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AND EHISSICHS OF FULLY HALOGENATED CHLOROFLUOROCARBONS (CFCs) FOR 
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SWEDt'l 

• ·summary ·of comment~ by Governments 

Further to the comments summarized in ~-:)curnent UNEP /WG ,94/ 4/ Add .1, the following; 

addition~l reply ~as.been receiv~d to the lettef,of 14_July 1983 from the·· 
... 

Executive Director of UNEP t6 Gdvernments,. scliciting comme~ts on the propbsed Rnncx: 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

.- . 
[Original: English] 

[13 October 1983] 

Whil8 the ci~i{~d St~i~i b~lieves that th! convention should ~xtend to all 
• i. -,I 'j, • • • ;, • 1,• 

potential ozone modifying sub~tances,, it- believes tha~ d~e to the pot~ntially serious 
. .-. ' ~ ._ • .' I • '• • • '; • 

impact of chlorofluorocirbon~·ccFCs):on the ozone layer, it is appropriate for the -~' . :.: 

working gr~u~ to ~egin coniideration of control measures for CFC emissions. 

The United States has ca'refui'ly .reviewed, t,he existing science and world 

production tre?ds.of CFCs, and.believes that~while there is still much uncertainty 

regarding the expected level and effects of., ozone ~epletion, there is significant 
. . • ·'1 •·· .. 

cause for concer~,- regarding the effects of wo1·ld-widc emissions of CFCs. Ozone 

depletion, and consequent UV-B increase, wo.uld. resul.t
1 

.i_';,. ~-ignifi.ca'nt adverse effects 
:, .. ·• . ' 

on hun:an :~ealth and the environment on a global scale. CFCs 11 and 12 are ~h_C:_:l_najor 
. . . 

contr}butors to potential atone depletion. 
l• ... • • •·, • • ,' 

In _addition, CFC--induced c:hange's in the 

vertical distribution of ozone oould hav~ significant eff~ct~ on ih~ global climate! 

Fin~lly, CFCs are a greenhous~ gas and contribute to the giobal warmi~g trend which_ 

is_ p.r-in:i<:rily due to co2 .' Growth· in CFC '?missions could in~rease significantly the 

_lJ• ~: ,/ • •·· 
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rate at which this Blobal warmin3 is expected to occur. For these reasons, the 

United States believes that it is prudent to take certain steps to control CFC 

emissions, where those steps may be taken in the most cost-effective manner. Due 

to the ~xistence of substitutes for most non-essential uses of CFC-proe~lled, 

aerosols, controllinG such uses is a reasonable first step. For these reasons, it 

is the view of the United States that, in addition to its work on the framework 

convention, the Ad Hoc Working Group should also work on a protocol for controlling 

non-essential aerosol uses of CFCs, along the lines disc_ussed bel'ow. The 

United States believes that such a protocol should be integral to the framework 

convention itself. 

The United States has the following specific comments on the Nordic proposal: 

Ca Article l: 

(i) The United States supports __ ~he general objective of article 1, which would 

put into ·effect a world-wide ban on non-essential: aerosoLu.'3.es of CFCs.,,, 

The United States instituted a ·ban on non-essential CF1C aer<.>sol use,s •1.fl:,.: 7"1-

1978, :1nd found this to be a cost-effective means of achieving a significant :: 

reduction in CFC emissions; 

(ii) The United States believes, however, that as presently drafted, article l 

is n~~ _sufficiently developed to serve as an effective international legal 

instr-1.!m~nt for tbe control of non-essential CFC aer:'osol emissions~ 

Provi E'ions should be added· on the timing of the controls, re:porti!}.8 

requ:i,•~mentJ>:, and technical assistance on implementation .~f the controls. 

To at1.'.:. flexi~ili ty, a provision sh~uld bo added whore by - , 

parties could:~ubstitute reductions in emissions frorn,9ther CFC uses, 

provi~ing tnat the net amount. of emissions r:-eduction _aftEJr·'.sucti, 

subs ti t.ution is at least equal to that which,.would · have result~d h~d a 

compl7te ban on non-essential CFC aerosol use been implementedi, 

{b) Article 2: 

The Unitei ·~tatea does not support article 2 of the Nordic proposal~ While it 
recognizes the s•,1er~ign right of any State to regulate non-aerosol :Fe u~es 9n its 

own, the Unibi~ States belieyes that the mandatory international-pontrols en!~~aged: 

by article 2 rJ~'l:Od be inappropriate, at this time. The United Stat~e bet~eve.s that 

a protocol on 111,1-esse,ntial CfC ,aerp~ol uses, as described above, W.<..--.iJ d be. the mos~. 

efficacious: ~1 f~exible means of achieving a substantial reduction~~ CFC emissions, 

and that int \rni1t.ional efforts should therefore focus on developing i:i.!'I<. implem,ent,i.ng . 

such a proto,;ol; 
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(c) Article 3: 
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Subject to the protection of confi !ut!~!ality, the United States suppo1·t~ the data 

and inforrna tion reporting requirements , r! d ·ticl c 3 of the proposal, but be:_ t( vcs that 

these requirements would be more approp.·i~tely placed in the annex on techni~al 

information exchange. The United States ~r particularly interested in securing 

obligations in the convention for report.i.n::; of data and information on all U':les and 

production of CFCs. 

Finally, the United States has the f0llowing general comments to make. The 

Unjted States would prefer that specific ubligations with respect to control measures 

be contained in protocols to the conventj~n. Annexes, with expedited amendme11t 

procedures, would be reserved for, inter ~lia, scientific, technical, and 

administrative matters such as lists of p0tential ozone modifying substances, data 

and information exchange, and research aPd monitoring. 

The United States affirms its strong support for the rapid conclusion of the 

framework convention and its supporting e~~angements. It believes that the general 

obligations in the draft convention regarding co-operation on research and monitoring 

and for sharing of information and data ar~ very important. 
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