipher the spelling. 
#7 - need first and last narre 

(and is it Mr. or Ms.?!) 
#10 - We have no idea as to 

what Gary's last name is, 
and are not sure of street 
narre, either. 

Thanks for your help. 

~~ 
x~04o 

~ln-0 
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Jun e 9 , 1937 

\,Jh i t e House Domes tic Pol icy Counc i 1 
Ol d Executive Of fice Building 
Washington, District of Columbia 20500 

re: UNEP Proposal for chlorofluorocarbon cutbacks 

To whom it may conce r n: 

We , the undersigned , are concerned about the wea kening United States support of 
the draft t reaty signed by 28 nations in Geneva last Ap r il . We v,,ant to see a 
strong United States backing of this international accord . It is only through 
a combi ned effort of all large industrial nations that depletion of the ozone 
layer and its disastrous consequences can be stopped. 
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June 9, 1937 

\./hite House Domestic Policy Council 
Old Executive Office Building 
Washington, District of Columbia 20500 

re: UNEP Proposal for chlorofluorocarbon cutbacks 

To \,•horn it may concern: 

We, the undersigned, are concerned about the weakening United States support of 
the draft treaty signed by 28 nations in Geneva last April. We v•ant to see a 
strong United States backing of this international accord. It is only through 
a combined effort of all large industrial nations that depletion of the ozone 
layer and its disastrous consequences can be stopped. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 10, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC PO~ COUNCIL 

FROM, RALPH c. BLEDSoE/ 'lf/lc~ 

SUBJECT: Domestic Policy Council Meeting on June 11, 1987 

Attached are an agenda and materials for the Domestic Policy 
Council meeting scheduled for Thursday, June 11, 1987 at 11:00 
a.m. in the Roosevelt Room. The agenda item to be discussed is 
Stratospheric Ozone. 

This will be a continuation of the discussion at the May 20 
meeting, at which additional information was requested on the 
legal and legislative, health, climatic, and cost/benefit aspects 
of this issue. The attached paper contains a brief description 
of these, and includes additional points for discussion about the 
U.S. positions that should be taken during the international 
negotiations. 

Attachments 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

Thursday, June 11, 1987 

11:00 a.m. 

Roosevelt Room 

AGENDA 

1. Stratospheric Ozone Lee M. Thomas 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Beryl W. Sprinkel 
Chairman 
Council of Economic Advisers 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 10, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE ENERGY, NA~1;E1RESOURCES 
WORKING GROUP//LCf7':_ 

Stratospheric 0~ 

& ENVIRONMENT 

On May 20, 1987, the Council met to discuss the international 
protocol negotiations currently underway to limit emissions of 
ozone depleting chemicals. Several questions were raised and the 
Working Group was asked to provide answers. The questions were: 

* What are the legislative and legal impacts of an 
international ozone protocol? 

* What are the most up-to-date scientific data on climatic 
and health effects of ozone depletion? 

* What is the cost/benefit effect of an international 
protocol restricting ozone depleting chemicals? 

The following has been summarized by the Working Group after 
discussion of detailed presentations by experts in each area. 

Climatic and Atmospheric 

o Since 1960 the natural variability of the total global column 
of ozone has been about 3%. 

o Observations have shown (1) a decrease in ozone of about 7% 
during the last decade in the upper part of the stratosphere; 
and (2) a 40% decrease in total column ozone over Antarctica 
in the spring season since the mid-1970's. Whether the recent 
changes in column and upper stratospheric ozone are due to 
natural phenomena or in part to CFCs remains an open question. 

o Continued growth of CFC and Halon emissions at 3% per year is 
predicted to yield a globally averaged ozone depletion of 6% 
by the year 2040, and more thereafter, which would be greater 
than natural variability. In contrast, a true global freeze 
on emissions of CFCs and Halons (i.e. full international 
participation, full chemical coverage, and full compliance) is 
predicted to yield a maximum global average column ozone 
depletion of less than 1%. Ozone depletions at high latitudes 
are predicted to be 2-3 times larger than the global average. 

o A true global freeze would limit column ozone depletion to 
less than the natural variability. A protocol freeze would 
fall short of a true global freeze as it would have less than 
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full compliance among developed countries and would most 
likely allow for limited growth in CFC usage in developing 
countries. 

o Ozone depletion in the upper part of the stratosphere greater 
than 25% is predicted to occur even in the case of a true 
global freeze. This would lead to a local cooling greater 
than natural variability. The consequences of this cooling 
for the earth's climate cannot be predicted at this time. 

o There is an uncertainty factor of two to three in the 
predictive abilities of the theoretical models used to 
simulate the present atmosphere. 

o If there is environmental damage due to CFCs and Halons, their 
long atmospheric lifetimes would mean that recovery would take 
many decades even after complete cessation of emissions. 

Health and Ecological Effects 

o Projected ozone depletion will increase health effects of 
ultraviolet radiation (UVB) 

-- Without ozone depletion, projections show UVB is a serious 
problem, and will cause: 

- 2,977,000 skin cancer deaths of Americans born before 2075, 
- 165 million skin cancer cases, 
- 426,516,000 cataracts. 

If the predicted 25% depletion of ozone in the upper 
stratosphere occurs by 2075, UVB related health effects would 
increase by: 

- 2 million additional skin cancer deaths, 
- 98 million additional skin cancer cases, 
- 43 million additional cataracts. 

If upper stratospheric depletion of 7.7% occurs instead (as 
predicted to result from a protocol freeze with l e ss than full 
compliance and limited emissions growth in developing 
countries) , 

- 1.6 million additional American deaths would be a verted, 
- 79 million additional skin cancer cases would be averted, 
- 32 million additional cataracts would be averted. 

If upper stratospheric depletion of 6.1% occurs (as 
predicted to result from a 20% emissions reduction pro t ocol 
with less than full compliance and limited emissions growth in 
developing countries) incrementally, 

- 80,000 additional American deaths would be averted, 
- 4 million additional skin cancer cases would be averted, 
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- 2 million additional cataracts would be averted. 

If upper stratospheric depletion of 3.2% occurs (as 
predicted to result from a 50% emissions reduction protocol 
with less than full compliance and limited emissions growth in 
developing countries) incrementally, 

- 130 thousand additional American deaths would be averted, 
- 7 million additional skin cancer cases would be averted, 
- 7 million additional cataracts would be averted. 

Uncertainties include future ozone depletion, the action 
spectra and estimates of dose-response coefficients. 

- The analysis assumes no behavioral changes. 
- Considering quantifiable uncertainties, there is a 50% 
chance that the actual damages will be between 50% and 125% 
of the above estimates. 
- There is a 90% chance that the actual damages will be 
between 20% and 260% of the above estimates. 

Laboratory studies link UVB with suppression of the immune 
system. 

- Ev idence suggests a relationship to infectious disease. 
- A relat i onship has been demonstrated in herpes simple x 
and the tropical disease, leishmanias. 

o Ev idence supports the conclusion that ozone depletion wou l d 
e xacerbate existing environmental problems. 

-- Photochem i cal air pollution in places like Los Angeles 
would probably worsen. 

-- The lifetime of outdoor plastics and latex paints would be 
shortened. 

o Evidence supports the conclusion that ozone depletion could 
seriously influence crops and aquatics. 

-- Knowledge is limited, but experimental data indicate crop 
production may be reduced and ecosystems disturbed. 

-- Field experiments have not been done, but laboratory da t a 
indicate aquatic organisms are sensitive to higher UVB, 
especially during critical breeding seasons. 

o Higher emissions of CFCs and its indirect effects of vert ic al 
ozone re-distribution will raise global temperatures a nd 
change climate. 
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Cost/Benefit 

o Cost/benefit analysis has been carried out for known health 
effects (skin cancern deaths, non-fatal skin cancers, 
cataracts) based on EPA's Risk Assessment. 

o Potential effects of ozone depletion on plants, aquatic life, 
the human immune system, ground-level ozone concentrations, 
polymer degradation, and sea level rise were not quantified. 

o A range of assumptions were used in the analysis to reflect 
economic uncertainties and lack of inter-agency consensus on 
the values of key parameters. 

o The analysis is based on EPA models which attempt to project 
health impacts through year 2165 and assume no changes in 
technology, medicine or human behavior. 

o Conclusions: 

-- The economic benefits from a protocol freeze (at 1986 
levels with less than full international participation) of CFC 
emissions are substantially greater than the costs over all 
plausible assumptions and ranges of uncertainty. 

-- The economic benefits of a protocol fr e eze plus a 20% 
reduction in CFC emissions are also in almost all cases 
substantially in excess of the costs. 

-- The incremental benefits of the additional 20% reduction 
beyond the freeze are in most cases in excess of the 
incremental costs of the cut. 

-- The benefits of an additional 30% reduction (beyond the 
freeze plus 20% reduction) appear in some cases to be greater 
than the incremental costs, and in other cases to be less. 
Further scientific, technical, and economic review will be 
valuable in evaluating benefits and costs before implementing 
this step. 

ISSUES AND DISCUSSION 

At the May 20 Council meeting, the status of the international 
ozone negotiations was provided. It included a review of the 
November 28, 1986 Circular 175, which was approved by Under 
Secretary of State Allen Wallis, and which authorized the U.S. 
delegation to negotiate a protocol~ The approval process for t h e 
Circular 175 has been criticized by some members of the Working 
Group, on the basis that numerous departments and agencies had 
not concurred on the Circular, or that concurrence was by indi
viduals not at policy-making levels. The Circular 175 authorized 



-5-

the U.S. delegation to negotiate a protocol providing for: 

I. A near-term freeze on the combined emissions of the most 
ozone-depleting substances; 

II. A long-term scheduled reduction of emissions of these 
chemicals down to the point of eliminating emissions from all 
but limited uses for which no substitutes are commercially 
available (such reduction could be as much as 95%), subject 
to III; and 

III. Periodic review of the protocol provisions based upon 
regular assessment of the science. The review could remove 
or add chemicals, or change the schedule or the emission 
reduction target. 

The international negotiations to date have resulted in a 
Chairman's Text, a proposed protocol to which negotiating 
countries have been asked to respond. 

The Working Group recommends that the Council support 
continuation of negotiations pursuant to the current Circular 
175. The Working Group also recommends however, that additional 
guidance be given to the U.S. negotiators, based on reviews by a 
wider range of agencies such as those represented on the Council. 

The following are issues for which the Working Group feels 
additional guidance to the negotiators may be appropriate. 

A. PARTICIPATION AND TRADE PROVISIONS 

There are many complex issues pertaining to fair trade provisions 
and participation of developing countries in the protocol. 

1. What should be the U.S. position regarding international 
participation in the protocol? 

The Working Group feels that the U.S. delegation should seek 
maximum international participation in the protocol. To many, 
participation is the key issue, because growth of emissions from 
non-participating countries would offset the emissions reductions 
of those who are parties to the protocol, thereby hindering 
overall attainment of protocol objectives. 

Developing countries are an important part of the participation 
issue. While the 48 countries participating in the protocol 
negotiations account for over 90% of the current production, 
substantial growth of production and consumption is anticipated 
in developing countries. The U.S. and the United Nations 
Environment Program (UNEP) have expended considerable effort to 
encourage broad participation by developing countries. However, 
only relatively few have shown the interest or the expertise to 
participate. Parties to the protocol would not be able to 
prevent non-joining countries from producing CFCs for their 
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internal market or from exporting to other non-parties, but, if 
the protocol provides for trade sanctions, parties could prevent 
non-parties from profiting through international trade with 
protocol parties. 

A strong protocol, including the major producing and consuming 
countries, should lead to earlier development of substitute 
products, and might discourage non-joiners from investing heavily 
in CFC technology that would not generate trade with parties to 
the protocol. Further, some believe that the very existence of a 
protocol, as an expression of concern by the international 
community, increases the pressure on non-member countries to 
join; in essence, if they continue to produce CFCs, they are 
exposed as behaving irresponsibly on a matter of global import. 

The following options are proposed for the Council's 
consideration: 

a. Give the U.S. delegation discretion for seeking maximum 
participation. 

b. Develop criteria for acceptable levels of participation, e.g. 
minimum participation of countries producing a specified 
percentage of the total global CFC/ Halon production; or a formula 
requiring minimum p a rticipation of countries accounting for a 
spec i fied portion of the world population. 

c. Wait to reasse ss the U.S. position after we know the extent 
of participation by other countries. 

To e ncour a ge the participation of developing countries, some 
parties favor granting developing countries a limited grace 
period from compliance with protocol provisions. Such a grace 
per i od would be a llowed in recognition of the imp6rtance of 
having global participation in the 21st century, and in 
recognition of the fact that developing countries have not 
recei v ed the benefits of CFC and Halon use. The length of the 
grace period and the levels of production/ consumption that would 
be permitted are questions that would need to be resolved. 

2. Vot i ng among parties to the protocol. 

Also at issue is the voting process for making future decisions 
under the protocol. This could include decisions on future 
reductions. The Working Group recommends that the U.S. 
delegation negotiate for a system of voting which would give du e 
weight to the major producing and consuming countries. 

3. The control formula and trade provisions 

The Working Group recommends that the Council direct the U.S. 
delegation to continue to seek to include in the protocol an 
effective formula to control emissions with accountability, the 
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fewest possible restrictions on the flow of trade and capital 
among parties, the most favorable formula for U.S. industry, 
stimulation of substitutes and innovative emission controls, and 
with no greater restriction on trade involving the U.S. than will 
be adopted and enforced by other nations. 

Trade: The U.S. has pushed for a strong protocol article on 
trade sanctions to be imposed on parties which have not signed 
the protocol. This would limit imports not only of the 
controlled chemicals but also of products containing these 
chemicals (e.g., air conditioners or foam insulation). The U.S. 
has pushed for a study of the feasibility of limiting imports of 
products manufactured using the controlled chemicals (e.g., 
electronic equipment). The intent of the trade article would be 
to provide a "stick" for encouraging others to join and to limit 
the impact on ozone depletion and the transfer of commercial 
benefits from parties to the protocol to countries which have not 
joined. 

This would represent a major policy decision, as it could be an 
important precedent for using trade sanctions to enforce 
environmental regulations. Also to be decided is whether trade 
sanctions should be applicable to parties who materially violate 
their protocol obligations. 

Control Formula: Since it is not possible to measure emissions 
directly, the negotiators have explored alternative formulas to 
control emissions which consider production, consumption, imports 
and destruction. 

4. Should the U.S. seek protocol provisions for reporting, 
monitoring, verification and enforcement provisions? 

There are many complex issues relating to enforcement of a 
protocol. Because of the enforcement roles of EPA and U.S. 
environmental groups, our compliance with the protocol is apt to 
be substantial. Most other nations do not have such enforcement 
mechanisms. No monitoring or verification system has been 
identified to date. A system of on-site inspections for the 
presence of new or expanded CFC-producing facilities would be 
expensive and probably ineffective because of the large land 
areas involved. 

Some Working Group members believe the U.S. should insist upon 
strong monitoring and reporting provisions in a protocol. Some 
favor the U.S. negotiating for strong provisions, and exploring 
the feasibility and cost effectiveness of establishing ad hoc 
inspection teams to investigate any alleged violations of 
protocol requirements. Trade provisions could at least prevent 
entry of such production into international trade with parties to 
the protocol. 
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The following options are presented for the Council's 
consideration: 

a. Give the U.S. delegation discretion for seeking such 
provisions. 

b. Insist that the protocol include such provisions. 

5. Should the U.S. attempt to receive "credit" for its 1978 
unilateral voluntary ban on CFC-producing non-essential aerosols? 

Some believe that in addition to a freeze, other nations should 
ban non-essential aerosols as the U.S. did in 1978. Otherwise, 
many nations might be able to meet their obligation to reduce CFC 
emissions through the simple expedient of banning such aerosols, 
while the U.S. is required to cut back on other products using 
CFCs. One form of recognition may be to require other countries 
to ban non-essential aerosols in addition to meeting other 
protocol requirements. 

The U.S. attempted unsuccessfully to get such credit two years 
ago during the negotiation of the Vienna Convention on the ozone 
layer, and some believe that if the U.S. were to insist upon such 
credit as a condition of a protocol, the negotiations would come 
to a standstill as in 1985. Some argue that even with the 
aerosol ban, the U.S. remains responsible for most of the 
long-lived CFCs in the stratosphere, and the U.S. per capita CFC 
consumption is still the world's highest. 

The Working Group recommends that the Council consider and 
provide guidance for the U.S. delegation as to whether or not we 
should attempt to gain credit for our previous actions. 

B. AN EMISSIONS CONTROL PROTOCOL 

The aforementioned Chairman's Text contains proposals related t o 
(1) a freeze on emissions, and (2) emissions reductions beyond a 
freeze. The Working Group discussed these at length. 

1. A Freeze on Emissions. The following are major ques t ions: 

a. What chemicals should the freeze cover? 

The Chairman's Text provides for a freeze on emissions at 1986 
levels which would cover CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114, and 115. Due to . 
a technicality, Halons are not now included. 

The Working Group consensus is that the freeze should include al l 
of these CFCs as well as Halons 1201 and 1311. The U.S. 
delegation will be seeking to expand the protocol to include th e 
Halons. 
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From a purely scientific perspective all chemicals containing 
chlorine and bromine, weighted by the ozone depleting potential, 
should be considered for the protocol, both for the freeze and 
for potential future reductions. The Chairman's Text is somewhat 
less than a purely scientific perspective because only the fully 
halogenated chemicals (CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114 and 115, and Halons 
1201 and 1311) are being considered for inclusion. Chemicals 
such as CFC 22 and methyl chloroform which are only partially 
halogenated are not being considered as they are believed to be 
part of the solution and have relatively low ozone depleting 
potential. 

Concern has been raised with regards to reductions in Halons 1201 
and 1311 and CFC 113 because of their strategic value to the 
U.S., and the apparent lack of suitable substitutes. This is a 
legitimate concern but one that can be handled if controls are on 
the sum of the ozone depleting potential of all chemicals, rather 
than on individual substances. This will allow each individual 
country the flexibility to live within the internationally agreed 
protocol with the least interference on how a country wants to 
implement the protocol. 

b. When should a freeze on emissions occur? 

The Chairman's Text proposes that the freeze take effect within 
two years of entry into force. There is uncertainty as to when 
entry into force will occur, but the best estimate is that it 
will be in the 1988-90 time period. The Working Group consensus 
is that a freeze on emissions should go into effect within one to 
two years after entry into ~orce of the protocol. 

2. Reductions Beyond a Freeze 

a. What chemicals should the reductions cover? 

The Chairman's Text proposes that the additional reductions 
beyond a freeze include CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114 and 115. The 
Working Group consensus is that any additional reductionsshould 
cover CFCs 11 and 12; however, there are questions about 
the coverage of CFCs 113, 114, 115, and Halons 1201 and 1311. 
National security concerns argue against including the Halons in 
any reductions. There is also a national defense and security 
concern with including CFC 113 in any reductions beyond a freeze, 
especially given 113's importance for certain high-technology 
electrical applications. The questions regarding coverage of CFCs 
114 and 115 concern their potential use as substitutes for 
controlled chemicals and their present low usage. 

b. How much and when? 

The Chairman's Text provides for a 20% reduction to take effect 4 
years after entry into force (1992-94) and an additional 30% 
reduction to take effect either 6 years (1994-96) or 8 years 
(1996-98) after entry into force. 
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With respect to any future reductions, the Working Group 
recognizes the importance of the future assessments of science, 
technology, economics and environment. 

The Working Group identified distinct issues surrounding each 
potential reduction. With respect to the 20% reduction, some 
favor it because it can be accomplished with existing industrial 
processes and because reductions beyond a freeze may be needed to 
counterbalance less than full participation in a freeze. Yet 
others note there are uncertainties as to the need for any 
additional reductions. 

Regarding the additional 30% reduction, some favor its inclusion 
on the basis of judgements about the science and potential 
adverse health effects. Others emphasize, however, th~ 
uncertainties about the need to commit at this time to this 
additional measure. One or more scientific reviews would be 
available prior to this reduction going into effect. 

The Working Group recommends that the Council discuss and provide 
guidance on whether the U.S. position is to support: 

1. A 20% reduction beyond a freeze. 

2. An additional 30% reduction. 

3. Additional reductions beyond 50%. 

c. Should the reductions be automatic (subject to reversal by a 
2/3 vote) or contingent upon a positive vote of a majority of the 
parties? 

The Chairman's Text proposes an initial 20% reduction to take 
effect automatically (implicitly reversible by a 2/ 3 vote). 

The Text provides two alternative implementing mechanisms for the 
next 30% reduction -- 6 years after entry into force if the 
majority of the parties so decide, or 8 years after entry into 
force unless reversed by a two-third majority of the parties. 

There are strong views in the Working Group on the implement i ng 
mechanism for the additional 30% percent reduction. Many do not 
wish to commit to the reduction at this time unless it is 
contingent upon a positive vote of a majority of the parties. 
Others, however, believe the evidence warrants committing to this 
reduction at this time. 

Most believe the future assessments of the science, technology, 
economics and environment are important to these reduction 
decisions. There are differing views, however, on how such 
future assessments ought to factor into reduction decisions. 
Some believe final reduction decisions ought to follow future 
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assessments, whereas others believe reductions should be 
scheduled now with an opportunity for reversal based upon future 
assessments. 

The Working Group recommends that the Council provide guidance on 
whether the U.S. should support automatic reductions of: 

a. 20% beyond the freeze. 

b. an additional 30%. 

C. ISSUES FOR LATER CONSIDERATION 

The Working Group identified 
require further consideration. 

several related 
They include: 

issues that will 

1. The relationship between international protocol and domestic 
regulations. Si nee the over al 1 objective of the protocol is to 
avoid or reduce health and environmental risks, compliance with 
the international protocol will necessarily result in domestic 
regulation. There is legal precedent for such a linkage between 
international agreements and subsequent domestic regulations. 

2. Non-Regulatory Approaches. There is no reason why the 
Nation's efforts to achieve the objectives sought in the protocol 
should be 1 imi ted to a regulatory approach. The suggestion has 
been made that if the government imposes such regulatory burdens 
upon the people and the economy of the U.S., consideration should 
also be given to policies which may ease the regulatory burdens, 
including, but not 1 im i ted to, possibly rendering unnecessary 
imposition of regulations beyond those necessary to assure U.S. 
compliance with the international protocol. 

Such a domestic, non-regulatory supplement to the in terna ti ona 1 
protocol might, for example, contain elements intended to 
eliminate government barriers to, or facilitate, the development 
of: substitutes for covered chemicals, technology to mitigate or 
eliminate the adverse effects of chemical emissions upon 
stratospheric ozone, or medical advancements in the understanding 
and treatment of the problems caused by ozone depletion. 

[NOTE: This paper attempts to protray the general flavor of the 
Working Group discussions on this very complex issue. It was not 
possible to include all of the important comments contributed by 
representatives of the participating agencies.] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 18 , 198 7 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

SUBJECT: Stratospheric Ozone 

ISSUE: What guidance should the U.S. delegation be given for the 
next stages of international negotiation of an agreement for 
regulation of chemicals believed capable of future depletion of 
stratospheric ozone? 

BACKGROUND: 

Beginning in the 1970's, concerns were expressed in some parts of 
the scientific community that continued growth in the use of 
certain chemicals would result in future depletion of stratospheric 
ozone. Scientists' models predict this could cause adverse 
health and environmental effects, including increased skin cancer 
deaths, cataracts, effects on the immune system, damage to crops 
and materials and impacts on aquatic life. Other scientists 
believe that some of these projections, which extend as far as 
the year 2165, do not accurately account for numerous scientific 
uncertainties and for future technological, scientific, medical 
and behavioral changes that may occur. The chemicals in question, 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and Halons, are used commercially in 
refrigerators, building and mobile air-conditioners, foam insulation 
and fire extinguishers, and by the electronics industry. Some of 
them have important national defense applications for which there 
are currently no substitutes. 

Based on their models, most scienti~ts now believe that significant 
ozone depletion is likely to occur.by the year 2040 unless global 
action is taken to control the c~emicals at issue, even though 
there are numerous medical , and scientific uncertainties about the 
potential impacts of such tlepletion. Ideally, any freeze or 
reduction in CFCs should be based on reliable scientific evidence 
that use of CFCs will cause depletion of stratospheric ozone. 
While there are differiqg views within the Council on the reliability 
of the scientific evidence available at this time, the long life 
of CFC accumulations, ·and the consequent risk assessments associated 
with projected ozone depletion argue for strong action to secure 
an international agreement this year, with provision for future 
scientific assessment. Since U.S. participation in an international 
agreement will require domestic regulations, the Domestic Policy 
Council will address these and potential non-regulatory options 
as additional policy guidance is needed. 
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Congressional Interest. Concern over the predicted depletion of 
ozone led Congress to add an ozone protection section to the 
Clean Air Act in 1977 and led EPA to ban CFC aerosols in 1978. 
Some other countries subsequently implemented partial bans of CFC 
aerosol use. Currently, there is strong congressional pressure 
for additional action to protect the ozone layer. The Senate has 
passed a resolution calling for a strong international agreement, 
and urging an automatic reduction in CFC production of fifty 
percent. If an effective international agreement is not reached, 
and we fail to secure firm and concrete commitments from other 
countries, Congress and the courts may require unilateral domestic 
reductions of the chemicals in question. Such U.S. action, 
alone, would not protect the ozone layer and would disadvantage 
American businesses in world markets. 

International Negotiations. The U.S. is a party to the 1985 
Vienna Convention for Protection of the Ozone Layer. (Note: 
Although the · convention is not in effect yet, we expect it will 
be ratified by a sufficient number of countries.) Your ratifi
cation message to the Senate stated that this Convention addresses 
stratospheric ozone depletion "primarily by providing for inter
national cooperation in research and exchange of information .. 
. and could also serve as a framework for negotiation of regulatory 
measures that might in the future be considered necessary .... " 
The U.S. has received considerable credit by some in Congress for 
its leadership role in the three negotiating sessions held thus 
far to develop an international agreement on control of the 
chemicals in question. However, some are concerned that not all 
emerging industrialized nations have participated in the 
negotiations. The U.S. interagency delegation has been guided by 
a Circular 175 approved under the authority of the Secretary of 
State, following approval by some agencies at various staff 
levels. The next negotiating session is scheduled for June 29, 
1987 with a plenipotentiary conference scheduled in Montreal in 
September to sign the agreement. 

Cost-Benefit. In a cost benefit analysis relying on EPA estimates 
of ozone depletion effects on cancer deaths through 2165, the 
potential benefits of taking some actions to protect the ozone 
layer were found to be substantially greater than the costs of 
controlling the relevant chemicals. Cost benefit analysis 
suggests that both a freeze and a further 20-percent reduction of 
the ozone-depleting chemicals are economically justified. 
Further reductions are also indicated in a majority of cases, 
depending on information that will be acquired prior to taking 
such steps. 

DISCUSSION: The most recent international negotiations have 
produced a Chairman's Text for an agreement based on the structure 
presented by the U.S. Each country has been asked to review this 
Text prior to the June 29 meetings. The Domestic Policy Council 
met on May 20 and June 11 to discuss the Chairman's Text, as well 
as the overall negotiations. The Council agreed that we should 
continue with negotiations; however, your further guidance on the 
following issues and options is requested. 
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ISSUE 1 -- PARTICIPATION AND ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE PROTOCOL 

Ideally, all nations that produce or use ozone-depleting 
chemicals should participate in the protocol if it is to address 
globally the~ ozone depletion problem. Otherwise, production of 
CFCs by nonparticipants could eventually offset reductions by the 
participating countries. The Council believes we should seek 
maximum participation. 

Which of the following positions should the U.S. delegation seek 
with regard to entry into force (EIF) and continuing effect of 
the protocol? 

Option 1. Entry into force of the protocol should 
occur only when a substantial proportion of 
producing/consuming countries as determined by the U.S. 
delegation have signed and ratified it. 

This option is supported by State, EPA, DOD, DOE and 
HHS. 

Option 2. Entry into force should occur only when a 
substantial proportion of producing countries, as 
determined by an established formula, have signedand 
ratified it. 

This option is supported by Interior, Commerce, Justice, 
CEQ and OSTP. 

ISSUE 2 -- GRACE PERIOD FOR LESSER DEVELOPED COUNTRIES 

To encourage participation by all countries, should lesser 
developed nations be given a limited grace period up to the year 
2000, to allow some increases in their domestic consumption? 
This has been the U.S. position and is unanimously supported by 
the Council. 

Yes KR 
----'---'---

No -----

ISSUE 3 -- VOTING 

Should the U.S. delegation seek to negotiate a system of voting 
for protocol decisions that gives due weight to the significant 
producing and consuming countries? This proposal has unanimous 
support of the Counciln. 

Yes fil ~ No _____ _ 



-4-

ISSUE 4 -- MONITORING AND ENFORCEMENT 

Should the U.S. delegation seek strong provisions for monitoring, 
reporting, and enforcement to secure the best possible compliance 
with the pr~ocol? This proposal has unanimous support of the 
Council. 

Yes-----4--"f(_{t No ------

ISSUE 5 -- CREDITS FOR PREVIOUS ACTION 

Should the delegation seek a system of credits for emissions 
reduction, resulting from the 1978 U.S. ban of non-essential 
aerosols? In previous negotiations, other countries rejected 
this proposal, claiming that the U.S. is still the largest 
consumer of CFCs. 

Option 1. Yes. 

This would assure the consideration of previous actions 
taken to deal with ozone depletion and is supported by 
Interior, CEQ and OSTP. 

Option 2. No. 

State is convinced that seeking credits would stalemate 
the negotiations, and will stimulate unnecessary 
proposals from other parties. This option is supported 
by State, EPA, Justice, HHS, DOE and USTR. 

ISSUE 6 -- FREEZE 

Should the U.S. delegation seek a freeze at 1986 levels on 
production/consumption of all seriously ozone-depleting chemicals 
(CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114, 115; Halons 1201 and 1311), to take 
effect one or two years after the protocol entry into force? 
This proposal is consistent with the Chairman's Text and has 
unanimous support of thTI Council. 

Yes (<~~ No _____ _ 

A freeze will achieve a majority of the health and environmental 
benefits derived from retention of the ozone layer. Interior, 
Commerce, OSTP and CEQ feel that it will also spur industry to 
develop substitutes for ozone-depleting chemicals. Halons are 
not presently mentioned in the Chairman's Text, but it is intended 
that they will be included. The earliest expected entry into 
force (EIF) date is 1988. 
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ISSUE 7 -- SCHEDULED 20% REDUCTION 

Should the U.S. delegation seek a 20% reduction from 1986 levels 
of CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114 and 115, four years after EIF, about 
1992, following the 1990 international review of updated scientific 
evidence? The Council supports this action, but is divided over 
~~ns for how the reductions should be implemented: 

~ Option 1. The 20% reduction should take place auto
matically, unless reversed by a 2/3 vote of the parties. 

ISSUE 8 

This is consistent with the Chairman's Text and the 
Circular 175. It is supported by EPA, State, Justice, 
CEQ, HHS, DOE and USTR. Commerce and DOD support this 
option for all chemicals except CFC 113; 113 has 
national defense applications for which there are 
currently no available substitutes. 

Option 2. The 20% reduction should take place only if 
a majority of the parties vote in favor following the 
1990 scientific review. 

This option is supported by Interior. 

Option 3. Further reductions should not be scheduled 
at this time. We may later decide to seek these in 
light of future scientific evidence . 

• 

This option is supported by OSTP. 

SECOND PHASE REDUCTION 

Should the U.S. delegation seek a second-phase CFC reduction of 
an additional 30% from 1986 levels, consistent with the Chairman's 
Tef)t? This would occur about 8 years after EIF (about 1996). 

_1_'-.._~-- Option 1. Yes, and this should occur automatically, 
unless reversed by a 2/3 vote of parties, following 
scientific review. 

This is supported by EPA and State. 

Option 2. Yes, and this should occur only if a majority 
of the protocol par.ties vote in favor, following 
scientific reviews. 

HHS, Justice, DOE, DOD, CEQ and USTR support this. 

Option 3. Further reductions should not be scheduled 
at this time. We may later decide to seek these in 
light of scientific evidence not now available about 
the results of a freeze and any other reduction. 

This would curtail future reductions, and require a new 
protocol. Commerce, Interior and OSTP support this. 
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ISSUE 9 -- LONG RANGE OBJECTIVE 

Should the U.S. delegation support the ultimate objective of 
protecting the ozone layer by eventual elimination of realistic 
threats from man-made chemicals, and support actions determined 
to be necess~ry based on regularly scheduled scientific assessments. 
This proposal is consistent with the Chairman's Text and the U.S. 
delegation's previous position, and has unanimous support of the 
Council members. 

Yes_(Z--'--(Z.....__ No 

ISSUE 10 -- TRADE PROVISIONS 

The international negotiations have focused on a trade provision 
1) to insure that countries are not able to profit from not 
participating in the international agreement, and 2) to insure 
that U.S. industry is not disadvantaged in any way through 
participation. 

What should be the nature of any trade article sought for the 
pr(<~by the U.S. delegation? 

Option 1. Seek a provision that will best protect U.S. 
industry in world markets, by authorizing trade 
restrictions against CFC-related imports from countries 
that do not join or comply with the protocol provisions. 

This option is supported by Justice, Interior, OSTP, 
EPA, DOE, USTR, HHS and State. Note: Commerce is 
against the use of trade restrictions unless there is 
no other way to protect U.S. industry. 

Option 2. Do not seek a trade article for the protocol. 

t:1/kc~/~ 
Executive Secretary 

Domestic Policy Council 

Attachment: Chairman's Text 



Ad Boe Work}ng Group of Leqal and Technical 
Experts for the Preparation of a 
Protocol on Chlorofluorocarbons to 
the Vienna Convention for the 
Protection of the Ozone Layer (Vienna Group) 

'nlird Session 
Geneva, 27-30 April 1987 

D1atr. 
JltESTRI CttD 

ONEP/WG.172/CRP.8/R.ev.l 
30 April 1987 

Original: ENGLISH 

TEXT PREPARED BY A SMALL SUB-WORJUNG GROUP OF 
IIEAD OF DELEGATIONS 

ARTICLE I I: CONTROL MEASURES 

l. Each party, under the jurisdiction of which CFC 11, CPC 12, CFC 113, 

(CFC 114, CPC 115) are produced shall ensure that within (2) years after the 

entry into force of this· Protocol 'nle (canbir'l°ed -annuarproouction and imports) 

(ccrnbined adjusted annual production) of these substances do not exceed their 

1986 level. 

2. Each party, under the jurisdiction of which substances referred to in 

paragraph l are not produced at the time of the entry into force of this 

Protocol, shall ensure that within (2) years from the entry into force of this 

Protocol (its combined annual production and imports) (its combined adjusted 

annual production) do not exceed the levels of imports in 1986. 

3. Each party shall ensure, that within (4) years after the entry into force 

of this Protocol levels of substances referred to in paragraph 1 attained in 

accordance with paragraphs land 2 will be reduced by 20 per cent. 

4. Each party shall ensure that within (6) (a), (8) (b) years after the 

entry into force of this Protocol, the 1986 levels of substances referred to 

in paragraphs l and 2 will be further reduced (by 30 per cent), (a) (if the 

majority of the parties so decide, (b) (unless parties by a two-third m.?jority 

otherwise decide), in the light of assessments referred to in Article III, 

suet: decision should be taken not later than (2) (4) years after entry intr, 

force. 
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page 2 

5. Partie1 ahall decide by (tli'O-third majority) (a majority vote) 

- vh~her aubgtances should be added to or removed frOGI the reduction 

schedule 

- whether further reductions of 1986 levels ahould be undertaken (with 

the objective of eventual elimination of these substances). 

These decisions shall be based on the assess~nts referred to in Ar~icle III. 

Note: A second paragr;Jt reading as follows has to be added to Article III. 

Be-ginning 1990,~every four years thereafterJthe parties ahall reviev 

the control measures provided for in Article II. At least one year 

before each of these reviews, the parties shall convene a panel of 

scientific experts, with canposition and terms of reference determined 

by the parties, to review advmlCes in seientific understanding.Qfr 

modification of the ozone layer, and the potential health, 

environmental and cliJnatic effects of such modification. 



--

Ralph -

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

Attached are two draft press 
statements on ozone. 

The first two paragraphs of both 
are the same. I was not sure 
about the last paragraph 
so one draft includes it and the 
other does not. 

Thanks - Vicki 



DRAFT PRESS STATEMENT 
6/19/87 

The President today instructed the U.S. delegation to the United 
Nations talks on protection of the ozone layer to seek a strong 
and effective international agreement. The President directed 
the negotiators to seek an agreement that involves many 
countries, that covers many ozone-depleting chemicals, and that 
commits participating countries to a near-term freeze on 
emissions of ozone-depleting chemicals and a long-term scheduled 
reduction of these chemicals. The President also stressed the 
importance of future reviews of scientific, technological, 
economic and environmental information in the implementation of 
the long-term reductions. 

By instructing the delegation to seek a strong international 
agreement, the President re-affirmed the U.S. committment to 
protecting the ozone layer. The U.S. continues to support the 
goal of eliminating threats to the ozone layer from man-made 
chemicals. The U.S. objective in an international agreement is 
to stimulate the discovery and market acceptance of effective, 
safer, and competitively-pr iced substitutes for ozone-depleting 
chemicals. 

The President also praised the United Nations Environment 
Program's approach to the ozone issue noting that an 
international agreement involving many countries is the only 
effective way to protect the ozone layer. 
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- .......... WEIGHTED ENTRY INTO FORCE DRAFT 
Issue: 

What percentage weighting factor should the u.s. seek for the 
i)ro to col' a en try in to force provision? 

Background: 

At the informal consultations in Brussels (June 20-30), the 
U.S. first proposed aading a production/consumption weighting 
factor to the protocol's entry into force article. The U.S. proposal 
was based on the rationale that all major "polluters" should 1 be on 
board before the protocol's control measures go in to effect. The 
current draft protocol text contains bracketed language requiring 
nine instruments of ratification (etc.) representing 60\ of global 
.,2roduction f:or entry into force. In determining the optimal weighting 
from the U.S. viewpoint, the following considerations are important: 

What weighting factor will ensure participation by the 
major actors? 

Are there other ways to encourage par tic ipa tion in the 
protocol 7 

Are there differences in ease of implemen ta tion7 

What level is realistic al 1 y attainable in the negotiations? 

D a ta An al ye is z 

Cu t'ren t proper tions of world production~/ of chlorofluorocarbons~/ 
are as fol lows ( see attachment for 'draphs and data tables): 

u.s. 
EC 
Japan 
USSR 
Canada 
Australia 
others 

Production (1986) 
(percent of world tot.al) 

29.0 
42.8 
11.7 
10.0 

2.0 
1.2 
3. 2 

The attachment also includes a table showing possible country 
coalitions which could trigger en try in to force at different 
weigh ting percentages, 

!/ Production is the preferable basis for calculation: consumetion 
targets are complex to calculate and do not provirle advantages. 

2/ Includes CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114, 115. Halons are oxcluded eince 
numbers are difficult to obtain and they will not be controlled at 

,e ___ _ 
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. ------

Additional Considerations: 

(a) Ease of Implementation - With complete, widely accepted 
production data for all countries, parties and non-parties, percentage 
weighting would be easy to calculate, justify and implement. Howev~r, 
at the moment, the data remains "soft" and therefore subject to 
cha 11 enge. A review of the ex is ting data (attachment) indicates 
that at 70% levels and higher, changes of a few percent in production 
levels of certain countries could make the difference between the 
protocol entering in to force or not. Consequently, it. is impor ta-nt 
to avoid negotiating an EIF production pe rcen tag e that is so 
sensitive to data accura·cy that countries could challenge with 
justification whether that triggering number had indeed been reached. 

If one tries to use even more complicated and softer CFC 
consumption numbers, the problems of justification are intensitied. 

(b) Negotiability - When the weighting concHpt was first proposed 
in IJr- us se 1 s, it was oppposed by the low- and non-producing countries 
as well as by other major producers (which didn't see the need 
for it). We have subsequently sent several cables to other countries 
explaining our position and rationale. 

Our chanc~s of achieving a 60% ,target are fairly good, but the 
odds will decrease as we try to move this number up. One risk we 
run is bein~ completely isolated in pressing for a higher number in 
Mon tr.eal, and thus faced with dee id i ng whether to rem a in outside 
the protocol if other countries do not support us. such an outcome 
would clearly subject the u.s. to criticism here and abroad from 
those who would perc-eive that we set an unrealistically high target 
with the ex pee ta tion that it would fail and thus free us from having 
to sign the protocol. 

( c.:) ~r tun i ty Cos ts - We must keep in mind that if we press 
oth(:>r delegations for a highE.:r EIF trigger, the u.s. will be expected 
t o give something in return. It is ther·efore essential that whatever 
prod uctio n percentage we pregs for will provide substantial benefits. 

(d) Non-Quantitative Inducements - There are other inducements 
in the µrotocol which are also intended to promoto ratification by 
a br oad range of countries. They should be consider~d in relation 
t.o the en try in to f:orce weigh ting formula to 3ssess the col lee tive 
iinpact. In the Cdse of trade sanctions, it may well be that this 
represents a more effect-ive instrum~nt for attracting certain 
countries, ~.g., Japan and Korea, but not the Soviets which have no 
strong tradu ti<.~s. In the case of the c1cve lop i n,.J countries, the 
proposed grace period is viewed as a strong incentive. 
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Conclusions a 

1. It is important to maintain in the protocol EIF article, 
the concept of a percentage production trigQer. And, this should 
be at least 60%, At lower levels, the protocol could come into 
force with just the u.s. and other fairly minor producers ratifying. 
At 60%, the 8C will be required to join which will place useful 
pressure on them. 

2. Up to 75% ti1ere is no useful advantage over 60%. The 
protocol could enter into force with merely Canada and Australia 
joinin~ the U.S. and the EC, Other nations could try to appease us 
in Montreal by giving us higher numbers in the 60-75% range, but we 
would t1a ve to give something in re turn for no real benefit. 

3. At 80%, either the USSR 2£ Japan would have to join the 
U.S., EC and a few others for entry into fot"ce. While it would be 
useful to add either of these countries by establishing this level 
of world production, our ability to exert pressure on one or both 
would be diminished since neither would feel isolated and bear the 
t u 11 b ru n t of i n te 1.· n a ti on a 1 pressure to j o in . 

4. At 90%, both Japan and the USSR would have to join to 
bring the protocolinto force. Again, neither would be isolated as 
the recalcitrant unless the other joined, Regardless, the chance 
of being able to negotiate a 90% trigger in ~ontreal is quite remote. 

5. Given the above, if the challenge is to bring in Japan and 
the USSR, in the c~se of Japan strong trade sanctions may be our 
most effective lever. With the Soviet Union, we have little leverage 
on the ti i tuation, even if we were able to achieve a high entry into 
force provision (particularly since it could encourage Japan to 
stay outside with them). 

NOTES: 

(1) The attachment includes tables showing production on 
both an ~eighted and weighted basis, the latter 
adjusted for ozone depleting potential. The percentage 
differences are very slight, and insignificant for the 
above analysis. Therefore the protocol would use a 
weighted basis in the Elf article for consistency with 
o the r. ,-i r tic le s . 

(2) Th~ attachment also includes two sets of data for the 
USSR, including a sensitivity analysis. The Soviet 
data may be the most uncert~in ( i.e., the 10% of world 
production figure provided by industry may actually he 
closer to 6% l. The broad irnpl ica tions for the F.:IF 
weighting trigger ar-~ likely not to b~ significant. 

At tac hint;> n t 



Analysis of Entry into Force P·rovisions 

If trigger is: 

60 percent 

70 percent 

75 percent 

60 percent 

85 percent 

Then entry into force occurs with: 

U.S. and EEC only 
(definitely) 

U.S. and EEC only 
(maybe) 

U.S. and EEC and 
Canada and Australia 
(probably) 

u.s., EEC, Canada, and Australia 
(maybe) 

U.S., EEC, Canada, Australia, 
~ 
[Japan QX USSR Qr China 
QI. (Brazil and Mexico)] 
(probably) 

U.S., EEC, Canada, Australia, 
~ 
(USSR 2..: Japan] 
(probably) 

U.S., EEC, Canada, Australia, ~.ng USSR 
(maybe) 

U.S., EEC, Canada, Australia, 
USSR and (China Q.!: (Brazil and Mexico)) 
(probably) 

u.s., EEC, Canada, Australia, 
and Japan 
(probably) 

U.S., EEC, Canada, Australia, USSR, and 
Japan 
(de!initely) 
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Unweight'ed total Weighted Total 
Depl, weight 

Prod. Prod, 
(,.. :11 t~) Percent (,., .11 k1) Percent 

EEC 438,500 0.428 416,55S 0,430 · 
U.S. 297.095 0.290 276.082 0.285 
Canada 21. 000 0. 020 20.630 0.021 
Australia 12.731 0.012 12.731 0.013 
Japan 119,732 0,117 107,828 0.111 
USSR 103,000 0,100 103.000 0.106 

China 18.000 0,018 18.000 0.019 
Brazil 9,450 0,009 9.450 0.010 
Mexico 5,041 0.005 5,041 0,005 
India 0.441 0.000 0,441 0.000 

Total 1024.989 1.000 969.758 1.000 



a:entry 
8/18/87 

Depl. weight 

EEC 
U.S. 
Canada 
Australia 
.Japan 
USSR 

China 
Brar.il 
Mexico 
India 

Total 

Analysis of entry into force provisions 

1986 production by country in millions of kilograr6 
(1986 estimates and hard data mixed) 

CFC-ll CFC-12 CFC-113 CFC-114 CFC-115 
1 1 0.78 0.49 0.3 

... 200.000 n 160,000 n 65.000 n 9.500 s 4.000 
79.730 a 136.940 a 71.925 b 4.000 C 4,500 
7.109 q 12.212 q 1.680 q 
6,365 m 6. 365 m 

29,190 e 36,435 e 54,107 f 
68,000 g 35,000 g 

4.968 l 13.032 l 
2,615 h 6.836 h 
0.369 k 4.673 k 
0,124 j 0.317 j 

398.469 411,809 192.712 13.500 8.500 



a 1986 data froM USITC, March 31, 1987 
b 1985 estimate from indu1try sources (mid-range of 68-69) 

1986 growth assumed to bes percent 
c 1986 industry estimate 
d 1986 estimate from industry sources 
e 1985 data from Kurosawa and Imazeki (1986) 

1986 calculated assuming 5% growth from 85-6: 
f 1985 estimate from ~raki (MITA) in State Dept. cable 

1986 estimated as st higher than 1935 
g 1986 estimate; Soviet delegation at Work Group VIII meeting 

(earlier estimate at UNEP meeting had been 60 mill kg) 
h 1985 estimates from UNEP background paper. 

Split between 11&12 based on relative production capacity 
1986 growth assumed to be 5 percent 

j 1982 production (0.4 mill kg) from Holtzman (1987) 
for category ("other halogenated derivatives of 
hydrocarbons") assumed to be 
27.6% CFC-11 and 72.4% CFC-12 (same as Brazil) 
Growth from 1982-86 assumed 3\ per year 

k 1983 data in Mexican UNEP (1986). Production calculated 
as consumption - imports, and allocated to 11/12/22 
based on relative size of imports. • 
Growth 83-86 assumed 3\ per year 

l Production of all CFCs (undated) of 18 mill kg 
reported in Zhijia (1986). Allocated as 11/12 based on 
Brazil split (27.6\ CFCll and 72.4% CFC12) 

m 1984 production data from Australian UNEP sub~ission (1986} 
Growth from 84-86 assumed to be 3\ per year 

n 1986 EEC production as estimated by U.S. industry 
These estimates represent growth of 8,46% from 1985 
production data or 400.6 mill kg {ll/12/113/114) 
as reported by EEC mission 

q 1985 production from Buxton, personal communication, 8/14/8 
total CFC production m 20 mill kg. Solvent= 8\ (assumed 11 
remaining 92% split to 11/12 by U.S.: (36.8% 11; 63.2% 12) 
1986 growth assumed to be 5% for CFC-11,12,113 

s · cFC-114 and CFC-115 estimates for EEC based on U.S. industr 
estimates for total world market: 13,5 mill kg for CFC-114 
and 8.5 mill kg for CFC-115. 
Non-u.s. share assumed to be EEC production. 



f 
! Sensitivity: unweighted world production 

of C FC-1 1 , 1 2, 11 3, 11 4, 1 1 5 
assuming lower USSR estimate 

(thousands of milf kg) 
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unweighted total Weighted Total 
Depl. weight 

Prod. Prod. 
(f'" .H /cjl Percent ( ,,d/ k1 \ Percent 

EEC 438.500 0.447 416.555 0.449 
U.S. 297.095 0.303 276.082 0.298 
Canada 21.000 0.021 20.630 0.022 
Australia 12.731 0.013 12.731 0.014 
Japan 119.732 0.122 107.828 0.116 
USSR 60.000 0.061 60.000 0.065 

China 18.000 0.018 18.000 0.019 
Brazil 9.450 0.010 9.450 0.010 
Mexico 5.041 0,005 5.041 0.005 
India 0.441 0.000 0.441 0.000 

Total 981.989 1.000 926.758 1.000 
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a:entsens 
B/18/87 

Depl. weight 

EEC 
U.S. 
Canada 
Australia 
Japan 
USSR 

China 
Brazil 
Mexico 
India 

Total 

Analysis of entry into force provisions 
(Sensitivity: Assumes estimate of USSR production) 

1986 production by country in millions of kilogram 
(1986 estimates and hard data mixed) 

CFC-ll CFC-12 CFC-113 CFC-114 CFC-115 
l l 0.78 0.49 0.3 

200.000 n 160.000 n 65.000 n 9.500 s 4.000 s 
79.730 a 136.940 a 71.925 b 4.000 C 4,500 C 

7,109 q 12.212 q l.680 q 
6.365 :m 6.365 m 

29.190 e 36.435 e 54,107 f 
39,612 g 20.388 g 

4.968 l 13.032 l 
2,615 h 6.836 h 
0.369 k 4.673 k 
0,124 j 0,317 j 

370.081 397,197 192.712 13.500 8.500 



a 1986 data !rom USITC, March 31, 1987 
b 1985 estimate from industry sources (mid-range of 68-69) 

1986 growth assumed to be 5 percent 
c 1986 industry estimate 
d 1986 estimate from industry sources 
e 1985 data from Kurosawa and Irnazeki (1986) 

1986 calculated assuming 51 growth from 85-6: 
f 1985 estimate from Araki (MITA) in State Dept. cable 

1986 estimated as 5\ higher than 1985 
g 1986 estimate from UNEP Leesburg meeting 
h 1985 estimates from UNEP background paper. 

Split between ll&l2 based on relative production capacity 
1986 growth assumed to be 5 percent 

j 1982 production (0.4 mill kg) from Holtzman (1987) 
for category ("other halogenated derivatives of 
hydrocarbons") assumed to be 
i1.6\ CFC-ll and 72.4% CFC-12 (same as Brazil) 
Growth from 1982-86 assumed 3% per year 

k 1983 data in Mexican UNEP (1986). Production calculated 
as consumption - imports, and allocated to 11/12/22 
based on relative size of imports. 
Growth 83-86 assumed 3\ per year 

1 Production of all CFCs (undate~) of 18 mill kg 
reported in Zhijia (1986). Allocated as ll/12 based on 
Brazil split (27.6\ CFCll and 72.4% CFCl2) 

rn 1984 production data from Australian UNEP submission (1986) 
Growth rrom 84-86 assumed to be 3% per year 

n 1986 EEC production as estimated by U.S. industry 
These estimates repre3ent growth of 8.46\ from 1985 
production data of 400,6 mill kg (ll/12/113/114) 
as reported by EEC mission 

q 1985 production from Buxton, personal communication, 8/14/8 
total CFC production= 20 mill kg. Solvent• 8% (assumed 11 
remaining 921 split to ll/12 by u.s.: (36.81 11; 63.2% 12) 
1986 growth assumed to be 5% for CFC-ll,12,113 

s CFC-114 and CFC-115 estimates for EEC based on U.S. industr 
estimates for total world market: 13.5 mill kg for CFC-114 
and 8.5 mill kg for CFC-115. 
Non-u.s. share assumed to be EEC production. 



. .. THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 25, 1987 

· v/ 
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ,, ,, 1 

' ~ !, :; 

FROM: NANCY J. RIS~';\S 

SUBJECT: Stratospheric Ozone Decision Memorandum 

ISSUE: Communication of your decisions to the U.S. delegation. 

BACKGROUND: On June 18, the Domestic Policy Council discussed 
with you their reco~~endations on the positions the U.S. 
delegation should take at the June 29 international negotiations 
on this issue. These negotiations will produce a draft agreement 
that the delegati0n will bring back for final approval prior to 
the plenipotentiary and signing meetings in MontreRl in September 
1987. Congress, numerous environmental groups, and other 
countries will be following closely the U.S. positions and 
results of these meetings. 

DISCUSSION: The decisions you have made should permit the U.S. 
delegation to reaffirm strong measures for protecting the ozone 
layer, and should not result in major challe~ges to our past or 
current positions. However, Council members feel confidentiality 
is of vital importance in the final stages of the negotiating 
process. In this regard, the attached classified memorandum has 
been prepared for communication of your decisions to the State 
Department =or the U.S. delegation, and the Cabinet principals. 

One statement has been added for emphasis -- that you expect the 
U.S. delegation to seek participation in the protocol of "well 
above a majority of major producing/consuming countries." This 
was stimulated by the strong argument that a few countries not 
joining the protocol can easily spoil the ef f orts of those that 
do. Thus, this will stress the importance of the negotiators 
pursuing maximum participation by other countries. This more 
clearly defines your decision. 

RECOMMENDATION: I recommend that you approve the issuance of the 
attached memorandum containing your decisions for the U.S. 
delegation, including the statement emphasizing maximum 
participation. 

\J; (;__ __ 
APPROVE ___ DISAPPROVE ___ MODIFY 

Attachment 

D6CLASSlFIEli 
NLS f{X) -D13 Y IZ-

~ LtJ 1>11r h/z1.(*-
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~NTIAL 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 25, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE VICE PRESIDENT 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
THE SECRETARY OF TREASURY 
THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
THE SECRETARY OF INTERIOR 
THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY 
THE SECRETARY OF EDUCATION 
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
U.S. TRADE REPRESENTATIVE 
ADMINISTRATOR, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

The negotiation of an international protocol for regulation of 
chemicals believed capable of future depletion of stratospheric 
ozone is of great importance in our efforts to adopt sound 
environmental policies. Pursuant to this, a nd after considering 
the extensive work and recommendations of the Domestic Policy 
Council over the past several months, the fo l lowing will guide 
the U.S. delegation in its negotiating acti vi ties l eading to an 
international protocol on protection of the ozone layer, which we 
hope to be able to conclude later this year. 

It is i mportant that all nations that p r oduce or use ozone
depleting chemicals participate in efforts to address this 
problem. The U.S. delegation will attempt, therefore, to ensure 
that the protocol enters into force only when a substantial 
proportion of the producing/consuming countries have signed and 
ratified it. I expect this to be well above a majority of the 
major producing/ consuming countries. 

In order to encourage participation by all countries, it is 
recognized that lesser developed nations should be given a 
limited grace period, up to the year 2000, to allow some in
creases in their domestic consumption. And, the U.S. delegation 
will seek to negotiate a system of voting for protocol decisions 
that gives due weight to the significant producing and consuming 
countries. 

0SCLASSJ l=J£u 
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To achieve a majority of the health and environmental benefits 
derived from retention of the ozone layer, and to spur industry 
to develop substitutes for chemicals in question, the U.S. 
delegation wjll seek a freeze at 1986 levels on production/
consumption of all seriously ozone-depleting chemicals, including 
chloroflurocarbons (CFCs) 11, 12, 113, 114, 115; and Halons 1201 
and 1311, to take effect one or two years after the protocol 
entry into force. The earliest expected date for entry into 
force is 1988. 

The U.S. delegation will also seek strong provisions for 
monitoring, reporting, and enforcement to secure the best 
possible compliance with the protocol, but they need not seek a 
system of credits for emissions reduction resulting from the 1978 
U.S. ban of non-essential aerosols. 

In addition to a freeze, the U.S. delegation will seek a 20% 
reduction from 1986 levels of CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114 and 115 
four years after entry into force of the protocol, and following 
a 1990 international review of updated scientific evidence. The 
20% reduction should take place automatically, unless reversed by 
a 2/3 vote of the parties. The U.S. delegation will seek a 
second-phase CFC reduction of an additional 30% from 1986 levels, 
which would occur about eight years after entry into force of the 
protocol, and following scientific review. This would occur 
automatically, unless reversed by a 2/3 vote of parties. 

The U.S. delegation will seek a trade provis i on in the protocol 
that will best protect U.S. industry in world markets, by 
authorizing trade restrictions against CFC-related imports from 
countries that do not join or comply with the protocol 
provisions. It is our policy to insure that countries not be 
able to profit from not participating in the international 
agreement, and to insure that U.S. industry is not disadvantaged 
in any way through participation. 

It is the U.S. position that the ultimate objective is protecting 
the ozone layer by eventual elimination of realistic threats from 
man-made chemicals, and that we support actions determined to be 
necessary based on regularly scheduled scientific assessments. 

~ ' 
\] ~ 

\,..) 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 

UNCLASSIFIED WITH A CLASSIFIED ATTACHMENT 

June 26, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR KEN DUBEFSTEIN 
WILL BALL 

DAN CRIPPEN 
A.B. CULVAHOUSE 
RHETT DAWSON 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

GARY BAUER 
FRANK CARLUCCI 
KEN CRIBB 

NANCY RISQU~ 

Stratospheiic Ozone 

,MARLIN FITZWATER 
TOM GRISCOM 

The attached decision memorandum is for your information. The 
President has approved the issuance of the me morandum containing 
his decisions for the U.S. delegation. 

UNCLASSIFIED WITH A CLASSIFIED ATTACHMENT 



ID# 497112 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING WORKSHEET 
INCOMING 

Ht-dJ?-0 f 

DATE RECEIVED: JUNE 29, 1987 

NAME OF CORRESPONDENT: MR. D. M. RODERICK 

SUBJECT: FORWARDS ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONCERNING 
THE ENVIRONMENTAL SITUATION REGARDING 
THE OZONE 

ACTION DISPOSITION 

ROUTE TO: ACT DATE TYPE C COMPLETED 
OFFICE/AGENCY (STAFF NAME) CODE YY/MM/DD RESP D YY/MM/DD 

BAKER 
~ REF~L NOTE: 

FERRAL NOTE: 
_fr_ -4::la)aL - _/_/ _ 

/ REFERRAL NOTE: 
\&~ 6Lt'b&bf _fl.. .12.l i!.1. 7 al __ 7_7_ 

REFERRAL NOTE: 

--- ----REFERRAL NOTE: 

COMMENTS: 

ADDITIONAL CORRESPONDENTS: MEDIA:L INDIVIDUAL CODES: 

CS MAIL USER CODES: (A) (B) (C) ----- ----- -----

*********************************************************************** 
*ACTION CODES: *DISPOSITION *OUTGOING * 
* * *CORRESPONDENCE: * 
*A-APPROPRIATE ACTION *A-ANSWERED *TYPE RESP=INITIALS * 
*C-COMMENT/RECOM *B-NON-SPEC-REFERRAL * OF SIGNER * 
*D-DRAFT RESPONSE *C-COMPLETED * CODE = A * 
*F-FURNISH FACT SHEET *S-SUSPENDED *COMPLETED = DATE OF * 
*I-INFO COPY/NO ACT NEC* * OUTGOING * 
*R-DIRECT REPLY W/COPY * * * 
*S-FOR-SIGNATURE * * * 
*X-INTERIM REPLY * * * 
*********************************************************************** 

REFER QUESTIONS AND ROUTING UPDATES TO CENTRAL REFERENCE 
(ROOM 75,OEOB) EXT-2590 
KEEP THIS WORKSHEET ATTACHED TO THE ORIGINAL INCOMING 
LETTER AT ALL TIMES AND SEND COMPLETED RECORD TO RECORDS 
MANAGEMENT. 



THE WHITE HO U SE 

WASHIN GTON 

July 16, 1987 

Dear Dave: 

Thank you for your letter of June 23rd and 
the accompanying final draft memorandum. 

I have reviewed the material and taken the 
liberty of passing it to certain individuals 
here who are daily dealing with this 
important issue. 

Sincerely, 

./ 
~ --:, ' c::, --

~ >· -'•,,.,~ -

( 
Chief of to the President 

Mr. D. M. Roderick 
Chairman, Board of Directors 

& Chief Executive Officer 
USX Corporation 
600 Grant Street 
Pittsburgh, PA 15230 

HHB:JCT:nsw 

cc : Nancy Ri sque with incomi ng/ 
/ 
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Marathon Oil Company 
USS 
U.S. Diversified Group 
Texas Oi l & Gas Corp. 

USX Corporation 
600 Grant Street 
Pittsburgh , PA 15230 
412 4331101 

0. M. Roderick 
Chair man , Board of Directors 
& Chief Execut ive Officer 

The Honorable Howard Baker 
Chief of Staff to the President 
The White House Office 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

June 23, 1987 

Dear Howard: 

' , 

As a result of our discussions of Business Roundtable 
meeting items at our meeting with you several weeks ago, 
it appeared desirable to provide you with some additional 
information concerning the environmental situation posed 
by the impending deadline on attaining the ozone ambient 
air quality standard. The ozone dilemma can be expected 
to have a significant adverse impact on industry, as well 
as the many communities located in nonattainment areas. 

While it is essential to achieve air quality to protect 
human health, the Administration and Congressional 
leaders must carefully examine all aspects of this 
problem and determine what actions are appropriate to 
avoid the hardship and damage that can result under 
certain enforcement and implementation plans that have 
been proposed. 

The attached memorandum on this matter present industry's 
concerns and provides some general insights into the 
impacts associated with the ozone problem. We are 
developing additional detailed information on this 
through our Business Roundtable Environment Task Force 
and we will share this information with you as our 
studies are completed. 

As mentioned to you during our discussions, the 
environmental accomplishments of the Reagan 
Administration and the EPA under Lee Thomas have bee n 
significant. Not only has there been notable continued 
improvement in air and water quality during the 1980s, 
but the initiative by Lee Thomas in the implementat io n of 
Superfund is particularly noteworthy as indicated by the 
number of site investigations initiated and "clean ups " 
underway, as well as those already completed. I t is 
important to industry that the Administration give 
recognition to these accomplishments and continue its 
efforts to establish a positive image on environm ental 
issues. The Administration's environmental recor d has 
been positive in recent years and illustrates tha t 



Chairman , Board of Directors 

The Honorable Howard Baker 
June 23, 1987 
Page Two 

environmental progress and economic development are 
compatible. 

Please feel free to call upon me if we can be of further 
assistance to you regarding this matter. 

Sincel ' 

f ' <,,....-v----

attachment 



-- FINAL DRAFT 

POTENTIAL INDUSTRY IMPACTS FROM 
OZONE NONATTAINMENT PROBLEMS 

The problems created by the statutorily mandated deadline for 

attainment of the ozone ambient air quality standard is of 

great concern to industry. There are no obvious easy solutions 

to the ozone nonattainment situation and any "quick fix" 

approach is unlikely to do anything but introduce more 

complications in the future. The Congress and Administration 

must carefully address the problem and potential impacts of 

various alternatives being suggested and develop a strategy to 

provide industry and communities with a meaningful and firm 

basis for future planning. 

Introduction 

There is considerable public concern regarding the Clean Air 

Act deadline of December 31, 1987 for attainment of the ozone 

ambient air quality standard. The EPA has been working with 

the states over the past several years to develop and implement 

programs and strategies to reduce emissions of ozone prec u rsors 

in areas where the ozone standard is exceeded. These efforts 

have been only partially successful, and it is now projec t ed 

that many of the present 76 major nonattainment areas will 

remain nonattainment past the end of the year. 

Background 

There have been many alternatives suggested to resolve t h e 

problem of ozone nonattainment ranging from tighter contr ols o n 

all emission sources to drastic changes in lifestyle an d 

restrictions on growth. There are many questions regar d ing th e 

alleged effectiveness of proposals in achieving ozone 
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attainment in major urban areas such as Los Angeles and, 

furthermore, the impacts of even attempting implementation of 

many of the proposed strategies are expected to be adverse to 

both communities and industries. 

In addition to the practical problems associated with 

developing strategies for ozone nonattainment, there are many 

other complicating features including, a) uncertainty in the 

atmospheric chemistry of ozone formation, b) complex 

relationships in predicting ozone "hot spots" and air quality 

impacts, and c) difficulty in control and enforcement of 

numerous small sources of ozone precursor emissions. These 

factors raise serious questions on the expectations from any 

proposed control strategies. 

Industry Impacts 

There are many community problems associated with ozone 

nonattainment actions. There has not as yet been a careful 

study made of specific adverse impacts on industry. It is 

clear that significant costs would be directly added to 

specific industry segments from proposed added control systems 

without the expectation that any significant ambient air 

quality improvement might result. There appear to be no maJor 

uncontrolled ozone precursor sources and, at best, even 

elimination of the remaining sources results in only modest 

contributions toward attainment. 

It is impossible to estimate the specific impacts on industry 

sources without identification of effective ozone control 

strategies which the agencies might implement. The subject of 

ozone nonattainment is being considered by EPA and debated in 

Congressional committees and many alternatives are under 

review. Nevertheless, certain industry impacts can be broadly 

examined over the range of alternatives. 
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Alternatives and Impacts 

Deadline Extension - It would be necessary for Congress to 

amend the Clean Air Act to obtain an extension of the 

December 31, 1987 ozone attainment date. To "open" the 

Clean Air Act for amendment also invites the opportunity for 

other substantial revisions on such items as acid rain/toxic 

emissions/PSD and other controversial issues. Such a 

reopening of the "Act" is almost certain to result in more 

stringent requirements for industry. Additional Clean Air 

Act requirements on industry would impose higher costs on 

the public and greater restrictions on development, which 

would lead to further widening of the competitive 

disadvantage of American industry. 

Furthermore, a deadline extension without a verifiable 

attainment strategy provides no basis for "relief" from 

ozone nonattainment sanctions and meaningless control 

requirements with attendant high costs. 

Proposed Control Strategies - It has been suggested that 

extreme control measures should be enforced on all sources 

of ozone precursors (hydrocarbons) in nonattainment areas. 

Such measures would have significant adverse cost 

implications on these sources and would particularly "hit 

hard" the small business operators with limited financial 

resources. The adverse economic impact and employment 

losses in communities would be significant and experience 

indicates that such control measures will not result in 

measurable improvements in air quality. These proposed 

measures would particularly impact bakeries, dry cleaners, 

paint shops, wineries and similar small operations and many 

could be forced out of business. 



- 4 -

Imposition of Sanctions - The Clean Air Act provides for the 

EPA Administrator to impose certain sanctions on 

nonattainment areas. Sanctions include construction 

bans/loss of highway funds/loss of sewage grants/and other 

curtailment of EPA grant programs. Any sanctions would 

weaken the economic base of affected communities, have 

adverse financial impacts on industries located in such 

communities, and lead to further damage to already 

inadequate infra structure facilities. In view of the 

impossibility of demonstration that specific actions will 

lead to attainment in certain areas, the imposition of such 

sanctions would not motivate attainment and would result in 

community economic deterioration. The construction ban 

would be particularly damaging to industry and would "chill" 

development and employment opportunities. 

Guidelines for Consideration 

As the Congress and the Administration examine ozone 

nonattainment in attempting to address the December 31, 1 987 

deadline for the ozone air quality standard, it is suggest ed 

that the following guidelines be considered: 

1. Nonattainment areas should be required to adopt reasonable 

measures to reach attainment with the currently mandate d 

health standard as soon as practicable. 

2. Flexibility must be built into the regulatory proce ss t o 

allow for industry and community growth and developm e n t 

consistent with environmental safeguards. 

3. Cost-effective measures should be adopted in controll in g 

ozone precursor emission sources and control programs 
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should be evaluated on the basis of their effectiveness in 

reducing ozone. 

4. Control requirements should be designed for specific area 

needs and uniform national standards avoided. 

5. Artificial deadlines that do not fully consider the 

complexity of the issue must be avoided. 

In addition, it is important that the imposition of sanctions 

on nonattainment areas not penalize areas where good faith 

efforts have been made to implement SIP requirements. Because 

the Clean Air Act has inherent problems associated with 

"technology forcing provisions" and unreasonable deadlines, 

sanctions are not appropriate in many cases. 

Summary 

In view of the above, it is clear that the ozone nonattainment 

situation represents a potential socioeconomic quandry 

precipitated by an environmental dilemma. Not only will urban 

and rural areas suffer direct infrastructure and social damage 

under present laws and regulations, but industry would be 

severely impacted -- particularly if agency enforcement action 

is unreasonably focused on the private sector emission sources. 

While it is essential to address air quality concerns, this 

must be done in a way to also provide for growth and 

development by both industry and communities. 

It is essential that the Congress and the Administration 

quickly focus on the issues and impacts relating to this 

problem and identify appropriate strategies to guide the EPA in 

view of the rapidly approaching deadline. 
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Industry is continuing to study the problem areas of concern in 

various regions of the nation to determine how it can best work 

with the government in developing a proper approach. The BRT 

Environment Task Force is prepared to cooperate in efforts to 

resolve the ozone problem and will provide information as it is 

developed on this matter. 
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(X,[RTS FlO!I ARGENTINA, AUSTRALIA, CANADA, EGYPT, 
FINLAND, FIANC[, CHANA, JAPAN, THE U. K., TN[ U.S., AND 
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ArTER STRONG INTUVENT iON 1Y USDEL, SAYING TUT 
PROPOSED DEVIATION FROII TOLU•s TEXT WOULD IE A IWOR 
SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE, CANADA OFFERED C011PR0111$[ 11111CM 
SRDUP ACCEPTED: PUTTING IN TOLIA' S NUIIBERS W 
IRACKETS, IUT INClUDIIG A FOOTNDTE NOTING TUT FIGURES 
t• ART ICU 2, IIIIETNER OR NOT IN IRACKETS, WEU INSUTCD 
IY UNEP [XOIR AFTER INFORIIAl CONSULTATIONS 1• IIUSS[LS, 
.11111[ 21-JI. 

RESULTING ARTICLE 2 TEXT COIIB IN[S TNE RESULTS OF 
[XOIR'S INFORI\Al DISCUSSIONS WITH THAT OF TN[ FORIIUlA 
SUI-CROUP. l[FIN[IIENTS INCLUDE : A DEFINITION Of 
"CONTROLlED SUBSTANCES" Mtl CH SUISUIU TU CONCEPT OF 
"IUlK"l, CREATION Of AN ANNEX LISTING TN£ CONTROi.LED 
SUISTANCES UD TIC DIONE DEPLETION POTENTIAi.$ IDDP), 
AIID A SEPARATE ARTICLE DEL INEATING 1011 TD CAI.CUlATC 00P 
WE ICHTED QUANT IT IE$ Of PRDOUCT ION, IIPDRTS, [Xl'OITS, 
AIID CDNSUllf'T I ON . 

J. UTE [NT RANTS: TIE U. K. ClAIIIED TUT MT I Cl[ 2 ON 
CONTROi. IIEASURES DID IOT IIAKE CLEAR 1D11 CONTROi.$ WOULD 

APPl Y TO STATES AND 1£GIDIIAL [CONOftlC INTEGRATION 
ORGANIZATIONS CREIDS) THAT l[COII[ l'ARTl[S ArTU ENTRY 
INTO FORCE OF PROTOCOL. . USDEL PO INTED OUT nu TN[ 
OIL IGATIONS IN ARTICLE 2 ARE STATED IN TUIIS OF THE 
ENTRY INTO FORCE Dr Tl[ PROTOCOL ITSELF·- NOT ENTRY 
••to FORCE or TN[ PIDTOCOl FOR A PARTY. TIUS, II u. s. 
OPINION, PLAIN IIEAIIING OF THC lAIIGUAG[ USED II AITIClE 
2 INDICATED THAT ND "SPECIAL PROVISIONS" ARE TO IE 
AFFORDED STATES DR ICIOS THAT DELAY UTIFICATIDli, 
ACCEPTANCE, ETC . Of TIE PROTOCOL. USDEL, IDIIEVER, illD 
101 Ol'l'DS[ ATTElll'T TO EXPRESS TNIS INTENT IIOR[ 
UPllCITlY, ESPECIAllY IF SOIi[ OHEGATIONS FUT TUT 
AltTICL[ 2 COULD IE SUBJECT TO A DIFFERENT 
INTERPR[UT ION. IJ. S. INTEREVEITIOII WAS PIINICll'All Y 
DESIGNED TO AVERT ARGUnENT TNAT AIT IClE 2 l•DICATES 
INTENT TO AllOII DELAYED CDlll'llANCE IY LAT[COIIERSl . 
ISSUE WAS RESOLVED FOR TN£ Tin£ ICING IY NAVIIG A SIIALL 
SRou, DRAFT LANGUAGE TO STATE IIOR[ CLEARLY TN[ INTENT 
OF NO SPECIAL TR[Alll[NT FOR lATE ENTRANTS; TN[ lAIIGUA,c 
IS INCLUDED AS A FOOTNOTE TO TN[ $[VEITH REVIS£D TEXT 
FOR CONSIDERATION IN IIONTIEAL . 

e. ICPORT I NG OF DAT A: U.S. £ X,CRTS WERE SUCCESSFUL II 
GETTING ¥£RY SPECIFIC DATA REPORTING REOUIR[ll£NTS INTO 
TEXT AS SEPARATE ARTICLE, AS WELL AS RCOUIREIUTS TUT 
SUI DEL IN[S/l'ROC[DUR[S FOR REPORT ING DATA I[ [STAil ISH[D 
AT nEETING OF PART IES AND lNAT SECRETARIAT DISTR IIUTE 
DATA REPORTED. 

I. TRADE WITH NDN·PAITl[S: ONlY IIIIDR DRAFTING 
IEFINEIIENTS IIADE TO TRADE ARTICLE TUT WMICN IESUlTED 
FIOII IRUSSCLS COIISUlUTIONS. SEVERAL OUESTIONS VUE 
RAISED AS TO NECESSITY FOR UD INTENT OF PAIACRlPM 7. 

I. PIDDUCERS/CONSUIIEIS WEIGHTING PROVISION: TNE 
USDEL PROl'DSCD PROVISIONS REOUIRIIG TNAT A SPECIFIC 
PERCENTAGE OF PIODUCTIDN/COIISUlll'TION Of TIE CONTIOllED 
SVISTANCES REPRESENTED IY TIE PAITIES IE INClllD[D IN 
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TN£ 1£0\IIIED IIAJORITY l[fOR[ Al1£NDl1CNTS TO TN[ 
PIOTOCOL, ADDITIONAL ANNEXES AND AlltNDl1CNTS TO AIIN[ll[S 

TO TN£ PIOTOCOL COULD [NTU INTO FORC[. TN[ : DEl[UT ION 
IOT(D TNAT l[CAUS[ Of llnlT[D COUNTRY REPRESENTATION, 
IT 1/0ULD AGRE[ TO TN[ INCLUSION Of TNIS PROPOSAL II 
IIACKETS. [VEN THOUGH SUCH a PROVISION ON ITS FACE 
IIOULD I[ ADVANTAGEOUS TO SIGNIFICAN• PRODUCERS SUCH as 
TN[ [C MD ITS IIE118£R STATES, TN[ U.K., fRANC[ AID TN[ 

[C OPPOSED GIOUP'S CONSIDERATION OF THIS PROPOSAL AND 
ITS INSUTION IN TN[ DRAFT PROTOCOL TEXT. THEY 
ASSUTCD TUT TM£ PROPOSAL I/AS NOT A "UGAL OR OTNU 
INSTITUTIONAL nATT[R• AND TNUS I/AS OUTSIDE TN[ IIANDAT[ 
Of TIIE l[GAL GROUP. FRANC[ Al so SUGG[ST[D THAT ·sucN 
"NATIONAL PROPOSALS" SHOULD IE RAISED VIA CAil[ TO 
CAPITALS. USOEl POINTED OUT TUT THERE 11£1£ SEVERAL 
SO-CALLED "NATIONAL PROPOSALS" INCLUDED IN THE DRAfT 
PROTOCOL TEXT AND THAT THE GROUP MAD JUST FINISHED 
DISCUSSING ONE OF TNEn -- I.E. , JAPAN'S PROPOSAL FOR 
TlAIISFER Of PRODUCTION RIGHTS, I/IIICN APP-URS IN-UTICLE 
2. USDEL ALSO R[l'IARKED THAT TN[ CONCEPT PROPOSED I/AS 
ALIEADY INCLUDED IN T\10 PARAGRAPHS OF ARTICLE 2 ON 
CONTROL IIEASURES AIID IN PROVISIONS ON ENTRY INTO FORCE 
OF TNE PROTOCOL; U. S. PROPOSAL 1'1£REL Y EXTENDED Tl IS 
CONCEPT TO OTHER PROPOSED DECISIONS RELATING TO TN( 
PROTOCOL . FURTHERnORE, 111TH RESPECT TO THE LEGAL 
5ROUP'S I\ANOATE, USO[L OIS[RVED THAT NO 5ROUP OTHER 
TNAN LEGAL 5ROUP NAO IC[N SPEClflCALlY AUTHORIZED TO 
D£AL 1/ITN TN[ PROTOCOL'S AIIENDnCNT PROVISIONS. EGYPT 
STIDNGLY SUPPORTED U.S. POSITION THAT f\ATT[R WAS 1/ITNII 
PURVl[I/ OF LEGAi. 5RDUP'S IWIDATE. 

AFTER All lllll\ATED DEIAT[, TN[ FOLLOI/ING COIIPRONISE I/AS 
IEACMED: THE PROPOSAL 1/0ULD BE nENTION[D IN A FOOTNOTE 
TO TH[ ARTICLE ON ENTRY INTO FORCE, NOTING THAT TN[ 
PROPOSAL I/AS NOT FULLY DISCUSSED BECAUSE OF TIii£ 
CONSTRAIITS AND LlnlTED COU~TRY REPRESENTATION AND 
IOTING Tl[ ASSERTION THAT TN[ PROl'OSAL IAISED A •Ell 
SUISTAIITIV[ ISSUE. 

, . EC as SIIGLE UNIT: IN THE CLOSING NIIIUTES or TN[ 
IIE[TIIG, TN[ EC TAILED A PROPOSAL FORnALIZING ITS 
PREVIOUS WERBAI. ASSERTION TNAT ITS NCIIB[R STATES SNOl.llD 
I[ TREATED as • SINGl[ P,ROOUCING UNIT. THE [C'S 
PROl'OSAl PROVIDES, A REIO "IIAY DECLARE THAT FOR 
PURPOSES Of ITS OILIGATIONS UNDER ARTICLE 2 ICONTROL 
IIEASURESl AIID 4 ICONTRDL OF TRADE 111TH NON-PARTIES!, 
TIE AREA IN 1/MltN ITS RULES APPLY SNAl.l IE Tl[Al[D as A 
SINGLE UNIT. ITS OILIUTION AND TH[ OIL IGATIONS or ANY 
IIEIIBCR STATES OF TN[ SAID ORGANIZATION 1/HICN IS l PARTY 
SHALL I[ nDDIFIED ACCORDINGLY." 

TN[ USDEL DENOUNCED THE PATENT INCONSISTENCY IETIIE[N 
TN£ [C'S IIGID STANCE ON THE THE GROUP, ' $ INAIILITY TO 
CONSIDER TN[ U.S. PROPOSED PRODUC[R/COUSUnER IICIGHTING 
PROVISION AIID THE [C'S SUISEOUENT PROPOSAL THAT TN[ 
510UP ADDRESS ITS ARTICLE ON REIOS. USDEl FURTHER 

IOT[D TRAT UNLIK[ TN[ U. S. PROPOSAL, THE [C'S PROFFER 
EXPRESSLY CONCERNED ARTICLES THAT IICRE ICING ADDRESSED 
IY Tl/0 OTHER 1/0RKING GROUPS -- TN[ CHAIRnAN' S 5ROUP AND 
TIE TRADE 5ROUP -- IIIIICN NAO JUST !ET IN BRUSSELS. ON 
TIC IIERITS, TN[ USDEL COlffltNT[D THAT THE £C'S PIOl'OSAL 
IIIPl I CATES A IIUIIBCR OF ISSUES, INCLUDING EC C0!11'ETENC£; 
TIE STATUS or TN£ [C W ITS IIEIIBCR STATES FOR PUIPOSCS 
OF TNE PROTOCOL 1£.5., llll[TN[R TIE [C AND ITS IIEl9EI 
STATES SIOULD IE Tl[AT[D as SINGLE PARTY AND IE 
AFFORDED ONLY ON£ VOTE>; AND POSSIILE DINIIISNED 
[FFECT"U!SS AND [NFORCUlllllTY OF PROTOCOL IF SlnlUI 
TICATIIEIT IS AFFORDED OTNER IEIOS. TIE ONLY 011£1 

COUITIIES PIESflT DUIING TNIS DISCUSSION W[I[ ESYPT, 
WOS[ COIIIIENTS DID IOT ADDRESS TN[ SUISTANC[ Of Tl[ 
PROPOSAL, AND nc u.a. AIID JAPAN, 10TH OF IIHICN 
NAIITAINCD Sll[IC[ ON THIS SUIJ[CT. DECISION 
111.TlnAT[lY l[ACH[D 1/lS TO GIVE [C PROPOSAL SAIIE 
TR[ATIIEIT ,1vt• U.S. PROOUC[IS/CONSUn[RS WEIGHTING 
PIOPOSAl -- I.[., NOTATION 1/0ULD IE IIADE IN FOOTNOTE 
TNAT £C'S PROl'OSAL Ill$ WE IUT NOT DISCUSSED. 

I. tn(NSION OF 1/ITNDRAIIAL PERIOD FOR LCCS: TIii£ DID 
1101 PCRnlT USD[l TO Ill$[ THIS PROPOSAL II FORIIAL 
IIORKING ·SESSION, IUT INFORIIAL CONSULTATIONS 1/ITN 
SEVERAL DELEGATIONS ICANlDA, U. K., EC) INDICATED 
AGRCEIIINT TNAT PR[·IIITHORAWAL PERIOD SPECIFIED IN 
CONVENTION noTAL OF 5 YEARS) SHOULD IE INCREASED FOR 
LCCS If TN[Y ARC 51ANT[O S - 11 YEAR GRACE PERIOD FROn 
COIIPL IANCE IIITI CDNTtDL IIEASUR[S. 

I. ATIIOSP,NEIICS: ALTHOUGH ULTIIIATELY PRODUCTIWE, 
llCETING 1/lS CNARACTEllZED IT CONTENTIOUS ATIIOSP,N(RE, 
VITN EC UGAI. EXPERT IN PARTICULAR OPPOSING WIITUAllY 
All U.S. IITERVCITIONS, FREQUENTLY JUST FOR SAK[ OF 
OPPOSITION. •E ALSO PERSISTENTLY OBJECTED TO OTHER 
PARTICIP,AIITS' SUGGESTIONS AND P,ROP,OSALS, ICGARDL[SS Df 
TNEII IELATIV£ IISIGNIFICAIICE.l NE WAS FOl.lOIICD 1Y 
U.l. EXPEIT, IIICD 1001( TH[ VIEi/ THAT THIS ASS[l18LAG[ 1/o\S 
STRICTLY A DRAFTING ,aoup AIID HENCE OPPOSED ADDING 
ANYTHING SUIISTAIITIVCLY NEW, EVEN If TIER£ WERE OBVIOUS 
GAPS, II.I. EXPERT, 10\IEVER, WAS LESS OISTRCPEIOI/S 
TUN IIIS EC COUNTERPART, AND OFFERED SOIi£ CONSTIUCTIWE 
IDEAS) . Vllll[ t•ITIALLY DISAGREE ING 111TH Tl[ U.S. OY[I 
T•E STATUS OF TIIE EXDll'S FORnULATIOII Of ARTICLE 2, 
CANADIAN lXPEIT SUGGESTED A IIUnBER Of CCWRONISCS VIIICM 
KEPT TII[ IIEETING FROn IECDnlNG DEADLOCKED AND GENERALLY 
SUPPORTED USDEl ON OTHER ISSUES . AUSTRALIAN EUEil 
ALSO PLAYED A CONSTRUCTIVE AND CONCILIATORY IOL[ . 

15YPT'S [XP[RT TURNED OUT TO IE A CONSIST[IT a•D 
tFFECTIVE ALLY 10 TN[ U.S. ON IIOST ISSUES -- t• 
CONTRAST TO TN£ IORDIC IEPRESCNTATIV[ 11110, Al.TNOUGN 
SUPP,ORTI VE, SPOKE VERY LITTLE THROUGHOUT TN[ IIECT I NG. 
JAPANESE [XPCRTS IICRE IIORE ACT IV£ THAN USUAi.. FI IAL LY, 
SIVEN 111£ DIFFICULT AND DIVISIVE ISSUES COVERED, TH[ 
CNAIRIIAN I/AS EFFECTIVE IN KEEPING THC IIE[TING nDVING 
FORIIARD UD IRINGING TOGETHER DISP,AJtATC Vltlll'OIITS. 

11, COIICLUSION/l[C01111ENOATION: l[CAUS[ OF TIii£ 
COIISUIIED DURING THC 11£ETl•G ON STATUS OF TOLIA'S TEXT 
UD OTNER CONT[ITIOUS ISSUES, USDEl VAS NOT AIL[ 10 
IAISE FOIIIAllY Tl[ ISSUES OF EXTENSION or 1/ITNDRAIIAL 
PlllOD FOR lCCS, AND APPLICATION OF •ON-PARTY TRAD[ 
ICSTRICTIOIIS TD NON·CDIIPL IERS. DELEGATION R£C0!111[NDS 
TRAT TH($[ ·uo OTHER l[nAINING LEGAL/INSTITUTIONAL 
ISSUES IE IAIS[O VITM K[Y CAPITAi.$ VIA CAIL[ AND/OR 
OTN[R CHAIIN[lS PRIOR TO IIONTREAL NEGOTIATIIG SESSION. SIIULn 
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