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THE WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

CABINET AFFAIRS STAFFING MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 10, 1987 Number: 490,661 -----"------- Due By: _________ _ 

Subject: Domestic Policy Council Meeting 

Roosevelt Room 
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The Domestic Policy Council will meet on Thursd a y , June 11, 
1987, at 11: 0 0 a.m. i n the Roosevelt Room. The a genda 
and background papers are attached for your rev iew. 

RETURN TO: 

ancy J. Risque 
Cabinet Secretary 
456-2823 
{Ground Floor, West Wing) 

D Associate Director 
Office of Cabinet Affairs 
456-2800 
(Room 235, OEOB) 



THE WHITE HOUSE 
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DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

Thursday, June 11, 19 87 

11:00 a.m. 

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

Beryl W. Sprinkel 
Chairman 
Council of Economic Advisers 
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The Attorney General, Chairman Pro Tempore 

Secretary Hodel 
Secretary Lyng 
Secretary Bowen 
Secretary Herrington 
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Deputy Secretary Taft 

(Representing Secretary Weinberger) 
Deputy Secretary Brown 
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Under Secretary Covitz 

(Representing Secretary Pierce) 
Deputy Director Wright 

(Representing Director Miller) 

T. Kenneth Cribb, Jr., Assistant to the President for Domestic 
Affairs 

Nancy Risque, Assistant to the President and Cabinet Secretary 
Gary Bauer, Assistant to the President for Policy Development 
Ralph Bledsoe, Executive Secretary, Domestic Policy Council 

For Presentation 

Lee Thomas, Administrutor, Environmental Pro tection Agency 
Beryl Sprinkel, Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers 

Additional Attendees 

Dan Crippen, Deputy Assistant to the President 
Jim Dyer, Deputy Assistant to the President for Legislative 

Affairs 
John Tuck, Executive Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
Albert Brashear, Special Assistant to the President and Deputy 

Press Secretary 
Robert Dean, Special Assistant to the President and Senior 

Director of International Programs/Technology Affairs, NSC 
William Graham, Science Advisor to the President and 

Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy 

Richard Benedick, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Environment, 
• Health and Natural Resources, Department of State 
Thomas Hookano, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Land and 

Natural Resources Division 
Wendell Wilkie, General Counsel, Department of Education 
Jacqueline Schafer, Member, Council on Environmental Quality 
Steve Galebach, Senior Special Assistant to the Attorney General 



MEMORANDUM FOR EDWIN 

FROM: RALPH 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H INGTO N 

June 10, 1987 

MEESE III d,A/fb._~-
C. BLEDSOE/~t-L~ 

SUBJECT: Ninety-Fourth Meeting of Domestic Policy Council 

The Domestic Policy Council will hold its ninety-fourth meeting 
on Thursday, June 11, 1987 at 11:00 a.m. in the Roosevelt Room. 
The subject for discussion is Stratospheric Ozone. 

Stratospheric Ozone 

o This will be a continuation of the May 20 Council meeting, at 
which the Council asked for more information abou t' the legal, 
legislative, health, climatic, and cost/benefit aspects of 
this issue. 

o Lee Thomas will be prepared to discuss the legal/legislative, 
health and climatic issues. (About 5-8 minutes.) 

o Beryl Sprinkel will be prepared to discuss the cost/benefit 
analysis. (About 3-5 minutes.) 

o Following their presentations, you may wish to lead the 
Council through a discussion of the key features of the 
protocol being negotiated, so that recommendations for the 
President can be developed, and the U.S. negotiators have the 
guidance they need from the Council. Those issues are: 

GENERAL - Whether to continue the international negotiations 
using the current Circular 175 guidance. (The Working Group 
recommends that this be done, but that additional guidance be 
given to the U.S. negotiators through broader discussions by 
the departments and agencies represented on the Council.) 

REMISSIONS CONTROL PROTOCOL - In the paper sent to the 
members, this section begins on page 8. Because it has been 
more fully developed, you may wish to cover it first. Also, 
it is based on a Chairman's Text which emerged from the 
negotiations, and delegations are to obtain views from their 
respective countries on its contents. 

Briefly, it proposes a freeze on emissions, and additional 
reductions beyond. Questions for the Council are: 

1. What chemicals should the freeze cover? (The Working 
Group consensus is that the freeze should include all of these 
CFCs as well as Halons 1201 and 1311.) 
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2. When should a freeze on emissions occur? (The Working 
Group consensus is that a freeze on emissions should go into 
effect within one to two years after entry into force of the 
protocol.) 

3. What chemicals should the reductions cover? (The Working 
Group consensus is that any additional reductions should cover 
CFCs 11 and 12; however, there are questions about cover of 
CFCs 113, 114, 115, and Halons 1201 and 1311.) 

4. How much and when? (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%. 

5. Should the reductions be automatic (subject to reversal by 
a 2/3 vote) or contingent upon a positive majority vote of the 
parties? (The Working Group recommends that the Council pro
vide guidance on whether to support automatic reductions of: 

1. 20% beyond the freeze. 

2. An additional 30%. 

PARTICIPATION AND TRADE PROVISIONS - Discussion of these 
questions begins on page 5 of the paper sent to Council 
members. While these were hotly debated in the Working Group, 
they are perhaps not as fully developed. They include: 

1. What should be the U.S. position regarding international 
participation in the hrotocol? (The Working Group feels that 
the U.S. delegations ould seek maximum international 
participation in the protocol. The Working Group also has 
proposed three options for how this would be obtained: 

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

b. Develop criteria (in advance) for acceptable levels 
of participation, and direct the delegation to follow them. 

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

2. Voting among parties to the protocol. (The Working Group 
recommends that the U.S. delegation negotiate for a system of 
voting which would give due weight to the major producing and 
consuming countries.) 
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3. 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 several specific features.) 

4. Should the U.S. seek protocol provisions for reporting, 
monitoring, verification and enforcement provisions. (The 
following options were developed for Council 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? (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.) 

o Consistent with your letter to Secretary Shultz, you may wish 
to propose that the President will be presented with the 

I 
Council's recommendations. 

o As indicated, all of the above issues are further discussed in 
the attached paper. The paper also contains highlights of 
what will be said by Lee Thomas and Beryl Sprinkel about the 
legal, legislative, health, climatic and cost/benefit aspects 
of this issue. 

attachment 



TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF BENEFITS AND COSTS OF CFC CONTROL STEPS 

Step 

(No action) to (Freeze) 

(Freeze) to (Freeze+ 20%) 

(Freeze+ 20%) to (Freeze+ 50%) 

BENEFITS* 
(billions of dollars) 

Discount Rate 

4% 

$739 

34 

58 

6% 

$131 

6.4 

11 

*Assumptions for Benefits Calculations: 

COSTS** 
(billions of dollars) 

Discount Rate 

4% 

$1.6 - $3.3 

3.5 - 7.0 

9.2 - 18.7 

6% 

$1.0 - $1.4 

2.2 - 3.0 

5.8 - 8.0 

(1) Deaths averted and scenarios for "Freeze" and cuts corresond to deaths averted and scenarios for 
health effects estimates. E.g., "Freeze" is a "Protocol Freeze," not a true global freeze, etc. 

(2) Benefits and costs as shown in Table are incremental benefits and costs of indicated steps. 
Present values qf marginal benefits are averaged over ranges of parameters reported by Working 
Group Subcommittee on Benefits and Costs: 
- Value of life initially: $2,000,000; $4,000,000 
- Increase in value of life over time: growth at 2% per year; value of life constant. 
- Four different time profiles for deaths averted 

(3) Benefits calculated for premature skin cancer deaths averted only. Benefits for preventing 
non-fatal skin cancers, cataracts, and other economic damages would be additive. 

**Assumptions for Cost Calculations: 

(1) Low ends of ranges: marginal costs grow at .625% per year forever. 

(2) High ends of ranges: marginal costs grow at 2.5% per year forever. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 10, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC PO~/COUNCIL 

FROM, RALPH c. BLEDSOE/ 11,.,C~ 

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 .rn. in the Roosevelt Room. The agenda i tern 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 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 10, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE ENERGY, NA~~RESOURCES 
WORKING GROUP /(CCP::. 
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 mill i on 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 b y : 

- 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 less 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 protocol 
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 relationship has been demonstrated in herpes simplex 
and the tropical disease, leishmanias. 

o Evidence supports the conclusion that ozone depletion would 
exacerbate existing environmental problems. 

-- Photochemical air pollution in places like Los Angeles 
would probably worsen. 

-- The lifetime of outdoor plastics a nd 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 data 
indicate aquatic organisms are sensitive to higher UVB, 
especially during critical breeding seasons. 

o Higher emissions of CFCs and its indirect effects of vertical 
ozone re-distribution will raise global temperatures and 
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 freeze plus a 20% 
reduction in CFC emissions are also in almost all cases 
substantially in excess of the costs. 

-- The i ncremental 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 th 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
v iduals not at policy-making levels. The Circular 175 authorized 
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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 represe nted on the Council. 

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

A. PARTICIPATION AND TRADE PROVISIONS 

There are many complex issues perta ining to fair trade prov isions 
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 participation of countries accounting for a 
specified portion of the world population. 

c. Wait to reassess the U.S. position after we know the extent 
of partic i pat i on by other countries. 

To encourage the participation of developing countries, some 
parties favor granting developing countries a limited grace 
period from compliance with protocol provisions. Such a grace 
period would be allowed in recognition of the importance of 
having global participation in the 21st century, and in 
recognition of the fact that developing countries have not 
received 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. Voting 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 due 
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 



-7-

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 
ch em i ca 1 s ( e . g . , a i r con d i t i one r s or foam i n s u 1 at i on ) . 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 
pro v ide 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 to 
(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 questions: 

a. What chemicals should the freeze cover? 

The Chairman's Text provides for a frm_e.z~ n emissions at 1986 
levels which would cover CFCs 11, 12, .1J:_Y ll4, and 115. Due to 
a technicality, Halons are not now in luded. 

The Working Group consensus is that the freeze should include all 
of these CFCs as well as Halons 1201 and 1311. The U.S. 
delegation will be seeking to expand the protocol to include the 
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 force 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 t he 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 r e spect 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, the 
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 mec ha nisms 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 implementing 
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 hea 1th and environmental risks, com pl i a nee 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 g i ven 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 international 
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 

WASH I NGTON 

June 10, 1987 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC PO~JCOUNCIL 

FROM: RALPH c. BLEDSOE/ W!/1,,,,C~ 

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. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE DOMESTIC POLICY COUNCIL 

FROM: THE ENERGY, NATURAL RESOURCES & ENVIRONMENT 
WORKING GROUP 

SUBJECT: Stratospheric Ozone 

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 follow i ng 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 
nat ura l 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 and 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 depletions to 
less than the natural variability. A protocol resulting in 
less than full compliance among developed countries and 
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allowing for substantial growth in CFC usage in developing 
countries, would fall far short of a true global freeze. 

o Ozone depletions in the upper part of the stratosphere greater 
than 25% are 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 While theoretical models simulate the present atmosphere quite 
well, they are not perfect, and there is a factor of two to 
three uncertainty on their predictive abilities. 

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 

o Projected ozone depletion will increase health effects of 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. 

Without a protocol, an ozone depletion of 26% is expected 
in 2075. Th is would increase UVB related health effects by: 

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

A freeze would decrease ozone depletion to 7.7% and avert 
UVB damage 

- 1.6 million additional American deaths would be averted, 
- 79 million additional cases would be averted. 
- 32 mill i on cataracts would be averted. 

A 20% emissions reduction protocol would decrease ozone 
depletion to 6.1% and avert additional damage. 

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

A 50% global protocol would reduce depletion to 3.2% 
decreasing damage even more. 
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- 130 thousand additional American deaths would be averted 
over a 20% protocol, 
- 7 million additional skin cancer cases would be averted 
over a 20% protocol, 
- 7 million additional cataracts would be averted over a 
20% protocol. 

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

- 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. 

UVB would suppress the immune system. 

- Evidence suggests a relationship to infectious disease. 
- A relationship has been demonstrated · in herpes simplex 
and the tropical disease, leishmanias. 

o Evidence supports the conclusion that ozone depletion would 
exacerbate existing environmental problems. 

-- Photochemical 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 data 
indicate aquatic organisms are sensitive to higher UVB, 
especially during critical breeding seasons. 

o Higher emissions of CFCs and its indirect effects of vertical 
ozone re-distribution will raise global temperatures and 
change climate. 

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, 
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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 The analysis assumes increasing noncompliance with protocol 
over time; it is, however, likely that an effective protocol 
will encourage the replacement of controlled chemicals with 
substitutes as they become available. 

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 freeze 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 the 
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 
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; 
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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, for which negotiating countries have been asked 
to review and submit views. 

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. 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 internal market, but 
could prevent them 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, the very existence of a protocol, as an 
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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 participation of countries 
accounting for a specified portion of the world population. 

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

To encourage the participation of developing countries, some 
parties favor granting developing countries a limited grace 
period from compliance with protocol provisions. Such a grace 
period would be allowed in recognition of the importance of 
having global participation in the 21st century, and in 
recognition of the fact that developing countries have not 
received 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. Voting 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 due 
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 
fewest possible restrictions on the flow of trade and capital 
among parties, the most favorable formula for U.S. industry, and 
stimulation of substitutes and innovative emission controls. 

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 



-7-

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. 

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

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. This is only one of the many complex issues 
relating to enforcement of a protocol. 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 leas t prevent 
entry of such production into international trade wi t h parties to 
the protocol. 

Because of the enforcement roles of EPA and U.S. environmental 
groups, our compliance with the protocol is apt to be substan
tial. Most other nations do not have such enforcement 
mechanisms. No mon i toring or verification system has been 
identified to date. 

The follow i ng options are presented for the Council's 
cons i d e rat i on: 

a. Give t h e 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, 



-8-

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 to 
(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 questions: 

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 all 
of these CFCs as well as Halons 1201 and 1311. The U.S. 
delegation will be seeking to expand the protocol to include the 
Halons. 

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 
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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 force 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 reductions should 
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. 

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

a. A 20% reduction beyond a freeze. 

b. An additional 30% reduction. 

c. 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 implementing 
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. 

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. I SSUES FOR LATER CONSIDERATION 

The Work i ng Group briefly discussed several related issues that 
wil l requ i re further consideration. They include: 

1. The relationship between international protocol and domestic 
regulations. Since the overall 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 precedence 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 limited 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 
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also be given to policies which may ease the regulatory burdens, 
including, but not limited 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 international 
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. 
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r-.., ..J) by dev~J,_op_i n9-_coun.tri e.s .• ~.9wever, only relatively few have 
j:::) I:) ~~h15wnthe interest _or the expertise ~t.icipate. Parties 
"" --- ,.r)A.di,J.o to the proto.col ·would not be . able to prevent • - 'oining 
-~ ,. , . countries from prod·u· cing. CFCs~~J'l.§..i~ internal marke but.> 

~ t) would be · able to_ .. ,.,- p;:event ;· , · - ~ rom profiting th ough 
'>~ i~l!:iationar trace~ ~~- ~ - ~u..e . · 

~ -,):~ :Q(""' -~t~~ng . ·protocol, .. · iricfod ; n~·• •• the major ,. producing and 
_.JJ"'( <~~~ consuming countries, • could lead to earlier development of 
"'1-- ._,CY,_9]:)r - ..... wstitute products~ .. ,· This might discourage non-joiners from 

)({~ inve • ~J..Y. in e-apagi t:p in a soon to g0 obsele !!cen-t CFC 
~ ~ nology • Further, the very existence of a protocol, as an 

tJ oitf f ... lU-" increases the p·ressure 'on non-member( countries to join; in 
P 

_ ,,- expression of conce n • by the i11ternational community, 

essence, if they .continue to produc e CFC~, they are exposed 
as behaving irresppnsibly qn a m~at:Ge ·r Jifn....ilobal import. 
~ ~ P"'~"~ v~ ""',tJ( ~ ,# ~ 

~~~~~~~- ~ wh~ther the u;s : _should insi,t upon, or seek, 
participation _ of countries · .in f.ccordance with predetermined 
U.S. criteria , Such criteria · )\OUld .= 'eae specifip,a'iiew ef 
couljltries, a formula requir~ng·. ;_ minimum . partici't,ation of 

' . . :: ·,; ~ . 



countries producing a specified percentage of the total 
global CFC/Halon production, and countries accounting for a 
specified portion of the world . population. 

To encourage the . participation of developing countries, some 
favor granting developing countries a grace period from 
compliance with protocol provisions. Such . a grace period 
would be allowed in recognition of the importance of hav i ng 
global participation in the 21st century, and in recognition 
of the fact that developing countries h9-v~ not reaped the 
~~nefits of CFC and Hal9n u!:_:c~ .t~ 'l:o '-.4.. r,e,4.,.a...-ti/J Ml\..~ 
~t,._, ~ --M-{.. ~ - fM ,._ • . -t"4- ~.A.:t ~ 1.r4.t_.. kt.A, , .. ,~~,t, . 

e , Working Group consensus . i_s that the delegation continue ~~i/ 
to negotiate for as broad a level of participation as k ... ·. ~ 
possible. ~ ¾/1:.,,,. 

' O}_ /1-1.{'f- .-t, ' 
V 

2. What should be the U.S. objective regarding voting among <:..i.;~ 
parties to the protocol? --1 -c.s,< 

~~.~ 
The Work i ng Group consensus is that the delegat i on negotiate / ~ ~ 
for a system '~f voting which would credit the major producing ~ 
and consuming c6untries. • 

u ~ - ,P' What should be the U.S. objective regarding the control 12· ~ ~~rmula and trade provisions? 

_i _h 

- ~ 

1i 
~ ~ 

.,.l 

ti 
~ 

3 

t ·.(!,.i~ 

It is -the consensus of the Working Group that the u.s. 
delegation seek to include in the protocol an effective 
formula to control emissions with accountability, the fewest 
possible restrictions on the flow of trade and capital among 
parties, the most favorable formula for u. s. industry .r-and 
s ~ g mon ~~i ~_: . .. ~~~ ~~porting provisionsJ ___ ·1,.__ ~ 
Sin·ce 1 1s not· possible to measure emissions directly, the·•· _n--l.l"'" 
negotiators are exploring alternative formulas to control ~.J:¾ ~ 
e:! ~~~~~~o~~i ch cons~ d~~~ i o~~ -~~n, i=~or~:_J 

. has pushed for a strong protocol article on trade 
sanction to be imposed on parties which have not signed the 
protocol. A 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 
i mports of product~ 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 benef i ts from parties to the 
protocol to countries which have not joined / . . / _ 

'To Le. ~~ ~ ~ fv~~ ~~ ~ ~~ 
~~ ~ /~ ~~ ~~ ',,utt ~ ~ 



. ~ ;~O"WJ- I\MAtCw ix.. /4_ -:t:; 
~w-rJe.l -~ J:,~ t, ~ CFC ~~N -< 

~ ~ . z .h µf\PJ)>',1J c!) ~~"7 ~~1... 
~~ ~ t"'· ~ us; JA µ,~·J ~~ 
~' • -"'~ ,,1 _ 11,, , 7 . , • a.u. ,~ .,.,,...,,-. c1c.c 

c,y.::..~, .......--- • • I ./ ~ 

4. Should the U.S. recei~e "credit" for its 1978 unilateral 
voluntar ban on CFC- roducin non-essential aerosols? , 

I 

/ V\ "-- hi I '-'l"I -tz, e. 1..ijt I~ "V\<L+iD~ A ~a. ~ W)t\~ ~ a_ Ct.1,<.0 1 - ' M.- ' • 
ft , Some believe tha~l\the u.s~, ey~l:l.t to raceilta ~',-A--ition i:fl 

~ nl! preto"1oJ for , ts.. 1978 ·. volnntery nnilateral e.etion to 
~duce CFC l!mieeieRs h~ banning 000---~sseAeial ae~es.ols. One 
form of such recognition may be to require other countries to 
ban non-essential aerosols in addition to meeting other 

• pz tocol requirements. · • 

~~ 7.1.~~ strongly objects to ra1s1ng this issue 
again. T e delegatTon attempted .unsuccessfully to get such 
credit during the negotiation of the Vienna Convention on the 
ozone layer, and the delegation .believes that if the U.S. 
were to insist· upon such credit as a condition of a protocol, 
the negotiations would deteriorate. 

'«ti ,1),J 

~f 5. · Should th~

1 0

U.S. negotiators insist upon or seek protocol 
.~ provisions providing . for reporting, monitoring, verification 

r./.1 / and enforcement provisions? 

~ ~~l, The U .s. delegati~n is working through many complex issues 
\ ~ , . relating to enforcement of a potential protocol. A system of 
f ir n\f' on-site inspections for the presence of new or expanded 
~ Y.'.1 CFC-producing facilities would be expensive and probably 
~ ~ -~\ ineffective because of the large land areas involved . . Trade 
v i . I> 'l_l) provisions could at least p,revent ent~y J~f- such P1:_ 9,duction 

• ~o--~ ~}, into internatit i~/1 ~ trade .Mn~ p~-4-0 ~ ~ ~~,6>,(',, 

¥ii?l l . l ►)(' Y, some favor _th~e ' U.S. negotiating for strong monitoring and 
f ~~r/ /. reporting prov.isions, and exploring the feasibility and cost 

~~f effectiveness of establishing ad hoc inspection teams to 
~ ~rt~~. investigate a~y • alleged vi.elations of protocol requirements. 

AN EMISSIONS CONTROL . PROTOCOL 
.. ·., ~ 

~7 _ <:1:,. have produced a Chairman's Text .. o!., a proposed emissions control 
-~/'"protocol. The Chairman's Text contains a series of proposals 

.)'~1 l) related to (1) a freeze on emissions, and (2) emissions 
~ \A<,~ ,?~~eductions beyond a freeze. There are many remaining questions 
~ /'l 'fk."lating to potential_ emissions control : rovisions. 

1. to a 

a. What chemicals should the freeze cover? 

'f.l:i~ Chairman .' s Text provides for a freeze on ·emissions at 
~ '!; 

. I 



1986 levels which would cover CFCs 11, 12, 113, 114, and 
115. 

The Working Group consensus is that the freeze should 
include all of these CFCs as well as and Halons 1201 and 
1311. The U.S. delegation will be · seeking to expand the 
protocol to include the Halons. ~-

From a purely_ scientific perspective all chlorine and 
bromine containing chemicals, weighted by their ozone 
depleting potential should be . considered for the protocol. 
This should be the case for both the freeze and for 
potential future reductions. The Chairman's Text is, 
therefore, already less than logical from 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. Chemcials 
such as CFC 22 and methyl chl0roform which are only 
partially halogenated are not being considered as EPA 
C"'&-t.t.i:::te-l:u y believes · them to be part of the solution as they 
have relatively low oione depleting potential. 

Concern has been raised with regards to reductions in 
Halons 1201 and 1311 ahd CFC 113 because of their 
strategic value to the U.S., and the apparent lack of 
suitab bstitutes. This is a~legitimate concern but 
can easily be taken care of • controls are not on 
indiv1 substances but on he sum of the ozone 
depleting potential of all chemicals. This allows each 
individual country the maximum flexibility to live within 
the internationally agreed protocol with the least 
interference on how each country wants to implement the 
rotocol. 

b. When should a freeze on 

The Chairma ~•s Text proposes 
within • two · years of entr 
uncertainty a~ to when entry 
could occur 1 as early as 1988 
is that a freeze on emissio s 
one to two years after entry 

hat the freeze take effect 
into force. There is 

into force will occur; it 
The Working Group consensus 

should go into effect within 
in to force of the protoco 1. 

' 

With respect to the potential freeze, some have asked how the 
level of participation in the protocol freeze will affect the 
need for further · i::'eductions beyond the freeze. This is an 
important question in ~hat · low participation in a freeze may 
result in no cessatiori of emissions of ozone-depleting 
chemicals. 

2. Questions Relating to Reductions Beyond a Fr~eze 
I 



a. 
,,, : 

What che'iuica1s 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 
reductions should 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 of the reductions 
beyond a freeze.· • 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. 

b. How much and when? 

The Chairman's Text provides for a 20% 
effect 4 years after entry into force 
r~duction to take effect either 6 years 
( 1996J after entry into for~·. 

l41 

~tzf 

reduc • fcn to take 
(199J

10

and a 30% 
(1994) or 8 years 

l~t!b 
The Working Group has identified distinct issues 
sur.z:ound-Lo each po ten ti al reduction. With respect to the 
20% reducti on;--=•-some favor it because it can be 
accomplished with ex1s t':i:-n industr1al processes and 
because reductions beyond a ree ze - may be needed to 
counterbalance less than full par 'cipation in a freeze. 

. Yet others note there 1:1re uncert,,'int ~ as _ ~.on the need for17 -""" . _ 
A • . cJ.ny. adp,iJ;.i.ona~_,,riductiorn; J:>evo~d a fr .. e~~\,.a)YL.I(_ ~ ~~ 

t'.14}£_ ~(tlby./lfl,(~ (..vi£.( ~~atf'--<.L~ ..,,~ ~ ~ -. 
V Regarding the additional 30% reduction,-· s~me/ favor its 

• i n c 1 us i on on • the · bas i's • ·of the s c i enc e and potent i a 1 
adverse · heal th effects. • Others emphasize, however, the 

• uncertaint t e.s~e-~ nneet, d to ommit at: .1this tim,!:! 1;9 1'l--, 
• / ~ -th}:Sn a-a"di~i-~~~;, 19Po~ur~ rr--~ ~ 
, (/j f.tflV<- ~ ~aJ?<f2_,~ • ~ ' 
~ ! c. Should , .:he reductions be ' automatic (subject to 
~ { • ~ reversal by a '."2/3 vote) or contingent upon a positive vote 

, j of a majority of the parties? 

~J_ The Chairman's Text provides for the initial 20% reduction 
~~ Ji to take effect automatically (subject to reverseal by a 
~ r ~ 2/3 vote). .. 

The Text provides two alternative implementing mechanisms 
for the next 30% reduction -- either · 6 years · after entry 
' 



into force if the majority of the i parties so decide, or 8 
years after entry into fotce 1 unless reversed by a 
two-third majority of the parties. 

There are strong views in _. the Working Group on the 
implementing mechanism for the additional 30% peree-ntU~ 
reductio~ 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 
e':'idence warrants committing to th~ reductionr- at this 
time. > 

C. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN INTERNATIONAL PROTOCOL AND DOMESTIC 
REGULATION 

The overall objective df· the protocol is to avoid 
heal th and envi ronmen·tal risks. Compliance 
international protocol necessarily results in 
regulation. Yet there is no reason why the Nation's 
achieve these objectives should be limited to a 
approach. • ,, ,il ';. • 

or reduce 
with the 

domestic 
efforts to 

' . 
regulatory 

The suggestion has been made that it, is only fair for the 
government which imposes such regulatory burdens upon the people 
and the economy of the U.S. to consider policies which may ease 
the regulatory burdens, including, but not limited to, possibly 

]

rendering unnecessary·· i
1
mposition of regulations beyond those ~ 

necessary to assure U.S. compliance with 'the internatie-nal- tJ... 
P-- r o • t o e ~ _ . 

Such a domestic, non-regulatory supplei:nen t to the international 
procol 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 chemic~ ~ missions upon 
stratospheric ozon~, or medical advancements . ~ understanding ~7 
and treatment of ~ms cau~ed by ozone depletion. ~~ 

The recommendation has been. made that the DPC direct the Working ~ -
Group to consider and report its recommen~ations concerning such 
domestic non-regulatory alternatives. 

'I 

,,( 
1, 
I 



TABLE 2: SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS--COMPARISON OF BENEFITS AND COSTS UNDER DIFFERENT ASSUMPTIONS 

Step 

(No Action) to (Freeze) 

(Freeze) to (Freeze 20%) 

Percent of cases 
in which benefits 
exceed costs 

100% 

78% 

(Freeze+ 20%) to (Freeze+ 50%) 56% 

Assumptions: Same as Table 1. 

Percent of cases 
in which benefits 
approximately 
egy_al costs 

0% 

3% 

19% 

Percent of cases 
in which benefits 
are less than costs 

0% 

19% 

25% 



President Ronald Reagan 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

May 21, 1987 

The depletion of stratospheric ozone by palocarbon compounds presents 
one of the most important environmental challenge of our =:i.me. The 
consequences of inaction would be unprecedented - millions of new cases of 
skin cancer, millions of dollars in damage every year to crops and 
materials, increasing air pollution, and a powerful stress on our forests 
and oceans. 

Recognizing the singular nature of the threat, more than two dozen 
nations have been negotiating a protocol under the sponsorship of the United 
Nations Environment Programme to limit the emissions of halocarbons. E. P.A. 
Administrator Lee Thomas took an important leadership role in this process 
when he announced the U.S. position calling for a 95% phaseout of emissions 
with interim reductions of 20% and 50%. A large near term reduction of 50% 
is needed to provide the incentive for the development of substitute 
chemicals, which the industry says can be available in quantity in five 
years. The 95% phaseout is needed for two reasons. First, just to 
stabilize concentrations in the atmosphere at current values, an 85% 
reduction in emissions is required. Secondly, only a strong commitment by 
the industrialized nations to wean themselves from dependence upon these 
chemicals will create the credibility necessary for the rest of world to 
cooperate in the Vienna Convention. Increasing per capita consumption in 
the less developed countries is sure to offset reductions in the U.S ., 
Japan, and Europe if the commitment to an eventual phaseout is absent. 

Deruigns are currently being made within the Domestic Policy Council 
.as to the final U.S. position. An automatic interim 50% target and a 
commitment to the longterm phaseout are the critical elements of the U.S. 
position. The wisdom of that position was reaffirmed at a Senate hearing 
last week when scientists for the first time stated that halocarbons are the 
likely cause of the ozone hole over Antarctica. The existence of the hole 
underscores the urgent need to act. With this new evidence in hand, the 
Europeans and Japanese have been moving toward the U.S. position, so this is 
no time to compromise on these two critical elements. 
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As 1·eaders of the ma· or enviromental organizatiO,!l.S in this country, we 
commend the strong lead~rsh ip ex;rcis i d byy our E.P.A. on this issue , the 
most critical environmental issue of our time. Successful negotiation of a 
strong protocol t9 protect the ozone layer would make a distinguished and 
lasting landmark for your Presidency. We urge that you lend your personal 
support to the position developed by the E.P.A. 

E ecutive Director 
Natural Resources Defense Council 

President 
National Audubon Society 

Executive Director 
Sierra Club 

George Fr 
President 

Institute 

The Wilderness Society 

Respectfully , 

Executive Vice President 
National Wildlife Federation 

~~ 
Executive Director 
Environmental Defense Fund 

~renz 
Executive Director 
Izaak W America 

President 
National Parks & Conservation Assoc. 

Cyn~)t~ 

Executive Director 
Friends of the Earth 



ALLIANCE FOR RESPONSIBLE CFC POLICY 

The President 

1901 N. FT. MYER DRIVE, SUITE 1204 
ROSSLYN, VIRGINIA 22209 

(703) 841-9363 

May 19, 1987 

The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

On behalf of the members of the Alliance for Responsible 
CFC Policy, I am writing to urge that the United States 
nnt__ Sl.!PE.9.:r.:.L...anY reduct ion measures as part o.f_....the United 
~J:ions._...Envir.9nI11ent Programme (UNEP) _n~gotiat:i,Qn§ _on a 
p~_Q~9c9l to protect the ozone layer by restriGting 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). 

·----... 

Any reduction measures at this time are scientifically 
and environmentally unnecessary, and may place U.S. industries 
at a significant competitive disadvantage worldwide. Our 
industries will support, however, a freeze on the emissions 
of these compounds as part of the UNEP negotiations so long 
as the agreement incorporates a long-term management process 
for the assessment of scientific, economic and technological 
information as a basis for any additional control measures 
in the future. 

An emissions freeze is an effective environmental 
protection step in the near-term, but it will also impose 
significant costs on the U.S. economy. Based on our analysis, 
the freeze will impose more than $1 billion in costs on the 
U.S. economy from CFC price increases alone between 1988 
and 2000. Near-term reduction measures will impose far 
greater costs on our industries, the impacts of which have 
not yet been properly evaluated by anyone in or out of 
government. 
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Mr. President 

CFCs are relied upon by several critical industries 
including air conditioning and refrigeration, automobile, 
electronics, food processing and foam manufacturing. We 
have estimated direct employment related to CFC use is in 
excess of 715,000 jobs with the annual value of goods and 
services in the U.S of $28 billion. (A representative list 
of Alliance members is attached.) 

The industry has supported the negotiations of the 
protocol for protection of the ozone layer. An international 
agreement to freeze emissions accompanied by a long-term 
management and assessment process is a dramatic environmental 
protection step and one that will protect the competitiveness 
of U.S. industries worldwide. 

_We urge you to Q¥pose u.s. support for any reduction 
measures as part of tliis international a&reement at this 
time. 

Enclosure 

RB: set 

Sincerely, 

t~i5~ 
Richard Barnett 
Chairman 
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COfflfflllrc'.d Dhcnbudn1 Co. 
Salt Lake City, UT 
Commerci:l ltefripr■tor Maw,-
facturen Asl0Ci1tion 

Wlll,inston, DC 
Cool! ,aint and Vamish Co. 
lean .. City, MO 

c:rr..,:.:Food~ 
W-"'"lton,DC 
C~ Co,po,adon 
Sidney, OH 
The Comellus Company 
Anoka.MN 
County lnsulltion Company 
NewC,sde,DE 
Crea~ Uretflane1, Inc. 
l'urceffville, VA 
Crescent Manufacturin1 

~A 
Cr• Systems. Inc. 
"'°9ni■, AZ 
The Crown llefri■-ltion Supply 
c~ 

lllttmore, MO 
The Crump Company 
Enpewood, CA 
Cydopt Corpo,acion 
~.,A 

D 
0-, 6 Food lnduslry Supply 
AMOClldon 

w_,....,.,DC 
~ ..... Dlwilloft 
Dower,NH 

=~eom,., 
ft

~ • 
H
-,, ~ C ~ ,. 
DeHlft'I ,_ ,.........,.:-,.. 
...... ,IDll,Fl 
Del~ Co,po,adon 
W ...... ,DC 
0.-SuDDIYComp■ny 
Sloua City: IA. 
DalllerMecha,lic:IICOMne-
ton.lnc. 

HeftderlOtl~h. TN 
DhcouM INUIMion A loollrit 
Mlddl■ rfle,NY 
Dltaibuton lnco,porMed ol 
Colorado 

o.rw.,co 
Cob~ Co,pondon 
ShenNn 0... CA 
Douatll...,.lftc. 
C"-"'-aft, WY 
OowOelNcalCOfflPl"F 
Midland,MI 

=-~'°"""" H.C. Dutle A Soft. Inc. 
bit Mollne, IL 
E.V. Dunb■rCompen, 
Atl&nta.GA 

°"'=p~~ Cofflpany, Inc. lr,d I 
Dunhlffl-lulh, Inc. 
W• Hanford, CT . 
E.l.®'GMct.Nemounl 
Co,,,,.,_, 

Wilminpo,1, DC 

E 
ci,on Co,poradon 
Athens,AL 
!ICO Manufaaurfnt Company 
~olu,nbus. Ohio 
S. EisenbM-1 Ii Comp.ny 
&rid■e"tiew, IL 



,, 

The EJecaOfflOdw C0oj,0t1Cklft 
D .... TX 
Elllott COfl'.IPI", ol 1~ 

· 'dlaNpOlli.lN 

( 
Oct•Wlillffll Compa,wp, anc. 
~IN 

C 
•ffienOft Electric COfflPMP 

Louil.MO 
,pi,w Foam Co.pontlclft 

Al~MN 
Empire Freaen of Sytacvte, Inc. 
Sytacute,NY . 
Enp,Nrins ind llefrip,ation, 
Inc. 

Jtney City, NJ 
En-Tedi, Inc. 
t.ouitvitle, KY 
Esta (llKonl Inc. 
Wlchica.KS 
F 
~~gtNADA 
Falcon S,fety Products, Inc. 
~.NI 
Fedders Co,po,atlclft 
Edlton, NI 
Flxturuaft.lnc. 
Nalhwlle,TN 
, ........ Polyurethane 'O:I"' 
ManuflCIUNn AIIOCiacion 

SoucMleld. Ml 
F'--0-ulon. Inc. 
H,...,.._NC 
Florida ConcalMn, Inc. 
Sebrfflt.FI. 
FOlfflCD Srtewnl lntefflltloNI 
Louilwille, CO 

,- Foam lntu!Mton Concnc:ton 
IC1ma City, KS 
oamteal, Inc. 

.Jxford,MI 

-=JJ:.~ Company 
, • •. Food Mlnednt lntdtute 

WIIMntton, DC 
Folleft Co,po,adon 
Eaaaon,,A 
Fomo Products, Inc. 
Akron.OH 
,Offill Sdefldflc 
Mlneffa.OH 
Fon,dlU,._ 
WIMIIOn-Weffl, NC 
Fo• Appl111e9 Pans. Inc. 
AUIUICl,GA 
Fas~ COfflPIIIY, Inc. 
Auldft, TX ,,...,_~ 
~.CA 
G 
CIO TherlNI Supplp Companp 
Chiato,11. 
Cibriel Minufaaurtfts Com-
l'any, Inc. 

•Stony Paiftc, NY 
GAi Co,po,adon 
NewYorti 

~~Opcia 
Stuttiridp, MA 
c,,,..,lnc. 
lonman,MT 
I. "lled'' c.kiM Comi,.ny 
!Ake City.SC 

C.1.H. hbricatt"I 6 Pacbtint, 
Inc. 

s-.delbont, NI 
Cebluet Chemical Company 
Oewllnd.OH 
C1IA1de "tefri..,atot Com-
-, Inc. 

s;;..,NI 
c.n.,a1 Coadnp, Inc. 
St. l'aul, MN 
c.n. Conre1u• • Coms,.ny, 

Inc. 
lndiln1pofis, IN 
C.Mtal Electric Comi,.ny 
Louisville, ICY 
C.Mtal Fibet1lass Supply, Inc. 
West Alllt, WI 
c.n.ral Foods Corporation 
White Plains, NY 
C.Mtal Heatin1 I Coolin1 
N. ICanSII City, MO 
Ceneral llldio & Electronic 
Comp.ny 

Wilkes-larre. l'A 
General llefri1eration Supply 
Comp1ny, Inc. 

Lafayette, IN 
Ceneslft llefri1eration Sup
plies. Inc. 

llochester. NY 
Cilben Fo1m lnsul1tion Com-
p.ny, Inc. 

Jeney Shore. PA 
The Gilman Corporation 
Gilman.CT 
Coent Air Condirionin1, Inc. 
l'hoenis, AZ 
1.F. Coodridl Chemial Ctoup 
CJ.-..f1nd,OH 
The Goodyear Tire & llubbet 
Comp.ny 

La191n .. , IN 
Th• Goodyear nre & !lubber 
Company, Luckey Pl1n1 

luckey,OH 
W.L Core I Asl0Ci11es, Inc. 
New1tk, OE 
Could, Inc. 
Chic110, IL 
Crea, Lakes Systems. Inc. 
JenilOft, Ml 
CrNnbets Supply Company, 

Inc. 
WilminlfOII, DI 
Grocery M1nufaauren of 
America 

Washinlfon. DC 
en f'roductl Co,poration 
Wobum,MA 
Q,H I Western Mlnuf1ctUrin1 
Company 

o.mille, IL 
Culffler Corpor11ion 
l1kewood, NI 

H 
Hackney lro1hers looy 
Coms,.ny 

WillOft. NC 
H1loc1rbon Products 
Corporation 

HKkenwck, NJ 
Hilw, Supply Coms,.ny, Inc. 
lrooklyn. NY 
Hilsteld & Mi1chell 
Scomboro. AL 

H1nowr Distnbuttns Company, 
Inc. 

Chlrione,NC 
John F. H1nift1 Company, Inc. 
l1ndtdowne, PA 
H11ris En¥ironment1I Systems, 
Inc. 

Andowr,MA 
Harris-Teeter Superm1rkets 
Charlotte, NC 
Hirt & Cooley 
Holl1nd,MI 
Sid H1r,ey Industries, Inc. 
C1rden City, NY 
He11th Industry M1nuf1C1urer1 
Association 

Wlshin11on, DC 
He11in1 & Coolin1 Wholewlen, 
Inc. 

Cr1nd ll1pids, Ml 
Heyin1 Foods, Inc. 
West Union, IA 
Hithside Chemic1l1, Inc. 
Clldstone, NI 
Hill llefri1eration 
Trenton, NI 
Hlnsh1w Supply Comp.ny 
San Fr1nci1eo, CA 
Hobin Corpor,tion 
Troy.OH 
Honeywell, Inc. 
Minne1pollt, MN 
Hormel, Inc. 
Ausdn,MN 
Hosier ltefriseration Supply, 
Inc. 

Des Moinft, IA 
Howltd llefri1eration Comi,.ny, 
Inc. 

Philadelptlil, PA 
HuumMn llefri1er,1 ,~ • Com
pany, Inc. 
lridpton, MO 

I 
ICI Americ•. Inc. 
WilminlfOn, DI 
l1loo Corpo,11ion 
HOUtCOn, TX 
lmpro, Inc. 
Deer ,1r1i. TX 
lnduscri1I Co11inp, Inc. 
llasen,MN 
lndustrl.t Paper Oistrrbu10" 
Lon1 hldl. CA 
lnSKo Inc. 
Qu1kertown, PA 
lnteo Olstributin1 
Sin Antonio, TX 
lnsopon lnduscries, Inc 
WillllfflSPOrt, l'A 
lnsr.FOMn Products. Inc. 
Joli«, IL 
Institute of Heatin1 & ~" 
Conditionin1 lnduw,e, 

Los An1elft, CA 
lnsuldeck Corpor11ion 

• 11th, 1'A 
lntern11ion1I Associ11,on of 
llefn1er11ed Warehou,es 

Wuhinlfon, DC 
ln1ern11ional Cold S1or,1e 
Comp1ny. Inc. 

Andover. KS 
ln1ern11ion1I Mobile ~ir 
Condilionin1 Auoc••uon 

L•ndsdale, PA 

ITT Conctnenut llkint · c~ . 
Chlriottemlle, VA 
ITT Ttl«ommuniadonl 
Corinth, MS 

I 
Jamison Door Coms,.ny 
H11er11own, MO 
Johnson Con1rols, Inc. 
Oak Brook. IL 
Ceors• L. Johnsion Coms,1ny 
Detroit, Ml 
Jones Supoly, Inc. 
ICennewiclr, WA 
Charles 0 . Jones Coms,1ny 
oen..,.,,co 
Jon l'ierce, Inc. 
Fon Wonh, TX 
Jord1n Supply Comp.ny, Inc. 
luffllo, NY 

K 
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical 
Corporation 

01kllnd,CA 
ICern Thermal Equipment 
Umited 

llud,Je, Ontario.CANADA 
Keyes Fibre 
Stamfo,d, CT 
ICeyes, Inc. 
C,lftd !lipids, Ml 
~•~ llldio Co,po,atioft 
Ollme,KS 
IClfts Shrimp ComtNny, t,lc. 
lkuntwic:k. CA • 
Kl~ Weyler Equi~ ", 
Company, Inc. • 

Fon Wayne, IN 
W.I. Knos & Asl0Ci1tft, Inc. 
Uthonil,CA 
IColdaire Suooly Com!MftY 
Fonwonh; tx 
ICrlCOoOvollst, Inc. 
Milmi,F( 
ICUH Corpo,11ion 
Findlly,OH 
1Cyt0t/Warren-S>ierer 
Conyer,,CA 

L 
Limb-Weston, Inc. 
l'ortl1nd, Olt 
F.H. L1npenkamp Coms,.ny 
lndi1111poli1, IN 
Larkin Coils, Inc. 
A1lan11. CA 
The Linen Com1Mfty 
CrNnlay,WI 
Larson Supply Com!MftY, Inc. 
Allentown, PA 
Le1r Si~er. lnc./Tr,mport 
Oynamia Oi¥ision 

S1n11 An1. CA 
LHr Si .. ler. Inc., M1mmodt 
Division 

Minneapolis. MN 
Lei,no• lnduscries, Inc. 
C1troll1on, TX 
Lewis Corpor1tion 
Olford,CT 
Liniflow M1nufacturin1 
Comp.ny 

Erie , !'A 
Lyon lrokera1• Comp1ny, Inc. 
Minneapolis. MN 



M 
Majesdc Wurint Company_, 
Inc. 

Comwall, NY 
lt.D. Manhall 6 COfflPM'Y, Inc. 
Alblny,NY 
Mlfflft lnsuladon, Inc. 
Ephrau.PA 
~ Manet o..,elopen 
Pompeon Lakes. NJ 
Mater•ll11 Produ<U 
New Albany, MS 
Mc:Combl Supply Company 
o.m,e,,CO 
McCoy Electronia Company 
Mt. Holly Sprints, PA 
Mc:Geelnclustriel.lnc. 
Aston, PA 
Md( .. IOft Chemicl! Company 
San Francitco, CA 
~~oup, McQuly 

MlnMlpolls. MN 
Mechanic:11 Conmctors Associ• 
adon ol America 

Chewy Chae, MD 
Mechanical MainteNnce 

E.c=:.cr 
Mechanical Supply Company 
SC. Louil. MO 
Meier Supply Company, Inc. 
linshafflton,NY , 
Meleo lefripntlon 6 Air 
Condltlonlnf 

lldtefield, N 
Metal Buildtnt Maintenance 
Company 

Walkerton, IN 
Michiana Urethanes, Inc. 
Sturtil,MI 
Mid-City Supply Company, Inc. 
Elkhan, IN 
Mid-State Industrial lnsula,ton. 

Inc. 
Oildale,Ck 
Milk Industry Foundation 
Wllhinpon. DC 
Miller-Stephenson Chemical 
Company, Inc. 

Danbury.CT 
Mobay Chemical Corporation 
ftlmbu,sh. PA 
MotristOWft Foam Company 
Morristown, TN 
Motor Vehicle Manufacturen 

Association 
Washinpon. DC 
Mueller lr111 ComplftY 
Pon Huron. Ml 
Murray Corporation 
Cockeysville, MD 

N 
Nabisco 
Ease Hanover, NI 
NAHi a ... arch Foundation. 
Inc. 

Rockville. MO 
National American Wholes.le 

• .. Crocen Association 
New York, NY 
National Association of Conven• 
ience Stores 

falls Church, VA 

National Association of 
Homebuilders 

waahinaton, DC 
National AslOCiltlon of letall 
G,ocen 

Wllhintton, DC 
National commercial Refntera-
tlon Salet Association . 

Philadelphia, PA " 
Nactonal fisheries Institute 
W•hinston, DC 
National Meat Association 
washinston. DC 
NI-TEC. Inc. 
Nilet, IL 
Nohle Refrigeration Supplies 
Rochester, NY 
Norel Paper Corporation 
Bo1ot1, NI 
Norfield, Division of Fallek 
Chemical Company 

Danbury, CT 
North American Heating & Air 
Conditionin1 Wholesalers 
Association 

Columbus. OH 
Northern Packaging Products 
Company 

Cleveland. OH 
Norton Company 
Granville, NY 
William F. Nye, Inc. 
New Bedford, MA 

0 
Qeverage-Air 
Spartanburg, SC 
Olin Corporation 
Stamford. CT 
Orb Industries, Inc. 
Upland. PA 

'Orchard Hill Farms, Inc. 
Red Hook. NY 
Ore-Ida Foods. Inc. 
Boise. ID 
Otisca Industries, Ltd. 
Syracuw. NY 
Lilly Division. Owens-Illinois 
Toledo.OH 

p . 
Paramount Electrical Supply 
Company, Inc. 

New York. NY 
Parker Hannifin Corporation 
Lyons. NY 
Pasky & Company, Inc. 
hrmington Hills. Ml 
Patterson frozen Foods. Inc. 
Patterson.CA 
Pennwalt C-011>oration 
Philadelphia. PA 
Pen11cola Refriger11ion Supply. 
Inc. 

Pen11col• . FL 
Perlev•H•ll•day Anocia1es. Inc. 
Mah,ern . PA 
P~I Incorporated 
SI. LOUI\, MO 
The P1ll\burv Comp•ny 
LeSueur . "1~ 

Pioneer Supplv Comp•ny 
Surlingron . 1-' 
Plumb Supply Company 
Des Moine\ . I" 

Polycold Systems, Inc. 
San Rafael, CA 
Precision valve Corporation 
Yonkers.NY 
Pride Solvents & Chemical 
Company, Inc. 

w .. t Babylon, NY 
Pritchett-Stephen Refrigeration 
Company 

ft. Worth, TX 
Proctor & Associates 
Redmond.WA 

Q 
The Quaker Oats Company 
Chica10, IL 

R 
Rawn Company, Inc. 
Spooner, WI . 
RMYe1 Refri1eration & Hea11n1 
Supply, Inc. 

Minot.NO 
Refrigerants Incorporated 
Chica10. IL 
Refrigeration & Electric Supply 
Company 

Little Rock, AR 
Refrigeration Engineering, Inc. 
Crane! Rapids. Ml 
Refrigeration Re1earch, Inc. 
8ri1hton. Ml 
Refrigeration Sales Company, 

Inc. 
Lons Island Ciry, NY 
Refrigeration Supplies 
Corporation 

Cleveland, OH 
Refrigeration Supply Company 
Richmond, VA 
Reichhold Chemicals Inc. 
White Plains, NY 
Remedial Insulation Barriers 
Company, Inc. 

Buffalo. NY 
R&H Supply Compan1; 
Montgomery. AL 
Republic Refriger11ion 
Wholesalers 

Davenport, IA 
Resco, Inc. 
Harrisburg, PA 
B.P. Rhinefort Company 
Fort Worth, TX 
Riker Laboratories. Inc. 
Northridge, CA 
RIP. Inc. 
Fort Worth. TX 
Ritchie Engineering Company, 
Inc. 

Minneapolis. MN 
Rmax, Inc. 
Dallas. TX 
R&R Supply Company . Inc. 
Orlando. FL 
R.L. Hanley Corpor11,on 
Indianapolis. IN 
Robertshaw Controls Company 
Richmond. VA 
H.H. Robertson Company 
Pimburgh, PA 
Robenson Electric Comp•ny 
Charlouesv,lle. V-' 
Robinair Manufacturing 
Corporation 

Montpelier. OH 

Roche • Hull, Inc. 
lahtmoN, MO 
R01en RefaM.ripf_,.ldon"'- COfflPl'lf, 
Inc. 

Martow Heipts, MO 
Roten Supply COfflPl'lf 
Champai1n, IL 
W.A. ROOMVelt Company 
La Crosse, WI 
Rovanco Corporation 
loliet, IL 

s 
Sanford, Semchak • ~hts, 

Inc. 
Bakenfield, CA 
Sawyer fruit & Vetetable 
Bear Lake, Ml 
Scatena York Company 
San Francisco, CA 
Schroeder Refrigeration 

Corporation 
Oakland.CA 
Sealed Unit Parts Company, Inc. 
Allenwood, NJ 
Service Parts Company 
Melrose Park, IL 
Service Suooly Company 
Phoeni•.At 
Service Supply, Inc. 
Meridian, MS 
Service Suooly of Victoria, Inc. 
Vl<toril, rx· 
WIHiam I. §eveffl. lee. 
Philadelphia, PA ~ . 
Sheet Metal 6 Air COftCildonint' 
Contracton ~ 
Association -

Houston, TX 
§Met Metal & Air Conditionin1 
Contractors National 
Association 

Vienna. VA 
Shelter Insulation. Inc. 
San Antonio, TX 
The Silna Corporation 
Moonachie, NI 
The Joseph Simons Company 
Hll1ford,CT 
1.R.:_:fflot Company 
Cal 1,10 
The Sin1er Company 
Carteret. NI 
Sinsle Service lnttitut• 
Waihinpon. O.C. 
SIC Corporation 
Elyria.OH 
Mrs. Smith's Frozen Food 
Company 

Pottstown, PA 
s & S Nonlimited, Inc. 
Hopatcon1, NJ 
Society of the Plastics Industry 
New York.NY 
South Central Company, Inc. 
Columbus, IN 
South Te.as Urethane, Inc. 
Edinbu,s, TX 
Southern Michi1an Cold Stor11• 
Company 

Benton Harbot, Ml 
Southwest Manufacturing 
Aurora, MO 
Spray, Inc. 
Bolton, MA 



( 

~m Southwet, Inc. 
Tempa,AZ 
Soenc9rtmuladon 
New Albany, PA 
~VIMCOfflPl"Y 

t. Louis.MO = 0 Company, 5unDlal 

"4elquite, TX 
landard llefrtflradon Company 

.'4elrote ,a,ti, TL 
Stayt0n Cannint Company 
Cooperatl-we 

SCayton,Oll 
Stoehtn1, Inc. 
Klei, WI 
Stoltely-Van Camp, Inc. 
lndi.NPOik, IN 
Stouffer Foods Corpo,ation 
Soton,OH 
Sundstrand Heat Trantler, Inc. 
Oowqiac,MI 
Superior Suooly Company 
N. K111111 Clty, MO 
Suoerior Supply Company, Inc. 
Wichita. KS 
Superior Valve Company 
Washlnaton, rA 
Supply Oheributors Co,po,atlon 
Medfofd,MA 
5wNdMan Plasda, Inc. 
Wllminaton, MA 

T 
Taylor Freuer 
llodlton, IL 
Taylor lnduscrie. Inc. 
Des Moines, IA 
Tech SonY, Inc.· 
Amarillo, TX 
• eck-Setvice, Inc. 
iidell,LA 

Tecumseh Products Company 
. . Tecumseh.Ml 
~ Tekni-f'ln, Inc. 
~ Sometville, NJ 

Temple Division of Temple-
Euc•. Inc. 

Diboll, TX 
Tenney En1lnNrin1, Inc. 
Union, NJ 
Temticold Corporation 
Po,mnd,Olt 
Texaco Chemical Company 
Bellair, TX 
Tesco Dlstributon, Inc. 
lrvinaton, NJ 
Tex• lnstrumems 
Dallat. TX 
Tu. lnstrumems Inc. 
Attleboro.MA 
T•• Urethane, Inc. 
Austin, TX 
Textile Chemical Company, 

Inc. 
lleadlnt, PA 
TherrNI Control Industries 
Ellerbe, NC 
Thermal Products, Inc. 
Cerritos. CA 
Thermal Supply, Inc. 
Selnle, WA 
Thermo-Kini Corporation 
Bloomintton, MN 

Tobin llefripradon Company 
Demer,C6 
Torin Corporacon 
Torrinl(Oft, CT 
The Trane Company 
~YA 
The Tl'IM Company 
LaC,oue.WI 
,,..,,.1t1e.1nc. 
Tampa.FL 
Truck Trailer Manufacturen' 

A110dadon 
Washlnl(Oft, DC 
Twin City Suooly Company 
Providence, lti 
Tvter_1tefri1eratlon Corporation 
Niles,MI 
Tyler llefri1eratlon Corporation 
Norwalk. CA 

u 
U.C. Industries 
Panippany, NJ 
u .c.T .. Inc. 
Louisville, KY 
U1in• Kuhlmann of America, 
Inc. 

Paramus.NJ 
Union Carbide Corporation 
New York.NY 
Unwenal Applicatot1, Inc. 
Huto,MN 
United llefrigeration. Inc. 
Phi~phia, PA 
The Upjohn Company 
Kalamazoo. Ml 
Urethane F~m Contracton 
Association 

Dayton.OH 
Urethane Chemial Company 
Carrollton, TX 
U.S. Urethane, Inc. 
Betnardsville, NJ 

V 
Valcour Imprinted Papers, Inc. 
Glen Falls, NY 
Vanderbilt Export Corporation 
Norwalk.CT 
Van-Wall Urethane Contracton 
Inc. 

Mansfield, TX 
Van Waters a. lloprs Division 
of Unlvar 

San Mateo, CA 
Vertea Corporation 
Kirkland, WA 
Virginia Chemical, Inc. 
Dan.. TX 
Vollrath llefriteratlon, Inc. 
RMtfalfs,Wf 
Voltek, Inc. 
Lawrence. MA 
Vulcan Materials Company 
lil'fflinsham. Al 

w 
Wum Sprinp Enterprises. Inc. 
Ketchum, ID 
Warwick Operating Corporation 
New York. NY 
Wayne Dennis Supply Company 
Des Moines. IA 
Wei T'O Assoc1a1es. Inc. 
Matteson. IL 

Wetfield llefripration., Air 
Condltlonlnt Company 

Westfield, NJ 
Wftrin1hou• Electric 
C~tion 

Plmbu,.tl,PA 
W•rinchou• Electric Company 
Staunton, VA 
The Whalen Company 
Euton, MD 
White Consolid1ted lndustriet, 
Inc. 

Cl~eland, OH 
White & Shau1her, Inc. 
P'1terson, NJ 
The Williamson Company 
Cincinnati, OH 
William Wurzbach Company, 

Inc. 
Oakland.CA 
Wilson Refriger1tion & Electric, 

Inc. 
Anderson. SC 
F.E. Winstel Company 
Cincinna1i, OH 
Witco Chemical Corporation 
New Castle, DE 
Woodward Covernor Comp1ny 
Rockford, IL 
ll1lph Wright llefri1etation 
Fort Wortll, TX 
y 
Youn~ Supply Company 
Oe1r0tt,MI 

41111nce for llespon-wbM CFC Policy 
1901 N. ft. Myer Drive, Suite 1204· 

Roulyn. \lir1ini1 2220'9 
703/141-916] 



ALLIANCE FOR RESPONSIBLE CFC POLICY 
1901 N. FT.MYER DRIVE.SUITE 1204 

ROSSLYN. VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 841-9363 

The Honorable ·George P. Shultz 
Secretary 
Department of State 
Main State Department Bldg. 
2201 C Street, N.~. 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Dear Secretary Shultz: 

May 18, 198 7 

The Alliance for Responsible CFC Policy appreciates 
the opportunity co provide further input concerning the 
ongoing negotiations to obtain a protocol to the Vienna 
Convention for Protection of the Ozone Layer. In view of 
the recently completed Ad Hoc Working Group meeting, we 
felt it would be useful to reiterate the Alliance's position ~ 
concerning the international agreement. _ _ 

The most critical aspects in the United Nations Envi
ronment Programme (UNEP) negotiations are the broad coverage 
of chemical compounds, country participation and the establish
ment of a long-term management process for future decision 
making. i ·Efforts to focus on attainment of reduction steps 
in this .agreement are scientifically and environmentally 
unnecessary, economically unwise, and, we believe, imprudent 
from a negotiation standpoint. 

We believe the current use or emission of CFCs for the 
near future does not present a threat to human health or 
the environment. The Alliance encourages that steps 
be taken to curtail additional growth in the production 
capacity of these compounds until such time as scientific 
analysis provides better information. Reduction steps, 
however, should be considered only as part of the future 
assessment process if deemed to be necessary at that time. 

The Alliance has stated, however, that it will not 
oppose a freeze on the emission of the fully-halogenated 
compounds so long as it is accompanied by a periodic assess
ment of the scientific, economic and technological issues . 
as a basis for tucure steps. An agreement co freeze the 
emissions of these compounds should be considered an effective 
environmental protection step. It should also be recognized 
as one that will impose significant costs on the U.S. 
economy. 
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Page Two 

According to a recently completed analysis of the CFC 
using and producing industries, a freeze on CFCs 11, 12 and 
113 could lead to price increases of 300-400% by the mid-1990's. 
Costs to the economy would be approximately $1 billion 
during the period 1988-2000. Annual costs would exceed 
$180 million in the mid-1990's. 

A freeze will reduce aggregate projected CFC use by 
approximately 1 .1 million metric tons by the year 2000, or 
the equivalent of about four years of current U.S. CFC 
production. This curtailment of CFC use over the next 
decade will create a significant market incentive for users 
and producers to search for substitute compounds and other 
environmentally effective processes. 

Some EPA officials have acknowledged that a freeze 
will "eventually" spur the development of substitute compounds. 
The above economic analysis supports our assertion, however, 
that this development work will proceed rapidly. 

The U.S. industry will have a more definitive answer 
concerning the availability of substitute compounds in 3-4 
years. In our view, no agreement on a reduction step should 
be signed, assuming a freeze is achievable, until after the 
next scientif~c assessment is completed. 

To Qµr knowledge, neither EPA nor anyone else has 
completed an economic or environmental impact analysis of 
the reduction steps currently being considered at UNEP. 
Although, we do understand that EPA currently has a study 
in progress. 

Furthermore, an agreement to reduce CFC use and 
emissions prior to the known availability ot acceptable 
substitute compounds may actually prove counterproductive. 
A reduction timetable that does not allow user industries 
the time to wait for development of appropriate long-term 
CFC suatitutes may leave no other choice but to begin 
planning based on the currently available, but less desirable 
substances. Once such a commitment is made on the part of 
the use~ industries the desire for both users and producers 
to pursue develop~ent of new compounds will be greatly 
diminished. 

These concerns greatly necessitate the need for a 
long-term management process for proper decision making. 
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Finally, if we continue to seek reduction steps in 
the negotiation process without a proper focus on the trade 
and developing-nations issues, we may lose the opportunity 
to obtain• fair and reasonable agreement that protects both 
the environment and U.S. competitiveness in the world 
market. In our view the U.S. has placed too much emphasis 
on reduction steps rather than on a well-rounded agreement 
in the UNEP negotiations. • 

We urge you to consider these points as you give 
consideration to the U.S. position and hope to meet with 
you and your staff soon to discuss our economic analysis. 

Enclosures 

RB: set 

Sincerely, 

Richard Barnett 
Chairman 
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IDENTICAL LETTER SENT TO: 

The Honorable George Bush 
Vice President of the United States 
Old Executive Office Building 
17th Street & Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20501 

The Honorable Edwin Meese III 
Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Main Justice Building 
10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Honorable Clayton Yeutter 
U.S. Trade Representative 
600 17th Street, N.W. 
Room 209 
Washington, D.C. 20506 

The Honorable James C. Miller III 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
Old Executive Office Building 
17th Street & fennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington., D.C. 20503 

The Honorable Lee Thomas 
Administrator 
Environmental Protection Agency 
401 M Street, SW 
Suite 1200, West Tower 
Washington, D.C. 20460 

The Honorable George P. Shultz 
Secretary 
Department of State 
Main State Departmen·t Bldg. 
2201 C Street, N.W. 
Washington, O.C. 20520 

• The Honorable Caspar W. Weinberger 
Secretary 
Department of Defense 
The Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 
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The Honorable Malcolm Baldridge 
Secretary 
Department of Commerce 
Herbert C. Hoover Bldg. 
14th Street and Constitution Ave., N.W. 
Washington, O.C. 20230 

The Honorable Elizabeth Hanford Dole 
Secretary 
Department of Transportation 
Nassif Building 
400 Seventh Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20590 

The Honorable Donald P. Hodel 
Secretary 
Department of the Interior 
Interior Building 
18th & C Street, N.W. ••• 
Washington, o.c. 20240 

The Honorable John S. Herrington 
Secretary 
Department of Energy 
Forrestal Building 
1000 Independem:e Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20585 
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