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September 1, 2006

European Union

Hello everybody, and welcome to UCLA’s 14th annual High School Conference.  My name is Sam Cortina, and I am thrilled to invite you into my committee, the European Union. This year’s two topics were chosen among numerous others for their ability to generate meaningful, substantive, and rich debate and thought between every delegate.  Model UN is one of the most unique and fulfilling activities that one can engage in, and I hope that this year’s conference will be just as much fun as it is competitive and engaging.   

I am a second year honor’s student here at UCLA, double majoring in sociology and communication studies, and have participated in Model United Nations for six years now.  I am very open to any questions about the topics, about college, about almost anything – and I do hope that you will not resist asking if you have any.  You can e-mail me at Cortina@ucla.edu anytime, but please try to make the subject line MUN associated (i.e. SAM – UCLAMUN), so I don’t think I am receiving spam.  Thanks, and see you soon!

European Union: Global Warming

Background

Our current period of global warming began shortly after the industrial revolution (Kok et al. 1).  Many scientists agree, according to the Joint Science Academy, that the excess amount of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases being released into the atmosphere from “human activities” has lead to our current state of global warming and climate change (1).  Global warming is not exactly what it sounds like (i.e. the entire globe simply becoming hotter) (UNFCCC).  Some places will in fact become cooler due to global warming, whereas others will suffer disproportionately from other forms of climate change (such as drought, or more intense rain seasons).  The effects of global warming are regional (UNFCCC).  However, nearly every region of the world either has been, or will be, seriously affected by global warming (Retallack, Bunyard).  The already witnessed effects of global warming are extreme.  Documented regularly by scientists and organizations such as the Inter-governmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the effects of global warming are only worsening, considered valid as an indication of the severity of global warming and the need to act to mitigate these effects (“Second Assessment Report”). 

The Earth’s average temperature has soared .6 degrees Celsius in the past century (G8). James McCarthy, chairman of the Scientific Committee for the International Biosphere Program, stated that this rise in the temperature substantially decreased the size of the polar ice caps, lead to a rise in sea levels, changed the regions of habitation for a number of species, contributed to the near extinction of coral reefs, increased the regions where tropical diseases fester, and altered the intensity and frequency of natural phenomena, according to “statured scientists [i.e. those currently engaged in relevant research and whose work has been published in the refereed scientific journals]” (qtd. in Retallack, Bunyard 60).  

The predicted future effects of global warming, if it were to continue at a constant rate, are astonishing.  These effects are predicted using Global Climate Models (GCM), which compile all recent data, trends, and events to make the most accurate scientific predictions.  According to Van Kooten, using different GCMs, “climate change would unambiguously impose net costs upon agriculture in dryland regions of the United States” (47).  Climate change would also drastically affect sea levels in the United States, increase the incidence of storms, and have perverse health effects on the public (Van Kooten 47-50).   If climate change were to continue at a sustained rate, the effects would be disastrous for nature, and for the survival of mankind.  However, the question now is what is the cause of this climate change?  It is almost universally accepted today that human actions are to blame for global warming.
The IPCC’s Second Assessment Report in 1995 is the seminal document in pointing to anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gases as the main contributor to global warming.  This report defines clearly that anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gases 

One method of study that reveals longitudinal data comes from the examination of polar ice cores. This longitudinal data is necessary to create a plausible cause and effect argument concerning climate change and emissions of greenhouse gases.  Ice cores reveal carbon dioxide concentrations and temperature at different historical time periods (Retallack Bunyard 60).  The result reflects a direct relationship between carbon dioxide concentration and temperature throughout the history of earth’s climate, showing a correlation between the two variables (Retallack Bunyard 60).  This correlation invalidates any claims of unexplainable natural variability in climate.

This relationship exists because carbon dioxide is a greenhouse gas.  When released into the atmosphere, a greenhouse gas, due to its chemical properties, forms almost a blanket-like covering around the earth, through which light may pass, but heat is trapped- causing the earth to heat up (thus the analogy to a greenhouse). Other greenhouse gases include methane, nitrous oxide, and chlorofluorocarbons.  There are natural as well as anthropogenic sources for all of these gases— another source of controversy in discerning the primary cause of global warming.  The most prominent greenhouse gas in the atmosphere today is carbon dioxide, a consequence of the industrial revolution.

Carbon dioxide is released from a number of sources such as car emissions, industrial emissions, and human respiration.  Carbon dioxide naturally cycles through the ecosystem; however, due to deforestation, a natural carbon dioxide sink is being destroyed. Deforestation is a process of land-use change, converting forests to agricultural, or inhabitable land.  By decreasing the number of trees, humans have disrupted the natural cycle for carbon, allowing for more carbon to be released into the atmosphere.  

Another greenhouse gas that has contributed to global warming is chlorofluorocarbon (CFC) (Retallack Bunyard 60).  With rises in CFC emissions, there was a noticeable depletion of the ozone layer, and increase in global temperature (it is important to note that CFC play a larger role in ozone depletion than in global warming).  However, after international attention to the effects of CFCs and the ratification of the Montreal Protocol, which banned the use of CFCs, the ozone level has begun to stabilize and even rehabilitate.  This sequence of events is a clear indication that anthropogenic sources of certain compounds and chemicals do have real effects on the earth and the health and sustainability of the environment and earth’s species.  The fact that developed nations, such as the United States, responded to growing scientific concerns with progressive, multilateral agreements, and that a positive change in nature subsequently followed (the ozone layer replenishing), serves as an example that points to the feasibility and practicality of an international alliance in combating other issues, such as global warming in its entirety.

Some scientists have claimed that global warming is primarily due to the methane released from volcano eruptions.  However, it is clear that this is not true due to common sense: namely, that volcanic eruptions are few and far between, and don’t nearly omit enough methane to cause a sustained rise in the earth’s temperature.

Now I will discuss the argument favoring the statement that climate change is caused by human actions.  This side of the debate is lead primarily by environmentalists and scientists.  There is almost a universal consensus that global warming is caused by anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gases, coupled with the destruction of sinks for those greenhouse gases; and more importantly, that global warming is an impending, extreme problem that needs to be dealt with immediately.  As stated by Retallack and Bunyard, “A consensus now undeniably exists that human-induced climate change is real and has to be tackled” (pg. 60).  The basis for this urgency is founded in the already felt effects of global warming, and the predicted future effects from scientific models.  The already felt effects of global warming have altered many species' habitats “Across Europe… butterflies, dragonflies, moths, beetles, and other insects are now living at higher latitudes and altitudes, where previously it was too cold to survive” (UNFCCC).  Numerous lakes in Africa have lost 40-60 percent of their water, and in recent years there has been an intense sustained desertification (UNFCCC).  It is also important to note the actual temperature changes, relative to our recorded history:

Nine of the hottest years on record have occurred since 1988; six of the first eight months of 1998 were the warmest since records began in 1866; and July 1998 was the hottest month ever. (Retallack Bunyard 61)

These scientists and environmentalists fear for the sustainability of the human race, and all other species, in the context of this growing human-induced phenomenon.  The effects felt are by no means considered minimal to this party, explaining their persistence and urgency concerning global warming and mitigating climate change.
The Kyoto Protocol is the most prominent international accord that seeks “[the] stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system” (UNFCCC, Article 2).  From its drafting in December of 1997 at the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) in Kyoto, Japan, the Protocol has become an indicator of different nation’s willingness to work multilaterally (or even unilaterally, for that matter) in mitigating global warming.  

The Protocol is the document that contains the same “objective, principles, and institutions” (UNFCCC) as the Convention on Climate change.  However, it also “significantly strengthens the Convention by committing Annex I Parties to individual, legally-binding targets to limit or reduce their greenhouse gas emissions” (UNFCCC).  The Protocol was finally written in 1997 after the third Conference of Parties (COP) involved in the process, even though it was still only partially complete- accounting for why only 87 countries signed it in 1997.  It took four more international meetings to finalize the “rulebook” of the Protocol, giving the “legally-binding” document its teeth (UNFCCC). 

During COP 7, the Marrakesh Accords were drafted, giving the Protocol a “rulebook,” allowing for nations to confidently choose to ratify, or not ratify, the finished product of the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC).  Because of the nature of the drafting of the Protocol (namely, the numerous meetings it took to finalize it after the objective had already been established), the Protocol required approval by at least 55 parties from the Convention in 1997, and these 55 parties had to account for at least 55% of the carbon dioxide emissions in 1990, to ratify the Protocol before it actually went into effect — Russia ratified the Protocol in November of 2004, fulfilling the conditions for the Kyoto Protocol to be put into full force on February 16, 2005 (UNFCCC). 163 countries have now signed the Protocol, which constitute 61.6% of the emissions from Annex 1 countries (UNFCCC).
The Protocol focuses on the negative contributions made by developed nations in intensifying global warming through the emissions of carbon dioxide, and five other greenhouse gases, and it looks to those same nations for assistance in mitigation.  These nations are labeled Annex 1 parties in the Protocol, designating that they are developed nations, or are countries with economies in transition. 

The two differing positions on the Protocol are represented by the United States and the European Union; where the United States is in favor of watering down the Protocol in favor of economic sovereignty, the European Union is in favor of strengthening the Protocol, favoring environmental multilateralism.  

The Kyoto Protocol focuses on reducing anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gases by using an emissions cap, such that the Protocol requires a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by at least 5% from their 1990 levels between 2008 and 2012 for Annex 1 parties.  However, due to United States lobbying, the Protocol includes a trading system, whereby nations who fall behind the requirements can buy emissions credits from other nations who exceed the required reduction level.  This amendment has been characterized by most other nations as a cop-out for corporate America, since, in essence, it allows polluting nations to get away with high emissions levels because they do not want to invest in long-term positive change.  However, the United States argues that it gives economic incentives for nations to lower their emissions rates, and rewards those nations who have gone beyond the requirements.

Another important aspect of the Kyoto Protocol is that it calls for developed nations to assist developing nations in controlling their reductions.  Because, up to this date, it has been developed nations that have contributed the great majority of greenhouse gases to the atmosphere, it is considered only fair that developed nations are held responsible for their actions, and developing nations receive assistance in meeting the costs of reducing global warming.  

The fact of the matter is that developing nations do not have the economic ability to cope with mitigating greenhouse gas emissions, and that is why they are defined as Non-Annex I parties, or as Least Developed Countries (LCD).  Because these nations are less able to deal with, and or more susceptible to the effects of, climate change, “the Convention emphasizes activities that promise to answer the special needs and concerns of these vulnerable countries, such as investment, insurance and technology transfer” (UNFCCC).  It is important to assist these nations as well, because models show that within fifty years, most greenhouse gas emissions will originate from developing nations, due to a growth of industry and population, which increases the amount of fossil fuels burnt and used in developing nations.  

By sharing technology and knowledge, developed nations have the ability to prevent developing nations from irresponsibly over-emitting greenhouse gases in the future (a mistake made by developed nations since the industrial revolution).  Numerous programs have been established by the IPCC to catalyze and promote investment in cleaner technologies for developing nations, such as the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), where Annex 1 parties assist Non-Annex 1 parties and receive benefits in the form of reduced requirements (UNFCCC, 2005).  The IPCC has also established an LCD fund to supply money to LCDs to advance their environmentally-friendly technology.  In the end, however, the same goals are sought after by all nations who ratify the Protocol.
The Protocol urges developed nations to achieve on their own, as well as assist developing nations in achieving, the six pillars of article 6 of the UNCCC, which include: education, training, public awareness, public participation, access to information, and international cooperation.  It is important that the Protocol notes the importance of public engagement in the matter of reducing global warming, as the following excerpt from the UNCCC states:

Since governments are directly responsible for only a small proportion of greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs), they must persuade businesses, communities, and individuals to adjust their activities in a way that reduces their direct emissions. Otherwise, it will not be possible to realize the Convention’s objective and the Protocol’s targets.

The Kyoto Protocol also focuses on land-use change and sinks.  As noted earlier, global warming is a result of the destruction of sinks from land-use change (notably deforestation), coupled with massive amounts of anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gasses.  Therefore, the Protocol rewards nations who rehabilitate or re-establish sinks, defined as “any process, activity or mechanism which removes a greenhouse gas, an aerosol or a precursor of a greenhouse gas from the atmosphere” (UNFCCC).  This is important because it makes the Kyoto Protocol an all-encompassing measure, and validates the scientific consensus that global warming is indeed an effect of human actions.

Now I will move on from presenting the Kyoto Protocol, to discussing the two different sides involved (or not involved for one) in the Kyoto Protocol, their perspectives, and the reasons behind their decisions on the Protocol.  The two different sides of the Kyoto Protocol are lead by the United States who favors economic growth and Europe who advocates environmental concern.  These different priorities have directly affected the effectiveness of the Protocol, as well as altered the extent to which the Protocol has influenced different nation’s policy decisions concerning global warming.

The United States of America leads the school of thought that global warming is not as imminent a threat nor as important as protecting economic growth.  President Bush has not been convinced, as so many other world leaders have, that global warming is a serious threat to the planet that will be inevitable if environmentally irresponsible behavior is not curbed.  The United States is the only real prominent nation, other than Australia, that has not ratified the Kyoto Protocol.  Under the Kyoto Protocol, the United States would have to reduce its emissions to 7% below its 1990 levels (Campbell, et al. 74).  This is a very steep goal considering that the United States releases more greenhouse gases than other nation in the world by far (Wallace).  This reduction of greenhouse gases would “ultimately result in the loss of $400 billion to the U.S. economy and a loss of 4.9 million jobs” according to the White House (Wallace).  In addition, the economist G. Cornelis Van Kooten predicts that the United States would have to pay at least 120 billion dollars annually, “in perpetuity” (44).  Either figure equates to the United States incurring a greater cost than any other nation by adopting the Kyoto Protocol, whether predicted by the White House or by published economists.  These sums of money seem unreasonably high, however, it should be noted that the United States has already spent 250 billion dollars on the War in Iraq as of May of 2006 — which points to the fact that this is merely an issue of priorities, and not purely economics (nationalpriorities.org).  Nonetheless, Bush is still intent on refusing to ratify the protocol and agreeing to a mandate that would cause disruptions in the United State’s economy, and has since proposed a different plan.

Bush’s proposal relies upon further research and voluntary reductions of greenhouse gases by the private sector (Wallace). According to the White House Press Secretary Ari Fleischer, “the president believes that we can have economic growth and environmental enhancement” (Wallace).  In accordance with his belief in “environmental enhancement”, he did increase the budget dedicated to dealing with climate change by 700 million dollars to make it a total of 4.5 billion dollars for 2002 (Wallace).  Bush has also included in his plan a voluntary reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by private businesses, predicted by the White House to be the equivalent of taking 70 million cars off of the road (Wallace).  This voluntary reduction will be fueled through an incentive program for businesses to invest in cleaner technologies and reduce emissions. Bush’s new plan would essentially “be a ‘cap-and-trade’ program in which the government would set mandatory ceilings on total industry output, and let companies earn and trade credits” (CBS).  Bush’s ultimate goal is to cut emissions of greenhouse gases by 18% - quite higher than the reduction the Kyoto Protocol would have required (CBS).  Even though Bush’s program includes an evaluation of its progress in 2012, many people are already skeptical.  

Bush’s alternative plan focuses solely on reducing emissions of sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and mercury.  He has left out the most important and prevalent greenhouse gas of them all, carbon dioxide.  By neglecting the effects of carbon dioxide, Bush has in essence taken a stance of non-aggression.   Backing out of the Kyoto Protocol, and instead focusing on his own limited alternative plan “appeared as an unwise unilateral action… The European union even formally requested that the United States reconsider its decision, but the Bush administration refused” (Campbell, et al., 92).  Bush’s new plan has been “criticized as it set emission rates as a percentage of economic growth… this plan doesn’t reduce emissions, it only slows them” (Campbell, et al., 92).  In the end, the Bush administration is criticized for working unilaterally on an issue that requires international cooperation, as well as for “rolling back environmental policies for the benefit of oil, gas, logging, and mining industries” (Campbell, et al., 81).

While the United States consistently refuses to cooperate multilaterally to reduce global warming, it still manages to have a large influence on international policy and initiatives concerning global warming.  This influence became overwhelmingly apparent at the drafting of the Kyoto Protocol, as well as at the G8 Gleneagles conference of 2005, the annual conference held by the G8 nations: Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Russian Federation, the United Kingdom, and the United States.  The United States dominated the floor and managed to water down and eliminate any progressive actions proposed by the other G8 nations.  By reviewing the Academie of Science’s recommendation to the G8 nations to take into consideration for the Gleneagles conference, compared to the policies actually adopted by the G8, it becomes apparent that the United States played a dominant role at this conference as the antagonist to progressive action.

The Academie of Science’s recommendation to the G8 nations for the Gleneagles conference focused on agreeing that anthropogenic carbon emissions are the primary cause of global warming and climate change, and that further research, aid to developing nations, and action by the developed nations is necessary to mitigate global warming.  In their statement, the Academie, 

Urge all nations, in the line with the UNFCCC principles, to take prompt action to reduce the causes of climate change, adapt to its impacts and ensure that the issue is included in all relevant national and international strategies. 

This focus on taking action is the alternative to the Bush plan, which focuses on further research for sound science (Campbell, et al.).  The Academie of Science’s recommendations to the G8 nations at the Gleneagles conference mirrors the general consensus held by most nations in the world dealing with global warming—the recognition of the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in developed nations.  However, the recommendations did not have much impact on the conference due to the United State’s lobbying efforts and persistent refusal to cooperate on multilateral action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from developed nations. 

While the G8 “agreed that climate change is happening now, that human activity is contributing to it, and that it could affect every part of the globe”, they did not come to an agreement to actively participate in reducing carbon emissions. It is a bit ironic when the G8 states “We know that, globally, emissions must slow, peak and then decline, moving us towards a low-carbon economy… this will require leadership from the developed world”, yet this “leadership” does not include taking active roles in reducing emissions the developed countries themselves.  The G8 opted to include provisions to pursue further research at the Gleneagles conference, to “take measures to develop markets for clean energy technologies, to increase their availability in developing countries, and to help vulnerable communities adapt to the impact of climate change”.  These provisions do not include any actions taken to reduce carbon emissions in the developed nations, in exchange for much more indirect solutions and actions — the clear workings of a United State’s lead effort.  

Not only did the United States profoundly impact the G8 conference at Gleneagles, it also was able to include multiple provisions in the Kyoto Protocol, regardless of the fact that Bush opted out of ratifying the protocol. In 1997,

The US achieved many key aspects of their negotiating agenda towards the Kyoto meeting and succeeded in installing into the protocol GHG [greenhouse gas] limitation mechanisms that would allow the country to fulfill its share of the responsibility in containing threats of global warming without placing unduly heavy burdens on US businesses or having to choose between ‘markets’ and ‘command and control’ policy instruments dictated by a supranational authority (Campbell, et al. 75).

These greenhouse gas limitation mechanisms include the emission trading policy that Bush has implemented within the United States.

The bottom line to Bush’s refusal to sign the Kyoto Protocol, and to even further influence other international attempts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, has been attributed to the Kyoto Protocol not being fair to developed nations (Campbell, et al. 72).  It is nearly universally accepted that global warming is a cause of human actions, which invalidates the excuse that further research is necessary (Campbell, et al. 73).  Bush feels that developed nations are unfairly given the entire burden of mitigating humanity’s contribution to global warming (Campbell, et al. 72).  This view is not unfounded, because the world is in fact looking towards developed nations to make the largest contribution in dealing with global warming.  It is the Annex 1 nations who are asked to reduce their emissions, as well as support the Non-Annex 1 nations in developing cleaner technologies and implementing more green policies (UNFCCC). However, it is important to note that developed nations have contributed by far the most to the global warming dilemma.  Through higher greenhouse gas emissions as a result of the establishment of industry in these nations, coupled with these nations’ contribution to deforestation by agribusiness, developed nations are the ones that the world can blame for this period of climate change and global warming.
Overview of How Topic is to be Treated in Committee

The European Union is the world’s leader in realizing and subsequently mitigating the causes and effects of global warming.  However, there is still much to do in realizing the European Union’s goals.  Above I have given you a very broad introduction to the situation, focusing on the Kyoto Protocol, however, I expect each nation to come thoroughly prepared with their own extensive research concerning policy and solution ideas that extends beyond the Kyoto Protocol.  I have entered information on the United State’s policy and perspective on global warming because this committee will be run a little differently, in which I encourage the European Union to come to a consensus agreement on possible incentives to convincing the United States to sign the Kyoto Protocol.  The European Union will be in contact with the United States in our committee, with back and forth communication.  I also encourage the European Union to simultaneously address the questions I have procured below.
Questions to address
1. How has global warming affected Europe?

2. What is the European Union willing to do to convince the United States to sign the Kyoto Protocol?

3. Is each member state contributing equally in relation to each state’s abilities in mitigating their contributions to global warming? 

4. How is the European Union addressing the effects of Global Warming, and not simply the causes? 

5. How does, and more importantly in the future, how will, our dependence upon fossil fuels affect the European Union economically, politically, and culturally? 


5a. What other options are available to the European Union (i.e. renewable energy sources)?

6. How will the European Union assist developing nations in making their modernization process as environmentally friendly as possible?
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Modern Transportation

Brief Background – General Statement

Transportation, as of 9/11, as the price of gas soars, as historical cultural pieces of art must be moved from large cities for fear of deterioration from pollution, has become one of the world’s most prominent and scariest topics.  No longer are we safe riding public transportation; and no longer are our technological advancements producing more positives than negative – we have hit a milestone in human history.  Europe must react, and promptly.  The problems we encounter with modern day transportation are growing exponentially.  The contribution of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere is slowly ruining any faint prospect of human sustainability.  The fear for our lives as we step onto a plain, or a train, or a bus overwhelms many.  Not only does modern transportation endanger our health and sanity of mind, it has also penetrated into our cultural sovereignty.  Modern tourism acts as a parasite, transforming cultural landmarks into sacrificial propitiators for wealth.

As the European Union, we have the obligation to alleviate the stresses of modern transportation upon our citizens’ health, pocketbooks, and psyches.  The four areas of discussion for this topic include security, availability, and the social and environmental impact of modern transportation.

Security


The bombings in Madrid and London show the penetrability of Europe’s public transportation.  For too long we neglected the idea that we, along with the United States, could also be the victims of terrorist action.  In modern day terrorist warfare, the public is the target, and transportation is the conduit to finding that target for terrorists- whether plane, train, bus, bus stations, etc.  It is necessary to find ways to prevent the murder of our citizens, while still accounting for the costs of such security.  

Availability


The availability of public transportation to all sectors of the public is a common problem amongst Europe and the world.  Most public transportation systems are unable to effectively bring lower income citizens to areas of employment or possible employment.  Also, perhaps the discussion of the price of gasoline, or of automobiles may be poignant for this topic, and possible ways to lessen the financial burden of traveling.

Social Impact


Modern transportation has been cited as one of the main reasons for our current state of globalization (along with many other things).  It is not uncommon to find a European who speaks more than two languages, or has traveled to a different continent.  The world’s growing interdependence and connection threaten our cultural sovereignty, while simultaneously increases availability of goods and decreases price for everybody, however, it is important to draw a line between our traditions and our business.  

Environmental Impact


Modern transportation burdens our natural environment. The increased release of anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gases, aligned with the introduction of non-native species, and the clearing of land for new roads and tracks, threaten our environment and bring us to a new level of unsustainable activity.

Questions to be asked:

· How large is the risk that the transportation system of my nation may be the target of a terrorist attack?

· What security measures does my country currently employ, and what measures can we adopt?

· How is the European Union going to ensure public safety? (i.e. new public awareness programs, etc.)

· How much is the European union, as well as my country, willing to pay to ensure safety of transportation (not merely limited to terrorism)

· Is transportation available to all sectors of society?

· Has transportation increased the transparency between member states of the EU?

· How has transportation affected the availability of goods, and even further, the private business enterprises inside the EU?

· Are there greener ways to move goods and people?

This topic is not one discussed extensively by the European Union, and it is also very obvious that I did not delve deeply into the topic in this paper, for fear of regurgitation in committee – therefore I am leaving the creativity and ingenuity in the delegate’s hands.  There are various documents and committees that are available to assist you in researching your policy stance that I will list in the works consulted section of this paper.  It is imperative that every delegate follows policy and introduces plans that would generally mirror those of the nation that they represent- But I am still looking forward to seeing your creative ideas and reading your position papers.

Helpful Sites:

· http://www.consilium.europa.eu
·  http://europa.eu/
· www.euractiv.com/en/transport
Modern Transportation

Brief Background – General Statement

Transportation, as of 9/11, as the price of gas soars, as historical cultural pieces of art must be moved from large cities for fear of deterioration from pollution, has become one of the world’s most prominent and scariest topics.  No longer are we safe riding public transportation; and no longer are our technological advancements producing more positives than negative – we have hit a milestone in human history.  Europe must react, and promptly.  The problems we encounter with modern day transportation are growing exponentially.  The contribution of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere is slowly ruining any faint prospect of human sustainability.  The fear for our lives as we step onto a plane, a train, or a bus overwhelms many.  Not only does modern transportation endanger our health and sanity of mind, it has also penetrated into our cultural sovereignty.  Modern tourism acts as a parasite, transforming cultural landmarks into sacrificial propitiators for wealth.

As the European Union, we have the obligation to alleviate the stresses of modern transportation upon our citizens’ health, pocketbooks, and psyches.  The four areas of discussion for this topic include security, availability, and the social and environmental impact of modern transportation.

Security


The bombings in Madrid and London show the penetrability of Europe’s public transportation.  For too long we neglected the idea that we, along with the United States, could also be the victims of terrorist action.  In modern day terrorist warfare, the public is the target, and transportation is the conduit to finding that target for terrorists- whether plane, train, bus, bus stations, etc.  It is necessary to find ways to prevent the murder of our citizens, while still accounting for the costs of such security.  

Availability


The availability of public transportation to all sectors of the public is a common problem amongst Europe and the world alike.  Most public transportation systems are unable to effectively bring lower income citizens to areas of employment or possible employment.  In addition to the availability of public transportation, the discussion of the price of gasoline, or of automobiles may be poignant for this topic, and possible ways to lessen the financial burden of traveling.

Social Impact


Modern transportation has been cited as one of the main reasons for our current state of globalization (along with many other things).  It is not uncommon to find a European who speaks more than three languages, or has traveled to a different continent.  The world’s growing interdependence and connection threaten our cultural sovereignty, while simultaneously increases the availability of goods, and decreases the price of products.  However, it is important to draw a line between our traditions and our economics.  

Environmental Impact


Modern transportation burdens our natural environment. The increased release of anthropogenic sources of greenhouse gases, aligned with the introduction of non-native species, and the clearing of land for new roads and tracks, threaten our environment and bring us to a new level of unsustainable activity.

Questions to be asked:

· How large is the risk that the transportation system of my nation may be the target of a terrorist attack?

· What security measures does my country currently employ, and what measures can we adopt?

· How is the European Union going to ensure public safety? (i.e. new public awareness programs, etc.)

· How much is the European union, as well as my country, willing to pay to ensure safety of transportation (not merely limited to terrorism)

· Is transportation available to all sectors of society?

· Has transportation increased the transparency between member states of the EU?

· How has transportation affected the availability of goods, and even further, the private business enterprises inside the EU?

· Are there greener ways to move goods and people?

This topic is not one discussed extensively by the European Union, and it is also very obvious that I did not delve deeply into the topic in this paper, for fear of regurgitation in committee – therefore I am leaving the creativity and ingenuity in the delegate’s hands.  There are various documents and committees that are available to assist you in researching your policy stance that I will list in the works consulted section of this paper.  It is imperative that every delegate follows policy and introduces plans that would generally mirror those of the nation that they represent- yet I am still looking forward to seeing your creative ideas and reading your position papers.

Helpful Sites:

· http://www.consilium.europa.eu
·  http://europa.eu/
· www.euractiv.com/en/transport
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