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[Under the IPCC emission scenarios there will take
place a] likely increase in global mean temperature
of about 1°C above the present value by 2025 and
3°C before the end of the next century. [The predic-
ted rise of global mean sea level will be] 65 cm by
the end of the next century. [...] The most vulnera-
ble human settlements are those especially exposed
to natural hazards, e.g. coastal or river flooding, se-
vere drought, landslides, severe wind storms and tro-
pical cyclones. The most vulnerable populations are

in developing countries, in the lower-income groups.

1. SACHSTANDSBERICHT DES IPCC, AUGUST 1990

My scientists are telling me something very different.

GEORGE H. W. BUSH, OKTOBER 1990
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