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U.S. Statement; November 3,199S

Matters Related to SBSTA 9th Session:
Land Use Change and Forestry (LUCF) Activities

Wc thank the IPCC and Dr. Waison for the report on progress made at the Rome 
workshop and at the IPCC Plenaiy. We welcome Japan’s proposal to host and financially 
support the Techuical Support Unit for a new working group on methods. And we agree with the 
Austrian recommendation to the IPCC that it seek expeditiously to complete the work on 
defining the policy-relevant que.s[inns for the synthe.si.s report of the Third Assessment Report.
We note Dr. Watson’s statement that the IPCC and the TDAP of the Montreal Protocol could 
undertake a joint work.shop on CFC substitutes that affect the climate system. We support thi.s 
idea, iiohiig that the SBSTA has an important role in this process. We will retum-to this issue 

later in the agenda.

The U.S. greatly appreciated the thoughtful and open discussion on land use and forestry 
accounting i.s.sues related to Article 3.3 that occurred in Rome at the workshop. We support the 
IPCC’s work on the Special Report on LUCF activitie.s, and commend the IPCC's progre.s.s to 
date. The U.S. thanks Italy, the UN FAO, and all of the Parties that participated in the 
productive, informative exchange. We appreciate the u.seful report on the workshop provided by 
its co-chair-s. We note that the end-product for the Article 3.3 and 3.4 discussion.^ will need to 
include new, .specific inventory and reporting methodologie.s. We look the first .step in this 
direction at our last scs.sion, where we focused on Article 3.3. ThO Rome workshop took the next 
step, and we anticipate the IPCC’.s Special Report will further build on that work. As Dr. Watson 
noted in his statement, and as we see from the Special Report outline included in 1NF.4, we have 
a comprehensive effort underway, particularly for Article 3.3. We also have a time frame for 
completion of that report in May, 2000.

We look forward to building on this excellent beginning at the .second work-shop that will 
focus on issues arising from Article 3.4, the comments .submitted by Partie.s, and issues ari.sing 
from the first workshop. We welcome the opportunity to ho.si the second workshop in February 
or March, 1999 in Athens. Georgia near the University of Georgia campus.

Additional activities under Article 3.4 would offer many Parties opportunities to use 
verifiable forest and agricultural activities to help meet some portion of their commitment under 
the Kyoto Protocol Some Parties have national circumstance.® that limit the applicabiliiy of 
Article 3.3 activities, for example Parties with significant agricultural and range/pasture lands but 
relatively little forest, and they could benefit from the addition of new Article 3.4 activities. 
Further, many of these activities provide valuable ancillary environmental and economic benefits. 
For us to overlook opportunities to verifmbly increa.se long-term carbon pools on a variety of 
land types would not only disregard key national circumstances, but also conflict with the 
principles of the Framework Convention that call on Partic-s to cover all relevant sources and
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sink.s, comprise all economic sectors, and take into account policies and measures that are cost 
effective.

The work-shop’s technical exchange can fvirther a number of mutual goals:

The workshop would improve our collective understanding of various Parties’ particular national 
circumstances and their unique opportunities for verifiably increasing long term terrestrial carbon 

pools.

• The workshop could provide valuable input to the IPCC's Special Report on Land Use, 
Land Use Change and Forestry, whose draft chapters are scheduled to be completed in 
April of 1999. We propose that the convening lead authors for each chapter of the IPCC 
Special Report be invited to give SBSTA a status report on their chapter. Since tlie 
Special Report breaks new ground in the relationship between the SBSTA,and ths IPCC, 
wc should ensure that the SBSTA and IPCC experts have ample opportunity to 
communicate.

- The workshop will address important issues such as methodologies, uncertainty, and 
re.search and data needs for activities for consideration under Article 3,4. Some of the 
activities we think should be part of the discussion arc outlined below.

Recommended topics for the workshpp and IPCC Special Report

In the U.S. Submis.sion to SBSTA on "Methodological Issues Related to Land Use 
Change and Forestry and the Kyoto Protocol," included in FCCC/CP/1998/MISC.l, the U.S. 
noted that other activities that should he considered under Article 3.4 should include three broad 
categories: soil carbon management of forest lands, crop land.s, range lands and pasture lands; 
improvements in fore.st management; and con.servatiou. Under each of these categories, a range 
of potential land use practices and management .sy.siems should be evaluated for potential 
inclusion under Article 3.4 by the COP/MOP. Examples of practices and management systcnis 
that the report should consider and evaluate are:

1) soil carhop management
• techniques and policies, including market-based incentives, that maintain or 

increa.se carbon stocks in forest, cropland, range and pasture soil.s

2) forest and forest product management
• forc.st management iechiiique.s and policie.s, including market-bused incentives,

that maintain or increase carbon stocks
• ways to increase long term carbon .storage in products and reduce waste input to 

landnUs

3) conscrv.*<tinii npd restorption of carbon .storage capacity
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techniques and policies, including market-based incentives, that conserve and 
enhance the carbon stock on existing vegetated land and promote restoration of 

degraded land.s

In our August 1998 submission to the IPCC, “Methodological Issues Related to Land Use 
Change and Forestry and the Kyoto Protocol.” we recommended that the IPCC consider a set of 
objective questions in evaluating alternative intorpretaltons of key terms. Tlie IPCC should 
consider similar questions in evaluating additional activities for consideration under Article 3.4.

• Can verifiable inventory methods and reporting guidelines be developed and made 

available (or are they already available)?

. What are the data requirements for the inventory method-s and reporting guidelines?
- What information gaps and relevant uncertainties exist?
- How can risk and uncertainty be incorporated into the accounting system.

. What uncertainties exist in our scientific understanding of the effects of the activities on 

the carbon cycle?

. What structural problems and accounting gaps are associated with the activities?

- What are the greenhouse gas mitigation options that aie included and excluded?
- How .significant might be their potential to increase carbon stocks?
- What are their economic and enviromnental costs and benefits, including ancillary 

effects?

wt CTOP 4

In order to continue our progress on resolution of land use change and fore.siry issues, the 
United States feel-s that three decisions need to be made at ihi.s se.ssion:

First: As di.sco.ssed during our deliberations in Bonn, we need to make a 
commitment to hold the next workshop, hosted by the United States, providing for 
technical discussions on Article 3.4 activities.

Second; We need to decide that this workshop should address important issues 
such as methodologies, uncertainty, and research and data needs for activities for 
consideration under Article 3.4. Parlies should be given the opportunity to present 
technical papers on these matters. In addition, the workshop should provide 
valuable input to the IPCC's Special Report on Land Use, Land Use Change and 
Forestry, who.se draft chapters arc scheduled to be completed in April of 1999. 
Convening lead authors for each chapter of the IPCC Special Report should be 
invited to give SBSTA a status report on their chapter. Since the Special Report
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webreaks new ground in the relacionship between the SBSTA and the IPCC 

should ensure that the SBSTA and IPCC experts have ample opportunity to 

interact and communicate.

Third: We need to make a commitment that the Parties will be prepared to come 
to agreement on decisions regarding the language In Articles 3-3 and 34 of the 
Kyoto Protocol at the first COP subsequent to the release of the IPCC Special

Report.
We look forward to workins with the Parties on discussing land use, land use change and forestry 

activities to make progres.s on meeting commitments under the Kyoto Protocol..



Thomas D. Peterson 
10/28/98 05:21:27 PM

Record Type: Record

To:

cc:
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Subject: Re: farm bureau ^

I just talked with Margo and she will obtain the Hartland Inst, study over the next two days and be 
in a position in BA to respond to it and the Sparks study. Keith Collins will be able to do so back 
here. They will not, however, be in a position to provide their own analysis at that time. Obviously 
the sooner they can do that the easier it will be to provide the alternate view that everyone wants 
to see. As I noted in the last message, the Hill and industry have been after them to do this for 
some time. Keith and Margo should understand the urgency of this.
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O. L. Phillips and A. H Gentry, Science 263, 954 
(1994); R. A. Houghton, Tetius Ser. B 48, 420 (1996); 
R. F. Keeling, S. C. Piper, M. Heimann, Nature 381, 
218 (1996).

31. R. B. McKane, E. B. Rastetter, J. M. Melillo, C. R. 
Shaver. C. S. Hopkinson, Clobal Biogeochem. Cycles
9, 329 (1995): Ch. Korner and F. A. Bazzaz, Eds., 
Cadon Dioxide, Populations, and Communities (Aca­
demic Press, San DiegO, 1996); J. Lloyd and G. 0. 
Farquhar, Funct. Ecol. 10, 4 (1996).

32. R. Swap. M. Carstang, S. Greco, R. Talbot, p. Kallberg, 
Tellus Ser. B 44. 133 (1992).

33. For example. 0. S. Schime! e: a/., Clobat Biogeochem 
Cycles 10, 677 (1996); P. M. Vitousek et a/.. Ecol. 
Appt. 7, 737 (1997). Tropical forest tree growth has 
been shown e.^perimentally to increase after N and P 
fertilization (E. V. J. Tanner. V. Kapos, W Franco, 
Ecology 73, 78 (1992)].

34 We assumed that' (i) 48% of biomass is m the torm 
C {based on burning experiments neac Manaus, 

central Amazonia (j. A. Carvalho Jr., j. M. Santos. J. C. 
Santos. M. M. Leitao, N. Higuchi, Atmos. Environ 29, 
2301 (1995): J. A. Car\'alho Ji.. N Higuchi. T. M. 
Araujo, ] C Santos. J. Ceophys Res. 103, 13195 
(1998)]]. (ii) that the ratio of aboveground biomass 
to root biomass Is 3:1 (the average value of throe 
studies in Brazilian Amazonia jP. Fearnside. Emissao e 
Sequestro de CO,, (Companha Vale do Rio Doce. Rio 
do Janeiro, 1994). pp 95-124]}. consistent with a 
global analysis of root biomass allocation |M. A. 
Cairns, S. Brown. E. Helmer. C. Baumgardner. Oeco- 
logia 111. 1 (1997)]; and (iii) that root biomass 
increased in proportion to aboveground biomass We 
Ignored C slocks in line litter, dead wood, and soil, 
which may also have changed.

35. Although PSP data address the problem of spatial 
variability that can limit extrapolation of eddy co- 
variance studies, they clearly cannot assess the be­
havior of necromass and belowground C pools, which 
might be expected to increase together wuh biomass. 
A combination of eddy covariance and biomass stud­
ies may provide a useful tool in the future to examine 
belowground processes.

36. The "missing" sink was recently estimated at —1.4 Gt 
|D. 5. Schimel, C/oba/Change Biol. 1. 77 (1995)]. By 
comparison, deforestation in Brazilian amazonia was 
estimated to yield a net C emission of 0.34 Gt in 
1990 [P. M. Fearnside. in Biomass Burning in South 
America. Southeast Asia, and Temperate and Boreal 
Ecosystems, and the Oil Fires of Kuwait, j. S. Levine, 
Ed. (MIT Press. Cambridge. MA 1996), pp. 606-61 7j. 
Deforestation in the whole Neotiopics was estimated 
to yield 0.6 * 0.3 Gt C annually between 1980 and 
1990 |R. A, Houghton, in Forest Ecosystems. Forest 
Management and the Clobal Carbon Cycle. M. C. 
Apps and D. T. Price, Eds., N.ATO AS! Ser. I Clobal 
Enviion. Change, vol 40 (Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg, 
Germany, 1996)].

37. W. F. Laurance, Trends Ecol. Evol.. in press.
38. E. Salati and C. A. Nobre, Clim. Change 19, 177 

(1991); A. Kattenberg ef at. (1996), C//ma(e Change 
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change/Cam- 
bridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 1995), pp. 285-357.

39 D. Z. Sun. Ceophys. Res. Lett. 24, 2031 (1997).
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H Gem.-/, oS wj!! a: M ,4g:-ilcr. C G. C^a.v

dez, N. Jaramillo, M. Jarrell. K. Johnson, D Milanowski, 
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10. pistical support of INRENA, ACEER, Cuzco Ama- 
zonico Lodge, Explorama Tours, Institute de Investi- 
gaciones de la Amazonia Peruana. Peruvian Safaris, 
Universidad Nacional de la Amazonia Peruana (Iqui- 
tos), and Universidad Nacional de San Antonio Abad 
del Cusco (Cusco and Puerto Maldonado). In Brazil, 
we acknowledge the help of R. J. Ribeiro. Y Biot. P. 
Delamonica. C. Gascon, and other BIONTE and BDFFP 
project members. We thank J. Terborgh, R. foster. R. 
Condit, S. Lao. 5. P. Hubbell. M. D. Swaine, D. Nichol­
son, R. Keenan, T. Richards. J. N. M. Silva, J. P. VeiUon, 
J. Comiskey, and R. Moraes de Jesus for kindly making 
data available and for other help. Peruvian field re­
search was supported by the American Pliilosophical 
Society, National Geographic Society (grant 5472- 
95). NSF (BSR-9001051). World Wide Fund tor Na­

ture (WWF)-U S./Garden Club of America, Conserva­

tion International, the MacArthur and Mellon Foun­
dations, Missouri Botanical Garden, and a Research 
Fellowship from the U.K. Natural Environment Re­
search Council (NERC). Support for Venezuelan data 
analysis was provided by a cooperative agreement 
between the USDA Southern Forest Experiment Sta­
tion and the University of Illinois (grant 19-91- 
064). The Biological Dynamics of Forest Fragments 
Project (80FFP) was supported by WWf-US, INPA. 
Smithsonian Institution, and the MacArthur and

Mellon Foundations. Work by Y.M.. N.H.. and J.G. 
formed part of the Biomass and Nutrient Experi­

ment (BIONTE) and the Anglo-Brazilian Climate 
Observation Study (ABRACOS), supported by the 
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^ao. and aided by a NERC Terrestrial Initiative in 
Clobal and Environmental Research (TIGER) grant.
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A Large Terrestrial Carbon Sink 

in North America Implied by 

Atmospheric and Oceanic Carbon 

Dioxide Data and Models
S. Fan, M. Clcor, J. Mahlman, S. Pacala, J. Sarmiento,

T. Takahashi, P. Tans

Atmospheric carbon dioxide increased at a rate of 2.8 petagrams of carbon per 
year (Pg C year“ ') during 1988 to 1992 (1 Pg = 10''^ grams). Given estimates 
of fossil carbon dioxide emissions, and net oceanic uptake, this implies a global 
terrestrial uptake of 1.0 to 2.2 Pg C year“\ The spatial distribution of the 
terrestrial carbon dioxide uptake is estimated by means of the observed spatial 
patterns of the greatly increased atmospheric carbon dioxide data set available 
from 1988 onward, together with two atmospheric transport models, two 
estimates of the sea-air flux, and an estimate of the spatial distribution of fossil 
carbon dioxide emissions. North America is the best constrained continent, with 
a mean uptake of 1.7 T 0.5 Pg C year“\ mostly south of 51 degrees north. 
Eurasia-North Africa is relatively weakly constrained, with a mean uptake of 
0.1 ± 0.6 PgC year' \ The rest of the world's land surface is poorly constrained, 
with a mean source of 0.2 ± 0.9 Pg C year“\

A number of carbon cycle studies conducted 
in tnc last decade have indicated that the 
oceans and terrestrial ecosystems in the 
Northern Hemisphere absorb atmospheric 
COj at a rate of about 3 Pg C ycar“' (/-J). 
Atmospheric CO, concentrations in the 
Northein Hemisphere arc about 3 pans per 
million (ppm, mole fraction in dry air) greater 
than those in the Southern Hemi^iere. Fos­

sil CO;2 released prcdom'mantly at northern 
latitudes (Table 1), which sliouid result in a 
no.rth-to-south decrease of 4 to 5 ppm in the 
concentration of atmospheric CO, (d) A

S -<in ana J. Sarn.ieitto, Atinospneric and Oceanic 
Sciences Pregram Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 
08544, USA. M. Cloor and S. Pacala. Department of 
Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Princeton Univer­

sity, Princeton, NJ 08542, USA. j Mahlman, Geophysi­

cal Fluid Dynamics Laboratory-National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), Princeton Uni­

versity, Post Office Box 308, Princeton, NJ 08542, 
USA. T. Takahashi, Lamont-Doherty Earth Observato­

ry, Columbia University, Palisades, NY 10964, USA. P. 
Tans, Cliniate Modeling and Diagnostics Laboratory, 
NOAA, Boulder, CO 80303, USA.

-Correspondence should be addressed to the Laroori 
Modeling Consortium, AOS Program, Prmceton Uni­

versity, Princeton, Nl 08544, USA. E-mail. cmc@ 
princeton.edu

Northern Hemisphere sink is implied because 
the obsers'ca gradient is smaller than this. Tlie 
original sUidies disagreed on whether the sink 
was predominantly oceanic (1) or terrestrial 
(2). Recent studies with atmospheiic ‘^C/'-C 
ratios (i) and oxygen concentrations (6) con­
cluded that the sink is caused primarily by 
terrcslrial biosphere uptake. Other sUidies 
demonstrated increased activity of sufficient 
magnitude by the terrestrial InTosphere in 
northern latitudes: a longer growing season 
obscr\'ed in satellite measurements of surface 
color (7) and an increase over time of the 
..mplilude of (he jimual cycle of auiiosphe] le 
CO . conccr'-atif.r -' ca'ii'.c j F' '.erresu ia' veg­
etation (8).

The partitioning of tiie Northern Hemi­
sphere terrestrial CO, source.s and sinks be­
tween Eurasia and North .America may be 
estimated by using the west-to-east gradient 
of atmospheric CO, across the continents. 
The west-east signal is much smaller and 
more difficult to detect than the north-south 
signal for two reasons. First, the CO^ distri­
bution is smoothed more by the relatively 
rapid 'zonal atmospheric transport than by the 
slower meridional transport (weeks instead of 
~ 1 year for inicrhcmispheric exchange). Scc-
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ond, atmospheric sampling stations have tra­
ditionally been located primarily offshore, 
away from the largest terrestrial signals to 
avoid the complexities associated with conti­
nental atmospheric boundary layers, the diur­
nal character of photosynthesis, local fossil 
fuel emissions, and topography (Fig. !).

To provide improved estimates of net an­
nual terrestrial sources and sinks, we have 
developed an inverse modei. Let 0{\) be the- 
annual-average spatial pattern of atmospheric 
CO, caused by atmospheric transport acting 
on the sea-air CO^ flux, and F(x) and R{\) he 
the corresponding annual-average spatial pat­
terns associated with fossil fuel emissions 
and the seasonal icctification, respccti\ci\' 
(where x is the spatial coordinate rector). 
Seasonal rectification results from ihc corre­
lation between the seasonality of vertical 
mixing in the atmosphere and the seasonaliiy 
of photosynthesis and respiraiion in the land 
biosphere, which causes gradients in the 
annual mean CO, concentration e\en when 
the terrestrial biosphere has no net annual 
emissions {9). Assuming a terrestrial bio­
sphere with no net emissions, the expected 
annual average spatial pattern of atmo­
spheric CO, is 0(\) -t- F(\) + R(\). \Vc use 
the difference between this expected spatial 
pattern atid the observed annual average 
concentrations of atmospheric CO, at sam­
pling stations [S(x^) for a station located at 
x^.] to estimate the magnitude and spatial 
distribution of terrestrial uptake.

Wc divide the land surface into N rcgioiis 
and let f,(x) be the global spatial pattern of 
atmospheric CO, caused bv atmospheric

transport acting on a standard annual terres­
trial uptake of 1 Pg C within the region. 
Then, the total spatial pattern caused by non­
zero tenestrial uptake is

5(x'= ^a,/),(x) (1)

where is the magnitude in Pg C year"' of 
terrestrial uptake in the region, and is 
estimated by linear regression (10).

Wc used two separate atmospheric trans­
port models of the Geophysical Fluid Dy­
namics Laboratory (GFDL) to calculate Ihc 
expected spatial pattern of atmospheric 
CO,. A prex'ioU'i model comparison study 
shoued significant differences in predic­
tions of the fossil CO, distribution and 
rectification effect (4). The use of tw'o dif­
ferent models gives usNlime measure of the 
sensitivity of the results to differences in 
the transport model. The Global Chemical 
Transport Model <GCTM) uses winds gen­
erated prex'iously by an atmospheric gener­
al circulation model (//, 12). In contrast, 
the SKYHI model (J2, 13) calculates iraccr 
transport at the same time it calculates the 
winds and subgrid-scalc mixing.

To calculate the 0(\) function, wc used- 
two different estimates of the global spa- 
tiotcmporal distribution of net sea-air CO^ 
flux. OBM is an annual mean sea-air flux 
from a global ocean biogcochemistry mod­
el (14). T97 is a seasonally resolved sea-air 
flux field based on estimates from the more 
than 2.1 million measurements of the sea- 
air difference of CO, partial pressure

60 a

90°S

(pCO^) gathered over the last three decades 
and interpolated by using annual mean 
ocean currents from OBM {15, 16). Pacific 
equatorial (10°N to 10°S) observations 
made during El Nino periods were exclud­
ed from the estimate. The data are normal­
ized to 1990. The total sea-air CC, flux is 
larger in OBM than T97 (Table 1). A com­
parison of model simulations with observa­
tions of A'-’C in the ocean favors the larger 
uptake of OBM (17).

The two atmosplicric models and txvo pat­
terns of sea-air CO, flux gave us four possible 
combinations. To calculate in each case, w'e ran 
Ihc atmospheric model with the prescribed pat­
tern of sca-air flux for five annual cycles until 
the annual average spatial distribution of atmo­
spheric CO, reached a steady state.

To calculate 0{\). wc used data on nation­
al fossil fuel consumption distributed with the 
same spatial dislribmion as population densi­
ty (IH). Using this pattern of release at the 
surface, w c ran each atmospheric model to its 
steady state .is above.

Finally, to calculate Ri\) and the 7>/x). a

_ 4

S 3 
>-
o
D) 2 Q.

1

E
< (
art
% 1

1 0 12 3
Eurabia - North Africa (Pg C year1)

Fig. 2. Inversion uncertaint'es for North Amer­
ican terrestrial uptake versus Eurasia-North Af­
rican terrestrial uptake. Ellipses of 1, 2, and 3 
SDs are shown.

Table 1. Regional distribution of fossil CO^ emis­
sions and sea-oir flu.xes for 1990. T97 and OBM 
are two different air-sea flux estimates (see text).

Fossil emissions 
(Pg C ye-ir“’)

Region

North Amr-ica (s isot!) 1,6
Eurasia and North Africa (>24°N) 3.6
Tropics and Southern Hemisphere 0.7

Total 5.9

180 120 W 60 W 60 E
Longitude

120 E 180

Fig. 1. A map of the atmospheric CO^ sampling network. Sites are shown as solid diamonds. (The 
Clobalview labels for the Northern Hemisphere stations are given in the legend of Fig. 3). The tall tower 
sites are shown as aosses. The thick horizontal lines divide the land surfaces into three regions where 
terrestrial carbon uptake has been estimated: North America, Eurasia-Noith Atrica, and Tropics and 
Southern Hemisphere. The dotted contour lines show the difference between predicted surface CO^ 
concentrations (ppm) with estimated terrestrial uptake and with North American terrestrial uptake set 
to zero (model results are shown tor CCTM with the T97 sea-aii fluxes).

Ocean uptake 
(PgCyear-')

F97 OBM

North Atlantic (>15°N) 0.55 0.51
North Pacific (>15°N) 0.29 0.70
Tropics and Southern 0.27 1.04

Hemisphere
Total 1 11 2.25

www.sciencemag.org SCIENCE VOL 282 16 OCTOBER 1998 443
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model of the terrestrial biosphere is re­
quired. We chose the Carnegic-Ames-Stan- 
ford Approach (CaSA) model (19), be­
cause it predicts r cosysteni fluxes of CO^ 
with a relatively straightforward extrapola­
tion of global satellite imagery (normalized 
difference vegetation index or i'IDVl ..lea- 
surements on a 1° grid). We calculated R(x) 
by running each atmospheric model with 
surface fluxes from a version of the CASA 
model (again until a steady state spatial 
pattern was achieved). To calculate b,(x), 
\\c ran the atmospheric model with no 
sources or sinks of CO, except net primal y 
production (NPP) from the C.\SA model in 
only the i"' region. This NPP was first 
rescaled until the annual total was 1 Pg C. 
Thus, the spatiotcinporal distribution of es­
timated carbon sinks within each terrestrial 
region is a.ssumcd to be proportional to the 
distribuiion of NPP. but this assnmpiion 
has little impact on the results (sec below ).

The atmospheric CO, data we used co\er 
the I9S8 to 1992 period at a subset of 63 
sampling stations (20) taken from the 
GLOBALV1I3W database (27) compiled with 
methods as described by Masarie and Tans 
(22) (Fig. 1). Before 1988 there were fewer 
sampling stations; a separate study indicates 
that even with optimal placement, which the 
present data set does not have, a minimum of 
about 10 stations per region is necessary to 
obtain estimates with useful accuracy (23).

We first defined three regions. North 
.Aincrica north of 15°N, Curasia-North Afri­
ca north of 24°N, and all other land to the 
south (Fig. 1). Subsequently, North America 
was separated into temperate and boreal 
zones at approximately the evergreen-broao- 
leaf ccotone (51°N). Additional divisions 
lead to prohibitively large estimation errors.

In particular, there are insufficient atmo­
spheric stations in the Southern Flemispherc 
to separate Africa from South America.

North America is constrained by the at­
mospheric observations on three sides of the 
continent (Fig. 1); a large North American 
terrestrial uptake is c.rtimaicd in all four com­
binations of atmospheric models with se,i-air 
COj flux data (Table 2). Most of the North 
American terrestrial uptake (70 to 100%) is 
estimated to be in the broadleaf region south 
of 51°N. If the North American terrestrial 
uptake were zero (that is, all of the Northern 
Hemisphere’s net terrestrial uptake were in 
Eurasia), the model,', w'oiild predict an aver­
age increase of atmospheric CO, of more 
than 0.3 ppm from stations located beiwecn 
lO'-’N and 60°N in the Norih Pacific lo ihose 
in the North Atlantic A North American 
terrestrial sink is implietf by ihe data because 
the observed gradient show's a decrease Irom 
North Pacilic lo North Atlantic of aboin 0.3 
ppm.

Wc estimated standard deviations for the 
estimates of tencstnal uptake by propagating 
independent, identically disiributed Gaussian 
station errors (Table 2). The ellipses in Fig. 2 
suggest that the total Northern Hemisphere sink 
is w'Cll constrained, and that the partitioning 
between North America and Eurasia-North, Af­
rica is more weakly constrained. However, the 
terrestrial carbon sink in North America is suf­
ficiently large to be detected w'ith the present 
observational and model consirainis.

None of these error estimates include sys­
tematic errors such as differences between 
GCTM and SKYHl and between T97 and 
OBM. We use the differences between esti­
mates from the four modcis (Tabic 2) as an 
admittedly limited assessment of the magni­
tude of systematic errors. The range of esti­

mates produced by the differences between 
the models is small for North American up­
take and intermediate for Eurasian uptake. 
Estimates of Eurasia-North African terrestri­
al uptake obtained with SKYHl are 0.7 to 0.9 
Pg C year"’ lower than those obtained with 
GCTM. SKYIII has a more rapid vertical 
mixing than GCTM and predicts lower fossil 
CO, at stations in the mid-latitude Nonhem 
Hemisphere, which implies a lower tcrrcstnal 
uptake in the region.

The systematic enors arc cspectally large 
for estimates of the terrestrial uptake in the 
tropics and Southern Hemisphere, as evi­
denced by the large differences among the 
estimates show'ii in Table 2. The wide range 
of 2.0 Pg C year ' in these estimates is 
caused b\’ a combinaiion of factors. Differ­
ences bctw'cen OBM and T97 account for 1.3 
Pg C year'' (Table 2). Differences between 
SKYHl and GCTM account for 0.7 Pg C 
year '.

An alternative four-region inversion, with 
only one region in North America but two in 
Eurasia-North Africa, yields marginal evi­
dence of a w'cak uptake in boreal Eurasia 
(0.6 ± 0.4 Pg C year"') with a more uncer­
tain, but generally compensating source in 
tempeate Eurasia (-0.5 ± 0.7 Pg C year"'). 
However, five-region inversions (w'ith sepa­
rate temperate and boreal regions in both 
North America and Eurasia-North Africa) 
w'erc unstable, with standard errors of esti­
mates as large as 1.4 Pg C year"'. The only 
stable regions were temperate and boreal 
North America and the union of temperate 
and boreal Eurasia-North Africa, for w'hich 
terrestrial uptake estimates and errors similar 
to those in Table 2 were obtained.

Detection of the terrestrial CO, uptake in 
North Amenca and in Eurasia can be improved

Table 2. Estimated terrestrial carbon uptake for 1988 to 1992, Positive 
terrestrial carbon uptake is a flux out of the atmosphere. GCTM and SKYHl are

the two atmospheric GCM models and T97 and OBM arc the two air-sea flux 
estimates used in the inversions (see text).

Terrestrial uptake (Pg C year ’)—

Source region

797

GCTM

OBM

SKYHl

T97 OBM

T/ime-.'eo'on inversion

SD of the 
estimate*

(Pg C year-1)

Mean and 
summary SEt 
(PgCyear'1)

Torest
area 

(10^ ha)

North America 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.7 ±0.5 1.7 ± 0.5 0.8

Eurasia and North Africa 0.5 0.5 -0.4 -0.2 ±0.5 0.1 ±0.7 1.2

Tropics and Southern Hemisphere 0.1 -1.1 0.9 -0.5 ±0.1 -0.2 ±0.9 2.1
Total

North America

22 1.1 22 1.1
Four-region inversion

Boreal 0.4 -0.1 O.S 0.1 ±0.3 0.2 ± 0.4 -0.4
Temperate 1.2 1.7 1.2 1.3 ±0.4 1.4 ±0.5 -0.4

Eurasia and North Africa 0.6 0.7 -0.4 0.0 ±0.5 0.2 ± 0.7 1.2

Tropics and Southern Hemisphere 0.0 -1.3 0.9 -0.4 ±0.1 -0.2 ±0.9 2.1
Total 2.2 1.1 2.2 1.1 - - -

‘The SD of the estimate was ‘ouna by assuming that the Gaussian variance equals (q = 63) (70), and that data errors from different stations are independent. SDs of estimates 
obtained with T97 include the sampling uncertainty for oceanic CO^ exchange (75), but those obtained with OBM include no oceanic uncertainty. However, the contribution of T97 
error to tiie tot-^l uncertainty is small. rThis is the mean of the estimates from the four combinations of atmospheric and oceanic models. The SE is + where ir is the 
SD from the adjacent column and V is the SD of the four estimates in the first four columns.
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with atmosplicric measurements within or near 
the continents. If the North American uptake 
were zero, the CO, mixing ratios over eastern 
North America should increase by over 2 ppm 
(i'ig. 1), which would make that the best place 
to detect a source or sink proportional to NPP. 
Data arc available from 5vo extremelv tall tow­
ers (>400 ni) within this region (crosses in Fig. 
1) for a period later than the 1988 to 1992 
intcival considered here. ,'',paly.''cd will- a com­
pletely different n.ethod, these data arc consis­
tent with the existeiicc of a large sink in Nonh 
America (24).

A detailed summarv- of the prcscni data that 
constrain ihc Nonh Amcncan sink (Fig 3) il- 
iusirates how near the limit of detection the 
signal is. The fit of the model to the obseiwa- 
lions in the oplimal case is better than 0.5 ppm 
at most locations in both the Pacific and .Atlan­
tic. Zeroing out the Nonh .Amencan sink lowers 
the Ikicilic model predictions and raises the 
Aiianiic, thereby reversing the west-io-easi grti- 
dient from -0.3 to -1-0.3 ppm (Fig. 3; note 
pailicularly that the .Atlantic predietiotis go 
frotn being relatively well centered around the 
obsetvations to havitig fi\e stations uell above 
the observations). Zeroing out Eurasia raises the 
model predictions in the Pacific and lowers 
them in the Atlantic.

We tested the sensitivity of the solutions to 
individual stations by removing stations one at

a time. In all cases the removal of a station had 
an impact of <0.3 Pg C year”', with most 
being near zero. The exclusion of Sable Island 
(44°N60°W) from the data set (20) does have a 
substantial impact on the inversion results. In­
cluding it in the GCTM-T97 and -OBM inver­
sions reduces the Nonh American tcrresmal 
uptake by 0.4 to 0.5 Pg C year”' and shifts it to 
Eurasia-North Africa.

Tlic estimate of Nonh American terrestrial 
uptake was found to be insensitive to large 
clianges in the North Pacific uptake, and only 
weakly related to the Southern Ocean (south of 
54°S) upUike. In contrast, for an incremental 
change in the temperate North Atlantic sink, the 
estimate of Nordi Amcncan terrcstnal uptake 
changes by ~ 1.5 times as niiicb in the opposite 
direction. However, the temperate North Atlan­
tic sink had to be increased by about a factor of 
5. from 0.3 to 1.4 Pg C Vear“ ', to eliminate the 
Norm American sink (25).

A large North American terrestrial uptake 
was estimated consistently for a range of 
spaiiotemporal partems assumed for the ter­
restrial uptake (26). because subcontineiital 
icrrc.sirial signals are sufficiently smoothed at 
most of the air-sampling stations (Fig. 1).

Suppose that our mean estimate of the 
North American terrestrial carbon sink were 
dismibuted uniformly over the forest region 
south of 51°N (Table 2) (27); then, the per

Pacific Stations Atlantic Stations

N American uptake = O

g
c
o
2
c
o

O
O

Fig. 3. Comparison of 
model-predicted atmo­
spheric CO^ concentra­
tions (□) wiih observa­
tions (1988—1992 av­
erage) (♦) at Pacific 
and Atlantic sampling 
locations between 10° 
to 60°N. Model results 
are shown for GCTM 
with T97 sea-air fluxes, 
and with North Ameri­
can terrestrial uptake 
set to zero (that is, all 
Northern Hemisphere 
terrestrial uptake placed 
in Eurasia-North Afri­
ca), or Eurasia-North 
African terrestrial up­
take set to zero (that is, 
ail Nortberii Hemi- 
splicc terrestrial up 
take placed in North 
America). Although the 
Mace Head station (in 
the Atlantic at 53.3°N) 
is an outlier in all plots,
it has little impact on the inversion estimates because predictions at this station are affected only 
slightly by zeroing North American or Eurasian uptake. Data are shown for the following locations, with 
their latitude (°N) and longitude (a negative sign indicates °W and a positive sign indicates °E) in 
parentheses; AVI (17.75, -64.75), AZR (38.75, -27.08), BME (32.37, -64.65), BMW (32.27. -64.88) 
CBA (55.20, -162.72), CMO (45.48, -123.97), CSJ (51.93, -131.02), CMI (13.43, 144.78), 120(28.30 
-16.48), KEY (25.67, -80.20), KUM (19.52, -154.82), MHT (53.33, -9.90), MID (28.22, -177.37), RPB 
(13.17, -59.43), SHM (52.72, 174.10), STP (50.00, -145.00), pocn15 (15.00, -150.00), pocn20 (20.00 
-158.00), pocn25 (25,00, -154.00), pocn30 (30.00, -148.00), pocn35 (35.00, -143.00), pccn40 
(40.00, - 138.00), pocn45 (45.00, -131.00), scsni2 (1200, 111.00), sesnIS (15.00 11300) sesnIS 
(18.00, 115.00), and scsn21 (21.00, 117.00).
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unit area forest uptake would be 3 to 4 t C 
ha”' year”'. This is in the uppermost range 
of some independent measurements at local 
sites (28, 29). A lower estimate on the order 
of 1 Pg C year”' for the North American 
terrestrial uptake, which is near the lower 
error bound of 1 SD (Fig. 2), would he in 
better agreement with the local measure­
ments. However, even our low estimate is 
much larger ihan the 0.2 to 0.3 Pg C year”' 
uptake estimated on the basis of forest in­
ventory data for North American forests 
(30, 31), which did not take full account of 
carbon storage in soils, wetlands, and lakes 
(32).

The terrestrial uptake in North America is at 
least partly due to regrowth on abandoned 
famiiand and preciously logged forests (30, 
31). Numerous field and laboratory' studies 
have suggested that terrestrial uptake is current­
ly enhanced by antliropogenie nitrogen deposi­
tion |0.2 to 2.0 Pg C year”' globally, with 
much of this in ihe Northern Hemisphere (J.T 
34)], COt fertilization |0.5 to 2.0 Pg C year” ' 
globally, wiih most of this in the tropics (.33)], 
and global wanning [mosily in the north tem­
perate zone (8, 35)]. On the other hand, warm­
ing might also have reduced terrestrial uptake 
by enhancing decomposition (29, 36).

Although the inversion results indicate that 
the North American terrestrial uptake is large 
enough to be detected with current data and 
model con.straints, its magnitude remains uncer­
tain and its cause unknown. Thus, the immedi­
ate implication of our results is the need for 
additional constraints of four kinds: (i) intensive 
atmospheric sampling and ecological field stud­
ies to indentify the location and cause of North 
American terrestrial CO^ uptake; (ii) new atmo­
spheric mcasurenicnts to constrain estimates for 
Eurasia, South America, Africa, and Austiaiia; 
(iii) studies to bener characterize oceanic COj 
uptake, particularly in the Southern Hemi­
sphere; and (iv) reduced uncertainty in atmo­
spheric n-ansport modeling.
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North Atlantic Oscillation 

Dynamics Recorded in 

Greenland Ice Cores
C. Appenzeller,* T. F. Stocker, M. Anklin

Carefully selected ice core^ijata from Greenland can be used to reconstruct an 
annual proxy North Atlantic oscillation (NAO) index. This index for the past 350 
years indicates that the NAO is an intermittent climate oscillation with temporally 
active (coherent) and passive (incoherent) phases. No indication for a single, 
persistent, multiannuel NAO frequency is found. In active phases, most of the 
energy is iccatod iii tne- ;:c-q ieccy oand v/ith periods ic-ss than about 15 years. Ii'i 
addition vori.^bili^,- on t'me sc.-i1pj n< RO to oQ years has been obrer.ed since the 
mid-19th century.

The North Atlantic oscillation (NAO) is one of 
the Northern Hemisphere's ni.'ijor mulliannnal 
climate fluctuations and typically is desenbed

C. Appenzeller and T. F. Stocker, Climate and E.nviron- 
mental Physics, University of Bern, Sidlerstrasse 5, 
CH-3012 Bern, Switzerland. M. Anklin, Department of 
Hydrology and Water Resources, University of Arizo­
na. Tucson, Al 85721. USA

*To whom correspondence should be addressed. E- 
mail: christof.appenzeller@climatc.unibe.ch

with an index based on the pressure difference 
between Iceland and the T^izores (/). On mul­
tiannual tifiio scales, vanations in the NAO 
have a strong impact on North Atlantic and 
European climate (2) and also on the recent 
surface temperature warming trend in the 
Northern Hemisphere (i). In recent decades the 
winter index remained predominantly in a pos­
itive state, and there is evidence that during this 
period the variability might have increased (4). 
Analysis of vanous NAO indices (5) showed
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CLIMATE CHANGE:

Possibly Vast Greenhouse Gas Sponge 

Ignites Controversy
Jocelyn Kaiser

► Related Articles in Science
► Search Medline for articles by: 

; Kaiser, J.
i ► Alert me when:
I New articles cite this article

j ► Collections under which this article appears: 
j Atmospheric ScienceAs greenhouse warming experts try to predict how iriuch the 

world's climate may heat up in the next century, they keep "" ' ^
bumping up against a mystery: Where does much of the carbon dioxide (CO7) pumped into the air 
actually end up? Answering this question could have huge ramifications for nations that ratify the 
climate change treaty signed in Kyoto, Japan, last December: Countries shown to harbor substantial 
carbon "sinks" could argue that an ability to soak up excess CO2 should offset their emissions.

If those arguments prevail, it appears that North America may have drawn the winning ticket in the 
carbon sink sweepstakes. In what is shaping up as one of the most controversial findings yet to emerge 
in the greenhouse gas debate, a team of researchers on page 442 of this issue of Science presents 
evidence that North America sops up a whopping 1.7 petagrams of carbon a year-enough to suck up 
every ton of carbon discharged annually by fossil fuel burning in Canada and the United States. The 
magnitude of the apparent sink, says team member Jorge Sarmiento of Princeton University, "is going to 
be a lightning rod for all sorts of criticism."

Indeed, critics have already thrown up a fistful of red flags, attacking the study for everything from its 
ntetliodology to its implications. "There's a huge amount of skepticism about the result," says ecologist 
David Schimel of the National Center for Atmospheric Research in Boulder, Colorado, who notes that at 
least one other group has calculated a much smaller North American sink. Moreover, a second paper in 
this issue-by a group led by Oliver Phillips of the University of Leeds in the United Kingdom (p.
439)—adds to the uncertainty. It points to a carbon sink in tropical South America so large that it is hard 
to reconcile with the Sarmiento group's results.

1.^: -.V r. v: : n. 1 *•; i m

Disappearing act. Contours show how predicted CO2 levels (in parts per million) would change if there 
were no terrestrial uptake in North America. Measured levels decline, rather than increase, from west to 
east North America, however, implying a large carbon sink.
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Especially worrisome, Schimel and others say, is that groups opposed to the Kyoto treaty will seize on
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the estimate to argue that the United States doesn't need to reduce its emissions to comply with the 
accord. "We're all really concerned that many people will find it convenient to accept the result,"
Schimel says. At the same time, scientists say this sort of calculation is a key step toward honing our 
understanding of the global carbon cycle. "The authors deserve a lot of credit for sticking their necks 
out," says climate modeler Inez Fung of the University of California, Berkeley.

At the heart of the debate is a simple math problem, resembling a clu onic inability to balance one’s 
checkbook, that has bedeviled scientists for nearly 2 decades. The balance sheet looks like this; Less 
than half of the 7.1 petagrams of carbon produced by human activity each year stays in the atmosphere. 
Altiiough about 2 petagrams go into the oceans, another 1.1 to 2.2 petagrams appear to vanish into the 
land, likely taken up by plants during photosynthesis. Figuring out what's going on-whether the extra 
CO2 is spurring faster tree growth, for example, or carbon is disappearing into soils—is crucial to 
learning whether reforestation and other actions might help stave off wanuing {Science, 24 July, p. 504). 
"If you understood the mechanism, you'd be in a much better position to say whether the sink will 
continue," says biogeochemist Richard Floughtdn of Woods Flole Research Center in Massachusetts.

To get at how much carbon the different land masses are absorbing, Sarmiento and his colleagues with 
the Carbon Modeling Consortium (CMC), based at Princeton, used an approach called inversion 
modeling. They first gathered data on atmospheric CO7 levels taken from 1988 to 1992 at 63 
ocean-sampling stations. Next, they divided the world into three regions—Eurasia, North America, and 
the rest—then fed the CO7 data into two mathematical models: one that estimates how much carbon the 
oceans absorb and release, and another that gauges how CO2 is spread across the globe by wind currents. 
When they fitted their models to the data, they found that, surprisingly, CO2 levels dropped off slightly 
from west to east across North America—even though fossil fuel emissions should boost levels in the 
east. That meant there must be a bigxarbon sink in North America.

Straining belief among other experts is the sink's estimated magnitude—1.7 petagrams of carbon per 
year, plus or minus 0.5 petagrams—roughly equaling the continent's fossil fuel carbon emissions of 1.6 
petagrams. "It's hard for me to know where that much carbon could be accumulating in North America," 
says Houghton Data from fore.st inventories suggest the U.S. sink absorbs only 0.2 to 0.3 petagrams of 
carbon a year. Sarmiento's team suggests that the inventories have m.issed a lot of forest regrowth on 
abandoned farmland and formerly logged forests in the east fertilized by CO2 or nitrogen pollution, and 
that they fail to account for carbon stored in .soils and wetlands. But the result also suggests that 
Eurasia's immense forests are taking up only a fifth as much carbon as U.S. forests. "Ecologically, it 
seems almost incomprehensible," Schimel says.

Several modelers contend that the study is riddled with uncertainties. For one thing, the two models used 
to gauge carbon flux "could easily be off by just a little bit, and you get a very different conclusion," 
says Fung. The results could also be skewed by a dearth of data from the North Atlantic, as the authors 
note in their paper. For example, the group threw out readings off Sable Island, Nova Scotia, because the 
data were unreliable, says team member Pieter Tans of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. Factoring in Sable Island, the sink shrinks by 30%.

Even if the results do hold up, observei's note, the CMC study's time period ineludcs tiie 1'991 Mount 
Pinatubc eruption, which led to cooler, wetter conditions and a much higher global carbon uptake than 
usual. "Some of this sink must clearly be ... transient," says Martin Heimann, a modeler at the Max 
Planck Institute for Biogeochemistry in Jena, Germany. And the findings clash with those from a team 
led by Peter Rayner of Monash University in Australia, which calculates a North American sink of only 
0.6 petagrams of carbon from 1988 to 1992-about one-third the CMC group's estimate. The Australian 
group's results will be published next year in Tellus.

The CMC team acknowledges that its results strain credibility "I have trouble quite believing" the size 
of the sink, says Tans, adding that "We're pushing the data pretty far." But, says Sarmiento, "we've really 
carefully analyzed the data in a lot of different ways." U.S. Geological Survey geochemist Eric 
Sundquist agrees: "The paper is a credible and rigorous interpretation of the available data."
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More and better data, including direct measurements of carbon storage and flux over land, will be 
needed to narrow the gap between the two studies. Already, this approach has turned up a big surprise: 
According to the U.K. group's results, undisturbed tropical forests in South America are getting thicker 
and may account for about 40% of the missing sink, a figure seemingly at odds with the CMC group's 
inversion results. The study is the first to pool data from measuring carbon storage, or biomass, over 2 
decades at over 150 tropical forest plots worldwide. "This illustrates the types of studies that really need 
to be integrated," says Sundquist.

Before this research has time to mature, however, the possibly vast North American carbon sink could 
be the subject of heated debate in climate treaty implementation talks next month in Buenos Aires, 
Argentina. If the CMC team's findings are accurate, "the most obvious conclusion" would be that 
"there's no need for the U.S. and Canada to curb emissions," says Heimann, Indeed, Steven Crookshank 
of the American Petroleum Institute says the study "calls into question the scientific basis on which 
we're making these decisions, when we still don!t know' if the United States is even emitting any carbon 
in the net." '

But some observers argue that a large North American sink should not be an excuse to go easy on 
emission controls. Maturing forests eventually stop storing carbon, so "this part of the missing sink 
[won't] be w'ith us forever or even much longer," says atmospheric physicist Michael Oppenheimer of 
the Environmental Defense Fund in New York City. "The existence of the sink isn't important. What's 
important is the changes in the sink."

► Related Articles in Science
► Search Medline for articles by:.

Kaiser, J.
► Alert me when:

New articles cite this article

► Collections under which this article appears: 
Atmospheric Science

Related articles in Science:

Changes in the Carbon Balance of Tropical Forests: Evidence from Long-Term Plots.
Oliver L. Phillips. Yadvinder Malhi, Niro Higuchi, William F. Faurance, Percy V. Nunez, 
Rodolfo M. Vasquez, Susan G. Faurance, Feandro V. Ferreira, Margaret Stem, Sandra Brown, 
and John Grace
Science 1998 282: 439-442. (in Reports) [Abstract] [Full Text]

A Large Terrestrial Carbon Sink in North America Implied by Atmospheric and Oceanic Carbon 
Dioxide Data and Models.

S. Fan, M. Gloor, J. Mahlman, S. Pacala, J. Sarmiento, T. Takahashi, and P. Tans 
Science 1998 282: 442-4^6. (in Reports) [Abstract] [FuF Text]

Volume 282, Number 5388 Issue of 16 Oct 1998, pp. 386 - 387 
©1998 by The American Association for the Advaneement of Science.

SCJEMCENOW

NEXT WAVE

I I HOME I r help 1 I SEARCH | I ARCHIVE

FEEDBACK ORDER an article ]0 V4IARKSTPLACE

Copyright © 1998 by the American Association for the Advancement of Science.

3 of 3 10/15/98 5:42 PM



Rosina M. Bierbaum 
10/16/98 01:46:40 PM

Record Type: Record

To:
cc:
bcc:
Subject:

Thomas D. Peterson/WHCCTF/EOP
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Re: TP's on new climate article in SCIENCE

Hi Tom-Here's how the story is playing (see below). I have notes from conversations with a dozen scientists on this paper. It's been exp 
Even Mahiman, one of the authors, has problems with it. So, the bold sentence at the bottom of our
tps is the best we can say right now, I honestly think. This new study implies we know far less about sinks than we assumed- No one 
understand why Eurasia didn't show up as a sink. The Sarmiento paper says the sink is up to 3 times what for 
on the ground estimate. The one station they eliminated from the study would have changed the total estimat 
tons of carbon. There is another paper in the same issue of SCIENCE that argues it's the tropics that are a huge si

The BEST angle is to say, 'see, forests are important'. But, as to how the heck one estimates 
annual uptake or interannual variability is getting less clear....Very important to figure this out and 
to begin to do test plots and pilot projects, but we're not ready to do this on a grand scale. I think 
that's very consistent with our message to the hill, what we said in Kyoto, and what

we asked the IPCC to do..... RB

CLIMATE CHANGE:
Possibly Vast Greenhouse Gas Sponge Ignites 
Controversy

Jocelyn Kaiser

As greenhouse warming experts try to predict how much the world's climate may
heat up in the next century, they keep bumping up against a mystery: Where does much of the carbon dioxide (C02) pumped into 
the air actually end up? Answering this question could have huge ramifications for nations that ratify the climate change treaty 
signed in Kyoto, Japan, last December: Countries shown to harbor substantial carbon "sinks" could argue that an ability to soak up 
excess C02 should offset their emissions.

If those arguments prevail, it appears that North America may have drawn the winning ticket in the carbon sink sweepstakes. In 
what is shaping up as one of the most controversial findings yet to emerge in the greenhouse gas debate, a team of researchers on 
page 442 of this issue of Science presents evidence that North America sops up a whopping 1.7 petagrams of carbon a 
year-enough to suck up every ton of carbon discharged annually by fossil fuel burning in Canada and the United States. The 
magnitude of the apparent sink, says team member Jorge Sarmiento of Princeton University, "is going to be a lightning rod for all 
sorts of criticism."

Indeed, critics have already thrown up a fistful of red flags, attacking the study for everything from its methodology to its 
implications. "There's a huge amount of skepticism about the result," says ecologist David Schimel of the National Center for 
Atmospheric Research in Boulder, Colorado, who notes that at least one other group has calculated a much smaller North 
American sink. Moreover, a second paper in this issue-by a group led by Oliver Phillips of the University of Leeds in the United 
Kingdom (p. 439)-adds to the uncertainty. It points to a carbon sink in tropical South America so large that it is hard to reconcile 
with the Sarmiento group's results.

Disappearing act. Contours show how predicted C02 levels (in parts per million) would change if there were no terrestrial uptake 
in North America. Measured levels decline, rather than increase, from west to east North America, however, implying a large



carbon sink.

CREDIT: S. FAN ET AL.

Especially worrisome, Schimel and others say, is that groups opposed to the Kyoto treaty will seize on the estimate to argue that 
the United States doesn't need to reduce its emissions to comply with the accord. "We're all really concerned that many people will 
find it convenient to accept the result," Schimel says. At the same time, scientists say this sort of calculation is a key step toward 
honing our understanding of the global carbon cycle. "The authors deserve a lot of credit for sticking their necks out," says climate 
modeler Inez Fung of the University of California, Berkeley.

At the heart of the debate is a simple math problem, resembling a chronic inability to balance one's checkbook, that has bedeviled 
scientists for nearly 2 decades. The balance sheet looks like this: Less than half of the 7.1 petagrams of carbon produced by 
human activity each year stays in the atmosphere. Although about 2 petagrams go into the oceans, another 1.1 to 2.2 petagrams 
appear to vanish into the land, likely taken up by plants during photosynthesis. Figuring out what's going on-whether the extra C02 
is spurring faster tree growth, for example, or carbon is disappearing into soils--is crucial to learning whether reforestation and 
other actions might help stave off warming (Science, 24 July, p. 504). "If you understood the mechanism, you'd be in a much better 
position to say whether the sink will continue," says biogeochemist Richard Floughton of Woods Flole Research Center in 
Massachusetts.

To get at how much carbon the different land masses are absorbing, Sarmiento and his colleagues with the Carbon Modeling 
Consortium (CMC), based at Princeton, used an approach called inversion modeling. They first gathered data on atmospheric C02 
levels taken from 1988 to 1992 at 63 ocean-sampling stations. Next, they divided the world into three regions-Eurasia, North 
America, and the rest-then fed the C02 data into two mathematical models: one that estimates how much carbon the oceans 
absorb and release, and another that gauges how C02 is spread across the globe by wind currents. When they fitted their models 
to the data, they found that, surprisingly, C02 levels dropped off slightly from west to east across North America-even though 
fossil fuel emissions should boost levels in the east. That meant there must be a big carbon sink in North America.

Straining belief among other experts is the sink's estimated magnitude-1.7 petagrams of carbon per year, plus or minus 0.5 
petagrams-roughly equaling the continent's fossil fuel carbon emissions of 1.6 petagrams. "It's hard for me to know where that 
much carbon could be accumulating in North America," says Floughton. Data from forest inventories suggest the U.S. sink absorbs 
only 0.2 to 0.3 petagrams of carbon a year. Sarmiento's team suggests that the inventories have missed a lot of forest regrowth on 
abandoned farmland and formerly logged forests in the east fertilized by C02 or nitrogen pollution, and that they fail to account for 
carbon stored in soils and wetlands. But the result also suggests that Eurasia's immense forests are taking up only a fifth as much 
carbon as U.S. forests. "Ecologically, it seems almost incomprehensible," Schimel says.

Several modelers contend that the study is riddled with uncertainties. For one thing, the two models used to gauge carbon flux 
"could easily be off by just a little bit, and you get a very different conclusion," says Fung. The results could also be skewed by a 
dearth of data from the North Atlantic, as the authors note in their paper. For example, the group threw out readings off Sable 
Island, Nova Scotia, because the data were unreliable, says team member Pieter Tans of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration. Factoring in Sable Island, the sink shrinks by 30%.

Even if the results do hold up, observers note, the CMC study's time period includes the 1991 Mount Pinatubo eruption, which led 
to cooler, wetter conditions and a much higher global carbon uptake than usual. "Some of this sink must clearly be ... transient," 
says Martin Fleimann, a modeler at the Max Planck Institute for Biogeochemistry in Jena, Germany. And the findings clash with 
those from a team led by Peter Rayner of Monash University in Australia, which calculates a North American sink of only 0.6 
petagrams of carbon from 1988 to 1992-about one-third the CMC group's estimate. The Australian group's results will be 
published next year in Tellus.

The CMC team acknowledges that its results strain credibility. "1 have trouble quite believing" the size of the sink, says Tans, 
adding that "We're pushing the data pretty far." But, says Sarmiento, "we've really carefully analyzed the data in a lot of different 
ways." U.S. Geological Survey geochemist Eric Sundquist agrees: "The paper is a credible and rigorous interpretation of the 
available data."

More and better data, including direct measurements of carbon storage and flux over land, will be needed to narrow the gap 
between the two studies. Already, this approach has turned up a big surprise: According to the U.K. group's results, undisturbed 
tropical forests in South America are getting thicker and may account for about 40% of the missing sink, a figure seemingly at odds 
with the CMC group's inversion results. The study is the first to pool data from measuring carbon storage, or biomass, over 2 
decades at over 1 50 tropical forest plots worldwide. "This illustrates the types of studies that really need to be integrated," says 
Sundquist.

Before this research has time to mature, however, the possibly vast North American carbon sink could be the subject of heated 
debate in climate treaty implementation talks next month in Buenos Aires, Argentina. If the CMC team's findings are accurate,
"the most obvious conclusion" would be that "there's no need for the U.S. and Canada to curb emissions," says Heimann. Indeed, 
Steven Crookshank of the American Petroleum Institute says the study "calls into question the scientific basis on which we're 
making these decisions, when we still don't know if the United States is even emitting any carbon in the net."



But some observers argue that a large North American sink should not be an excuse to go easy on emission controls. Maturing 
forests eventually stop storing carbon, so "this part of the missing sink [won't] be with us forever or even much longer," says 
atmospheric physicist Michael Oppenheimer of the Environmental Defense Fund in New York City. "The existence of the sink 
isn't important. What's important is the changes in the sink."

Thomas D. Peterson

Thomas D. Peterson 
10/16/98 12:36:07 PM

Record Type: Record

To:

cc:

See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

Subject: TP's on new climate article in SCIENCE

Our proposed talking points on the just released sinks article in Science strike me as overly 
defensive and likely to add to the perception that the US government continues to be "cool" at best 
to climate mitigation and credits through sinks. They may also reinforce the view that the 
administration views the climate change "problem" in an uneccessarily narrow manner.

Several congressional contacts called yeysterday and today suggesting that this study adds to our 
ability to obtain forward thinking policy in this area - and to remind us that this is a sore spot with 
many friendly members, NGO's and industries (a point brought home rather clearly in a members 
meeting with cabinet last week). They do not, however, suggest that a study of this sort is 
necessary for us to move aggressively in the international or domestic policy arena given the 
ground level assessments already in the literature, and others in progress.

I suggest we take a second crack at our response to this new study and cast a more positive light 
on the opportunties for credit and investment: We should reiterate our strong support for 
comprehensive and aggressive policies on sinks and our plans to pursue them in Argentina and at 
home through much stronger domestic budgets related to incentives and capacity building. I also 
think we should be prepared to discuss this with the Senate Ag commitee very soon, based on a 
flurry of incoming calls.
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Dirk Forrister/WHCCTF/EOP

Subject: TP's on new climate article in SCIENCE

Dirk - a head's up. This will be out tomorrow - possibly in morning dailies. 
--------- -------------- Forwarded by Michael L. Rodemeyer/OSTP/EOP on 10/15/98 06:06 PM —
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To: Peter W. Backlund/OSTP/EOP, Ann P. Kinzig/OSTP/EOP, Michael L. Rodemeyer/OSTP/EOP

cc: Martin C. Offutt/OSTP/EOP, Sandra J. Toomey/OSTP/EOP, Gregory P. Guibert/OSTP/EOP
Subject: TP's on new climate article in SCIENCE

Here are the tps we gave CEO and Todd for the Sarmiento paper. Thanks to Ann and Peter for quick 
compilation!

DRAFT OSTP Talking Points (October 15, 1998)

Snmmary: In tomorrow's Science (16 Oct 1998) researchers will report new evidence that North 
American ecosystems are absorbing significant amounts of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere - up to 
1.7 billion metric tons of carbon annually (which would be more than total U.S. emissions). This 
result could be used by critics of the Administration's policy as evidence that the US need not take 
action to reduce emissions, since it shows that U.S. forests are already taking up more than we emit. A 
number of factors undermine this argument.

First of all, this is only one modeling result, and is not yet confirmed by additional model 
runs. Moreover, some direct observational and experimental evidence suggests that the North 
American carbon sink may be much smaller. The authors themselves state that there are 
significant uncertainties in their results.

These results are for the period 1988-1992. There is no assurance that this rate will continue 
into the fiimre, and there is considerable evidence from other studies that large forested areas 
switch back and forth between being sinks and sources of greenhouse gases.

It is also important to note that under the existing definition of allowable sinks in Kyoto Protocol 
Article 3.3, which is restricted to human induced sinks since 1990, the U.S. would not be able to claim 
credit for much of this sink, because most of the regrowth of U.S. forest lands began before 1990.

The article does provide very compelling evidence that forest sinks play a very significant role in the 
global carbon cycle, and provide a powerful argument in favor of the comprehensive approach 
advocated by the US — inclusion of all sinks and sources of greenhouse gases in mitigation efforts.

"A Large Terrestrial Carbon Sink in North America implied by Atmospheric and Oceanic C02 Data



and Models", written by S. Fan, M. Gloor, J. Mahlman, S. Pacala, J. Sarmiento, T. Takahashi, and P. 
Tans (researchers at Princeton and Columbia Universities, and the Commerce Department’s National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration).



Background: Carbon dioxide is a greenhouse gas that is associated with global warming. Its main 
human source is from fossil-fuel burning.

Evidence had already suggested there was a relatively large land "sink" for carbon (carbon being 
transferred from the atmosphere to vegetation or soils) in the mid- to high-latimde regions of the 
Northern Hemisphere, but the latest study suggests that the sink is mainly North American. The North 
American sink was estimated to be between 1 to 2 gigatons of carbon per year from the period 1988 to 
1992; global fossil-fuel emissions during this time averaged about 5 to 6 gigatons of carbon per year.
(A gigaton is 1015 grams.) The authors of the paper have emphasized that the magnitude and locations 
of sinks can vary significantly from year to year.

The mechanisms behind this carbon sink are not determined, but could include contributions from 
forest regrowth on previously cleared lands, carbon fertilization (where increased carbon in the 
atmosphere leads to increased plant growth), increased nitrogen deposition from industrial activity 
(where the nitrogen acts as a ‘fertilizer’), and extensions of the growing season due to warming. All of 
these mechanisms promote only finite additional storage of carbon, and thus the sink is evenmally 
expected to "saturate" and disappear.

The researchers emphasize that their results are highly uncertain, and the relevance of the result for 
mitigating future greenhouse warming cannot be assessed until this uncertainty is reduced. These results 
remain to be verified by independent studies.
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DRAFT
Note:

Rom: Tom Peterst^n

To: Climate Staff

Subject: Farm State Members Meeting - Background And Q’s

Date: October 5, 1998

BACKGROUND:
In August Todd Stem and Roger Balleniine asked me to set up a farm slate senate breakfast os a 
part of cabinet level outreach asscx:iated with COP4. Towards that end. I have been working with a 
coalition of state senate staff to organize an ag/f(Testry members meeting, and to resolve other 
outstanding concerns on administration climate policy - many of which are contained in a series of 
letters from the ag committee to the administration. Carbon storage (sinks) issues have been a 
prominent concern. I have been working with a number of White House and agency stall on these 
issues.

On September 15 this senate staff group met with David Sandalow (CEQ), Melinda Kimble 
(State), Jerri Bcrc (USDA) and me to air concerns over climate policy and outreach, particularly 
relating to sinks. In the process they requested that we organize a members meeting with Secretary 
Glickman, Under Secretary Eizenstat, and Janet Yellin - as well as other follow up actions (nt)ied 
below). Effectively this reinforced our earlier decision to host a members meeting. At thi.s point it 
must happen in a few days to comply with congressional schedules.

Issues raised at the September 15 meeting are likely to be reiterated, and included:

• An expression that many members would like to support a climate change agreement, but 
cannot at present due to apparent weaknesses of the protocol on ag and forest issues, and due 
to a lack of support in agriculture and forestry industries at home.

• Response: Staff were assured that ag and forestry are policy priorities of the 
administration and will continue to be, both in domestic and International 
climate policy. This area deserves greater investment, and we will continue to 
expand outreach and policy development related to it.

• A belief that support in the ag and forestry communities can be developed through more 
aggressive outreach, if the administration gels more serious about it in key areas.

• Response: Staff were assured that the administration Is pursuing outreach in 
these areas and is in the process of broadening this support at senior political 
levels in key agencies.

• A belief that international climate policies can be supplemented to deal with ag and forestry 
(including stronger action on sinks, trading, CDM, developing nations) and a desire to see 
commitment by cabinet officials to do so.
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Response; Staff were assured that the administration is pursuing all of these 
areas as priorities, and it was noted that the existence of these provisions in 
the Kyoto Protocol, albeit incomplete, 1$ due primarily to US persistence 
during COP3 negotiations. Follow up work for COP4 and beyond is in 
progress, although COP4 is likely to focus on process agreements, and not 
policy.

Members are most focused on sinks, and believe that the administration and Hill should be able 
to agree that carbon storage is an essential pan of climate policy that both can suppirt.

Response; Staff were assured that the administration agrees wholeheartediy 
and wants to work with the Hill and industry in this area.

They believe arguments against strong, comprehensive policies for terrestrial sinks based on 
“scientific uncertainty” are a red herring. As well, they do not accept arguments that a lack of 
international support on sinks should deter the us from pursuing the issue at a domestic or 
international level.

Response: Staff were assured that US policy is not being driven by these
concerns, but that some international opposition is driven by perceived 
scientific uncertainty. In response, at the Bonn meeting this July, the US 
negotiated a special IPCC report on sinks due In 18 months to build technical 
consensus. This may include an article 3.4 workshop in the US next 
February. As well, federal agencies are conducting a substantial amount of 
research in this area to address technical needs.

Specific requests were made to include lop scientific experts on sinks from the federal 
government at relevant policy meeling.s, and to include top outside expciis on its nomination 
list to the IPCC technic^ panel.

Response; Staff were assured that the administration intends to do so. Note: 
at the Rome IPCC/SBSTA meeting September 23-25 it was agreed, at US 
request, that the IPCC technical panel would be opened to supplemental 
nominations. Task Force staff have since notified senate ag committee staff 
and may receive nominations. This opportunity for supplemental reps should 
relieve some tension over the makeup of the current IPCC/article 3.3 panel for 
the US, which was perceived by industry and some NGO's as inadequate.

A number of farm stale offices want lo see the administration work with industry and NGO’s 
on a domestic “no regrets” package over the next year tir more that could be developed into a 
domestic incentives proposal. And they want hill staff to be looped into this process ics 
observers.

Response: Staff were asked how the administration should proceed in light of
concerns about Kyoto implementation. They advised us to develop a no regrets 
incentives package based on enhancements of existing ag and forest 
conservation provisions. Note: Prior to the meeting David Sandalow requested 
USDA, EPA and DOE to prepare an Internal discussion paper on thi.s issue, 
due next week. It is anticipated that this paper can then be used as a 
discussion tool with industry and NGO*s through ongoing industry 
consultation discussions. Additionally, USDA, EPA and DOE have scheduled
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a series of technical meetings with industry and NGO’s over the next year that 
focus on components of this packase, as well as other technical issui^spackage, as well as other technical issues.

• A belief that the administration has not yet allayed the fears of the ag and forestry community 
regarding energy cost impaeis and trade shifts, and needs to do so quickly with an analysis of 
ag sector impacts that demonstrates affordable pathways for action.

• Response: Staff were assured that the White House has made this request 
known to USDA, and that USDA plans to release this analysis soon and hold a 
technical meeting. Staff were asked to contact USDA directly on its status.

• Specinc requests were made for slate and USDA to staff the issue broadly at senior political 
levels and research levels including: 1) a senior political point person at USDA; 2) engagement 
by a broad array of senior officials at USDA; 3) a dedicated policy and technical representative 
on ag and forest issues at state.

• Response: Staff were assured that these issues would be raised subsequent to 
the meeting. Note; follow up conversations are In progress.

Invitations are being extended to Senators Harkin, Kerrey, Wyden. Daschle, Baucus. Leahy, 
Roberts and Lugar to meet with Secretary Glickman, Under Secretary Eizcnsiai, and Janet Ycllin 
this week at a location and time be determined. Other White House sUlf to attend include: Todd 
Stern, David Sandalow. Roger Ballcntine. and Tom Peterson.

Additional questions that can be anticipated at this meeting include;

• How serious is Secretary Glickman about this issue and what is he planning to do to reach out 
to the Hill and industry? Who is his pi)lilical point person on this? Who are the lead political 
players at USDA? Are they involved in serious outreach? What arc the next steps?

• How serious is Under Secretary Eizenstat about agriculture and forcsiry interests, and what is 
he doing to deal with concerns in these industries? Who arc the other lead political players at 
State? Who is the lead technical staff on ag? What are the next steps?

• Does the administration realize how critical the farm vote will be on this issue? f.s it clear that 
ratification will be very difficult without it? What’s the congressional strategy in this area?

• How do and forestry fit into the overall policy strategy by the administration? How far along is 
the thinking on how to treat the US ag and finest industries under a final international 
agieemeni?

• Does the administration realize that the Kyoto Protocol appears to be mostly punitive to ag and 
forest interests? What are you doing to develop positive incentives for lhe.se industries? How 
will sinks fit into this? What about biocnergy? Ag technology?

• What are you doing to keep the energy costs down for these industries? When can wc expect 
action in these areas?
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• When will we see the ag sector analysis we asked for last year? What is USDA doing to 
respond to the Farm Bureau study on economic impacts? What can CEA Chair Janet Yellin do 
to allay fears in the industry? What is the administration doing to deal with trade shift concerns 
of US commodity pnxJucers? When cun we expect results in this area?

• Who are you working with in the ag and forest industry? Have you seen any change in views 
over the past several months? How far away do you think we arc from agreements with 
industry groups that will help win their support, and ours?

• What should we expect in your next budget proposal in this area? Any significant new 
emphasis on conservation incentives? What about bioenergy? Other technical assistance?

• NRCS just published a great book on carbon sequestration on US cropland that makes a 
powerful statement of opportunity in this area. What is the administration doing on 
comprehensive ag and forest sinks policies - specifically article 3.4 and other provisions under 
the protocol? When can wc expect these additional provisions to be included in an international 
agreement?

• What arc we doing at a domestic level in this area? Will you include proposals for dcmtxs and 
pilots in the next budget? What do you think about the view that there is too much scientific 
uncertainty on sinks to nail down an agreement? What arc you doing ui deal with these 
concerns?

• Will sinks be included in early action proposals by the administration? When will wc see these? 
What are you diiing to ensure credit for domestic sinks projects so that US money doesn’t have 
to flow overseas on sinks projects?

• We’ve had a really rough year in the US on commcxlity producers - US production is down, 
and overseas production is up. Farmers arc in a heck of a squeeze. Climate disruptions have 
hurt us. But climate mitigation hxiks like it could hurt farmers even worse with high energy 
prices. What arc you doing in the long term to help farmers out of this squeeze?

• What is the administration doing to talk with ag and forest industries about .severe weather 
impacts? What are you hearing from ag groups about this year’s severe weather - any warming 
up to the connection with climate?
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Record Type: Record

To: Jonathan H. Adashek/WHO/EOP, Todd Stern/WHO/EOP

cc: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP, David B Sandalow/CEQ/EOP, Rosina M. Bierbaum/OSTP/EOP
Subject: weekly

The White House Climate Change Task Force organized a farm state members meeting at 5 PM 
Thursday evening on behalf of Secretary Glickman and Under Secretary Eizenstat to discuss the 
status of climate change policy and identify ways to collaborate. Senators Lugar, Wyden, Kerrey 
and Harkin met with Secretary Glickman, Under Secretary Rominger, Under Secretary Eizenstat and 
Todd Stern for 45 minutes regarding their shared interest in supporting administration climate 
change efforts, contingent on much stronger support by the agriculture and forestry communities. 
Staff from Senators Baucus, Roberts and Daschle were also present.

Requests: This coalition wants the administration to: significanity upgrade its carbon sequestration 
policies and incentives programs in both agriculture and forestry; to increase emphasis on bioenergy 
development; to substantially increase its commitment to farm and forestry conservation incentives 
in the FY 2000 budget; to develop stronger and broader political and technical representation by 
USDA and the State Department on climate policy issues related to ag and forestry; and to create a 
stronger dialog and participation process for agriculture and forest industry groups on climate 
mitigation programs.

Response: Internal follow up discussions on FY 2000 budget will be held next week, along with 
discussion of White House and agency outreach to these groups. A White House/interagency paper 
on opportunities to expand ag and forest conservation incentives is in progress and due shortly. A 
high level briefing by USDA and State for ag and forest groups will be held before C0P4 at USDA. 
Under Secretary Eizenstat is in the process of identifying opportunities to expand the visibility and 
profile of this issue in Buenos Aires at COP4. Consultations with forestry products industries are 
underway through the White House Climate Change Task Force. Preliminary meetings are in 
progress throught the Task Force that could lead to consultations with some agriculture industries.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
October 12, 1998 
(House)

Statement of Administration Policy
(This statement has been coordinated by OMB with the concerned agencies.)

H R. ^R99 - American Homeowuership Act of 1998 
(Lazio (R) NY and 31 others)

The Administration suppotts the objective of H.R. 3899 - to improve homeownership 
opportunities for all AmOTcans. The bill would complment many of the Administration’s own 
efforts to expand homeownership. The Administration is especially pleased that H-R. 3899 
would reauthorize the HOME program and the Neighbo±ood Reinvestment Corporation and 
create Homeownership Zones to promote development in distressed neighborhoods. The 
Administration, however, has a number of serious concerns about the October 7* version of the
bill. In particular, tion opposes the provisions in H.R. 3899 that would:

Require HUD to transfer owpership of certain FHA multi- and Rinyle-fanrilv 1 
community development corporations or unite of local government This provision 
would unnecessarily restrict the Secretary's ability to dispose of property and safeguard 
neighborhood and taxpayer interests. This provision would also conflict with rec«itly 
approved provisions of the 1999 VA/HLTD appropriations bill which would improve the 
way HUD dispo^ of foreclosed FHA property. Lastly, the provision would duplicate 
current National Housing Act procedures for multi-family property disposition.

•Raise the ^djiistahle Rate Mortgage cap to 40 percents with an iiicieasedjpianilumJfQr 
mortgages over 30 parent Die Administration does not believe that it is Mr or desirable 
to diarge higho: premiums to additional ARM boixowas who carry the same risks as 

other ARM botrowras.

Add ur"******[f^?]ry ?p^ialized analytical reoutrements to the Federal rulemaking process. 
The Administration strongly opposes the bill's requirement for a spiecific “Tiousing impact 
analysis” because it would duplicate existing requirements and unnecessarily delay the 
rulemaking process. Federal agencies are already required to consider costs and benefits 
when developing a proposed rule and produce an economic analysis for major rales.

Allow PH Ag trt capitalize Section 8 subsidies for downpayment assistance. This 
provision would fuxtha liberalize new homeownership opportunities for low-income 
Families provided by the recently enacted FY 1999 VA/HUD bill, by reducing or 
eliTT^inating the cash barrier to purchase posed by mortgage downpayment requirements. 
It could prove unworkable, howev«, if these families do not otherwise qualify for a 
mortgage or if many families subsequently default because they cannot afford the 
ongoing costs of the mortgage and other expenses.
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• Relax the income targerinfr requirement of ]pfOME progratn Thetaigeting ofthe 
HOME program was established in order to supply affordable housing to low-income 
individuals. Any relaxation of the income requirements would dilute the targeting of 
HOME funds and decrease the number of low-income families that would receive 
assistance.

• Antbnn'Ta a new TTOMP. T.nan Guarantee program that is inconsistent with eYtfirtng 
Fedanl credit program standards. The Administration would support authorization 
provided this bill is amdided to be consistent with existing Federal credit program 
standards. These standards are necessary in order to aisure the least expensive, most 
efficient method of financing for credit programs and minimize Federal exposure to loss.

The Administration understands that H.R. 3899 may be further modified before House action, 
and hopes that those modifications will address its concerns.

Pav-As-You-Go Scoring. H.R, 3899 would affect direct spending; therefore, it is subject to the 
pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, OMB’s 
preliminary estimate is that the bill could result in a net increase in direct spending during FYs 

1999-2003.
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Snitd States Senate
WASHINGTON. DC 20510

Ociober 9, 1998

Siuari Eizensiai
Under Secretary of Slate for Economic, Business 

and Agricultural Affairs 
U S. Department of State 
Washington. D.C. 20520

Dear Ambassador Eizensiai:

As you and your staff prepare for the. upcoming meetings and negotiations 
of the Fourth Conference of the Parties (COP4) of the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change, scheduled for 2-13 November. 
1998 in Buenos Aires, Argentina, we would like to express our concern.s 
that an issue that is key to our interests be appropriately and adequately 
addressed. The issue is carbon sinks, particularly sinks within the 
agricultural sector. A few weeks ago, .several members of the Senate 
Agriculture Committee sent a letter to Secretary Glickman to express our 
concerns that the Department become more, engaged in this issue, both 
internally and with constiruenr.s We are. also concerned that this technical 
area be adequately represented in high-level discussions and Strategy 
sessions within the Administration, and that USDA or U.S. scienti.sis with 
the appropriate technical background (i.e. soil or forestry science) join U.S. 
delegations to technical meetings and workshops on these topics.

We think u is an important enough issue that a technical expert from the 
USDA with the relevant background be made available to your office on a 
full or part-time basis. We believe that the knowledge of such an 
individual for iniernul discussions and strategy sessions and for 
international negotiations on the topic would be helpful in insuring that 
the agricultural sector is positively incorporated into both domestic and 
internalional approaches to mitigating against climate change. Together 
with the signal that this addition would send 10 our consiiiuenis who are 
seeking constructive engagement on this issue, wc feel that the benefits to 
your staff in preparations for COP4 and beyond will be a winning 
combination for the U.S. and the agricultural sector.
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Eizenstat 
Page 2 of 2

We welcome, as do our staffs, the opportunity to discuss these issue with 

you in greater detail, and look forward to youi response.

Sincerely,

//)u.
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Climate Change: The International Process

• The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) was signed by the 
U.S. and more than 150 other countries at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992; the 
Convention refers to “sources and sinks of all greenhouse gases..

• A second agreement was concluded in Kyoto, Japan in December 1997. It has several key 
features, including setting binding obligations for reductions in greenhouse gas emissions 
(again including all sources and sinks, but this time specifying the six major gases), and 
providing for innovative market mechanisms to be used to reduce the costs of emissions 
reductions.

• For the US, the potential for carbon emissions offset provided by forests, soils and vegetative 
cover are important: Land use change and forestry activities in the US in 1995 are estimated to 
have led to an uptake of 117 MMTCE (which includes the carbon stored both in the U.S. wood 
product pool and in landfills, although it represents only above-ground carbon from forests), 
representing an offset of about 8 percent of the 1995 C02 emissions from fossil fuel 
combustion. It is expected that should below-ground carbon in forests and carbon stored in 
agricultural soils be counted, there could be significant potential for additional offsets.

• The US aggressively sought - and was ultimately successful despite limited support - to 
include sinks in the Protocol. Sinks are addressed in two separate paragraphs: (1) 
afforestation, reforestation and deforestation (in Article 3.3), and additional activities in the 
agricultural soils and the land use change and forestry categories (in Article 3.4).

• While the Protocol establishes various new mechanisms, few are fully operational. Specific 
details of the operation of the sinks offsets, as well as the market mechanisms, are to be 
discussed at the next meeting of the FCCC’s Parties - to be held in Buenos Aires in November 
1998 (although the sinks debate is likely to be limited in scope).

• Current efforts are underway internationally to better assess the scientific, technical and 
methodological issues on sinks, with a special report anticipated to be released by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in mid-2000 on this issue. The U.S. is actively 
engaged in that assessment process, and currently anticipates it will provide information on 
methods to count sinks as part of national programs to limit emissions.

• The report will, among other issues, consider the implications of various definitions of forestry 
(including how to count harvesting) and describe methodologies for assessing the data and 
reporting requirements for other aspects of land use change, including those related to specific 
“projects” under various flexibility mechanisms (i.e., Articles 3.3 and 3.4 of the Protocol).

• Technical experts from the government, academia and the private sector are to participate in 
the development of the report. A first scoping workshop was held in Rome in late September 
focusing on Article 3.3; a second workshop, focusing on Article 3.4, is to be held in Southeast 
United States (possibly Atlanta) in February or March 1999.

• Full IPCC review procedures will be followed in the preparation of the report - both 
governmental and non-governmental experts will have an opportunity to comment on several 
drafts of the report during the review process prior to its formal adoption in 2000.
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Climate Change Talking Points

Our commitment: Climate change is an extremely important issue for USDA. Agnculture is
more sensitive to weather than any other economic sector. Deeply 
committed to understanding how global change affects agriculture and 
forestry and what we can do to mitigate greenhouse gas emissions from 
these sectors. We can address the global greenhouse gas issue and protect 
the environment while carefully considering the interests of Amencan 
farmers, foresters, ranchers, and consumers. USDA involvement occurs at 
highest levels down through research staff. Linda Delgado, Deputy 
Secretary Rominger’s executive assistant is our point of contact in my 

office.

Coordination ofTice; Global Change Program Office (in Chief Economist’s office) coordinates
agricultural, rural and forestry issues related to global change. Focal point 
for coordinating activities with other Federal agencies, interacting with the 
legislative branch, and representing USDA on U.S. delegations to 
international climate change discussions.

Kyoto Progress; Measurable gains since Protocol on carbon sequestration. IPCC 
(international scientific panel on climate change) was tasked with writing a 
report on carbon sequestration. Report will help parties implement Kyoto 
language. Two international workshops scheduled; one on forest sinks 
took place in September, 1998: another scheduled for March, 1999 in the 
U.S. sponsored, in part by USDA. Will cover agricultural carbon 
sequestration activities. These activities help to build international 
consensus on how to measure and verify carbon stocks and flows.

Working together: USDA is committed to working with Congress on domestic and
international policy options on abating greenhouse gas ernission and on 
sequestering carbon from forestry and agncultural activities.

Outreach; USDA has met several times with Congressional staff and meets frequently
with constituent groups to discuss climate change issues. Our research stalf 
are on the go presenting technical work on carbon sinks and new 
technologies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Committed to working 
with the White House Climate Change Task Force on an aggressive 
outreach program. Outreach includes high level meetings, 
technical/scientific meetings, and meetings with constituents groups. We 
also conduct outreach through our involvement in the national assessment. 
Goal is to clarify the science, understand the unique concerns of our 
constituents, and work together to find solutions to meet U.S. greenhouse 

gas goals.

Economic analysis; Now that CEA has finaUzed their assessment of the impact of the Kyoto
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USDA Research;

Biomass;

Protocol on the U.S. econorny, USDA is finalizing our Senate-requested 
analysis of the effects of Kyoto Protocol on agriculture. Will schedule 
Congressional briefing to discuss our results.

Crucial to maintain strong research program on effects of climate change 
on agriculture. Even with Kyoto, climate change will occur and we need to 
have the tools available to help farmers, foresters and ranchers adapt to 
change. USDA is conducts international-recognized research on forest and 
agricultural carbon sinks. World’s greatest research minds working on this 
issue.

This is an area that we need to continue investigating. Without legislation 
or regulations requiring an increasing proportion of electric power to be 
produced from biomass, greater use of biomass is expected to be limited 
over the next decade. The use of biomass to produce electricity continues 
to be more costly than alternative sources using coal or natural gas, in most 
instances.

Budget Issues:

Senator Wyden:

1999 request: $57 million for global change research; $10 million to 
support Climate Change Technology Initiative (research for biomass 
production; research on improved grasses and woody plants for electricity 
generation; carbon cycle research).

2000 request; $62 million for global change research (includes new 
initiatives on carbon and impacts on agricultural ecosytems). $10 million to 
support Climate Change Technology Initiative (research for biomass 
production; research on improved grasses and woody plants for electricity 
generation; carbon cycle research).

You’ve made several suggestions (to the White House) to enhance carbon 
sinks (expand CRP; increase tree planting programs; provide tax incentives 
to discourage premature harvests of older forests; increase USDA 
sequestration research on carbon sinks; and provide direct incentives to 
sequester carbon). I assure you we will look into your suggestions and 
examine how they might be implemented.
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USDA GLOBAL CHANGE FACT SHEET USDA

USDA’s Global Change Program Office

The issue of climate change is important for agriculture and forestry. The risks 
of climate change, such as higher temperatures, changes in precipitation, 
increased climate variability and extreme weather events can result in significant 
impacts on agriculture, forestry and rural areas. The risks posed by climate 
change and the substantial challenge presented by mitigation and adaptation 
strategies require a strong USDA commitment to global climate change Issues.

The Global Change Program Office operates within the Office of the Chief 
Economist and functions as the Department-wide coordinator of agriculture, rural 
and forestry-related global change program and policy issues facing USDA.

The Office serves as USDA’s focal point for climate change issues and is 
responsible for coordinating activities with other Federal agencies, interacting 
with the legislative branch on climate change issues affecting agriculture and 
forestry, and representing USDA on U S. delegations to international climate 

change discussions.

The Office ensures that USDA is a source of objective, analytical assessments of 
the effects of climate change and proposed mitigation strategies, and has a 
coordinated research program to address the multidisciplinary dimensions of 
climate change.

Linda Delgado, Executive Assistant to Deputy Secretary Rominger, is the point 
of contact in the Office of the Secretary;

Phone: (202)720-6158 
Fax: (202)720-6437

Margot Anderson is the Director of the Global Change Program Office:

Phone: (202)720-6186 
Fax: (202)690-4915 

e-Mail; manderson(goce.usda.gov 
web site: http://www2.hqnet.usda.gOv/oce/#gcpo
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How accuntoly can we measure carbon sequestration In agricultural soils

Changes in soil carbon stocks are difficult to verify because of their temporal and spatial 
heterogeneity. The most direct means of determining soil carbon sequestration is to 
measure, over time, sequential changes in soil carbon. Such measurements are complicated 
by the slow rate of change. And soil carbon can exhibit significant field-scale variability due 
to varying topology management history. Ongoing studies to quantify the capacity for 
agricultural activities as carbon sinks are needed. Many researchers agree that we need to: 
strengthen the soil carbon database; obtain better data on soil processes that affect carbon; 
and increase our knowledge about the carbon effects of land conversion and soil 
management. There is a need to develop and standardize a methodology that will translate 
fanning systems in a landscape to carbon sequestration rates.

Is sequestering carbon compatible with o^er environmental goals important to
agriculture?

Yes, USDA’s conservation programs and many conservation practices available to and being 
used by farmers today represent a multifaceted opportunity in light of climate change. 
Adoption of appropriate conservation strategies lead to (1) carbon sequestration in soil, (2) 
improvement in soil quality (raising agronomic productivity and contributing to sustainable 
land use), and (3) enhancement of overall environmental quality (providing benefits of 
improved wildlife habitat, water quality and erosion reduction).

How are agricultural soil sinks treated in the Kyoto Protocol?

Agricultural sinks are acknowledged in the Kyoto Protocol, (particularly in article 3.4) in a 
limited manner. International consensus has not been reached on the role of carbon 
sequestration in soils for the first reporting period under the Kyoto agreement. International 
activities that can help achieve consensus include upcoming IPCC workshops focusing on 
sequestration activities, and an IPCC report currently underway on land use, land use change 
and forestry and the potential for greenhouse emission offsets. Keys to gaining international 
understanding of carbon sequestration include developing sdentifically sound projections of 
the potential for sequestration from agricultural activities and developing agreed-upon 
methods for determining, reporting and verifying changes in soil carbon stocks.

What Is USDA doing to better understand soil sequestration?

USDA research is focusing on understanding the role of agricultural ecosystems in the global 
carbon cycle. For example, scientists from USDA’s Agricultural Research Service are using 
state-of-the-art technology to measure carbon dioxide emissions from soil during tillage and 
analyzing the rates of storage of atmospheric carbon dioxide as organic carbon in soils 
following the adoption of conservation practices. This research will help document the extent 
that agricultural soils can serve as sinks for greenhouse gases. Scientists are also 
measuring the rates of carbon dioxide assimilation of rangelands to help climate modelers 
develop better estimates of future atmospheric carbon dioxide levels, USDA’s Natural 
Resources and Conservation Service is focusing on improving the Nation's soil carbon 
database. This information is necessary to show how much carbon has been lost and the 
potential for future sequestration. NRCS is also developing models to link on farm practices 
to carbon sequestration and to assess regional and national carbon sequestration rates.
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USDA GLOBAL CHANGE FACT SHEET USDA

Frequently Asked Questions about Soil Carbon Sequestration

What is soil carbon sequestration?

Atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide can be lowered either by reducing emissions 
or by taking carbon dioxide out of the atmosphere and storing in it ten-estrial, oceanic, or 
freshwater aquatic ecosystems. A sink is defined as a process or an activity that removes a 
greenhouse gas from the atmosphere. The long-term conversion of grassland and forestland 
to cropland (and grazing lands) has resulted in historic losses of soil carbon worldvride but 
there is a major potential for increasing soil carbon through restoration of degraded soils and 
widespread adoption of soil conservation practices.

What agricultural activities sequester carbon?

Soil conservation practices not only reduce soil erosion but also increase the organic matter 
content of soils. Principal conservation strategies which sequester carbon include converting 
marginal lands to compatible land use systems, restoring degraded soils, and adopting best 
management practices. For example, removing agriculturally marginal land from production 
and adopting an ecologically compatible land use, such as wildlife habitat, can lead to 
increases in total biomass production and an increase in carbon content in the soil.

USDA programs such as the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), the Wetland Reserve 
Program (WRP) and the Secretary’s conservation buffer strip initiative all help increase soil 
organic carbon. Also important are various strategies for sustainable management of the 
soil, such as (1) conservation tillage. (2) management of crop residue and application of 
organic materials and manures, (3) soil fertility optimization through site-specific 
management, (4) elimination of summer (bare) fallow, (5) use of vrinter cover crops and 
rotations, and (6) other techniques that may improve crop yields and reduce on-site and off­
site production risks.

How much carbon could actually be sequestered though these activities?

The total carbon sequestration and fossil fuel offset potential of U.S. cropland is estimated 
154 million metric tons of carbon per year or 133 percent of the total emissions of 
greenhouse gases by agricultural activities. While agricultural lands can be managed to 
increase carbon storage, the increase can only temporarily offset greenhouse gas emissions. 
Many view land-based carbon sinks as buying valuable time to address the more significant 
challenge—reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

TQTPL P.06
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DRAFT

Tom Peterson 

Todd Stern

Subject: Farm State Members Meeting - Background And Q’

Oatc: CX;tober7, 1998

MEETING TIME AND PLACE:

Thursday, October 8, in room S-224 off the senate floor.

ATTENDING:

§cn^: Wyden, Harkin Kerrey. Lugar are confirmed. Roberts. Baucus and Da.schle may droo 
in. Leahy tvill not attend. Staff from all invited offiecs may attend. ^

e Rominger, Eizen.slat, Yellin, Stern. Staff from agencies
and White House (David Sandalow has asked agencies to keep numbers down). ®

FORMAT:

Glickman opens and delivers five minute presentation.

Eizen.stat follows with five minute pre.sentation.

Discassion. All principals available forQ’s and A’s.

HANDOUTS:

S^da^w^rc^iewV^^ f^heets on Kyoto and Buenos Aires. One pager on sinks - possible (David 

USDA fact sheeLs (David Sandalow review).

Calendar of agency outreach events - possible (David Sandalow review),

BACKGROUND:
In August Roger Ballcnline and you asked me to set up a fami state senate breakfast as a Dart of 
cabinet level outreach assticiatcd with COP4. Towards that end. I have been working with a
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lelters r™ .be ag coiemiuee to the adminia.rau“„. CarbTZrage
plom,nenl c.,nccm along wiU, political and iechnical repre«n.alfon by die lor
domestic action independent of international policy and the need for stronHefT. t have been working with a number of White ^Cuse^and ’

S? September 15 this ^nate staff group met with David Sandalow (CEQ), Melinda Kimble 
(State), Jern Berc (USDA) and me to air concerns over climate policy and outreach particular! v
r hvtm P^css they requested that wc organize a members meeting Eiih Secretary
Glickman, Under Secretary Eizcnstal, and Janet YcIIin prior to the end of this session - as well^
membeiN'i!I!!:cd below). Effectively this reinforced our earlier decision to host a

Issues rai.sed at the September 15 meeting arc likely ui be reiterated at tomorn 
included; ■ow*s meeting. They

An expression that many members would like to support a climate change agreement but

• Responge; Staff were assured that ag and forestry are policy priorities of the

itraeexpand outreach and policy development related to it.

• A belief that support in the ag and forestry communities can be developed through more 
aggressive outreach, if the administration gets more .serious about it in key aicas.

• Respond: Staff were assured that the administration is pureuinc outreach in 
levefs Yn’ke‘‘"i ende '**'°‘'*** broadening this support at senior political

• A belief that international climate policies can be supplemented todcal with ag and forcstrv
rmt^e^t - sc^

• Response: Staff were assured that the administration is pursuing all of these 
areas as priorities, and It was noted that the existence of these provisions in 
the Kyot^o Protocol, albeit incomplete, is due primarily to US persistence 
during COP3 negotiations. Follow up work for COP4 and beyond is in 
po^fTy**’ ®**bough COP4 is likely to focus on process agreements, and not

Members arc m^t focused on sinks, and believe that the administration and Hill should be able 
to agree that carlx)n storage is an e.s.scntiaJ pai t of eliinale policy that both can support.

• Response; Staff were assured that the administration agrees wholeheartedly
and wants to work with the Hill and industry in this arel oiencartediy

• They believe arguments against strong, comprehcnsi ve policies for terrestrial sinks based on
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;‘scieniific uncertainly" are a red herring. As well, they do not accept arguments that a lack of

Response; Staff were assured that US policy is not being driven by these 
concerns, but that some international opposition is driven by percefved 
scientific uncertainty In response, at the Bonn meeting this July, the US 
negotiated a sjpeclal IPCC report on sinks due in 18 months to build technical 
consensus. This may include an article 3.4 workshop in the US next 
February. As well, federal agencies are conducting a substantial amount of 
research in this area to address technical needs.

Specific requests were made to include top scientific experts on sink.s from the ledcral

y^P°*^se; w«re assured that the administration intends to do so. Note­
at the Rome IPCC/SBSTA meeting September 23-25 it was agreed, at US----- ^
request, that the IPCC technical panel would be opened to supplemental 
nominations. Task Force staff have since notified senate ag committee staff 
and may receive nominations. This opportunity for supplemental reps should 
relieve some tension over the makeup of the current IPCC/artIcle 3.3 panel for 
the US, which was perceived by industry and some NGO’s as Inadequate.

A number of farm .stale offices want to see the administration work with industry and NGO’s 
on a domestic “no regrets” package over the next year or more that could be developed into a 
do^^^^>"Ccntives proposal. And they want hill staff to be looped into this proccsTa.s

Response: Staff were asked how the administration should proceed in lieht of 
concerns about Kyoto implementation. They advised us to develop a no Fegrets 
Incentives package based on enhancements of existing ag and forest

Prior to the meeting David Sundaluw requested 
USDA, EPA and DOE to prepare an internal discussion paper on this issue 
due next week. It is anticipated that this paper can then be used as a 
discussion tool with industry and NGO’s through ongoing industry 
consultation discussions. Additionally, USDA, EPA and DOE have scheduled 
a series of technical meetings with industry and NGO’s over the next year that 
focus on components of this package, as well as other technical issues.

A belief that the administration has not yet allayed the fears of the ag and forestry community 
regarding energy cost impacts and trade shifts, and nced.s to do .so quickly with an analysis of 
ag sector impacts that demonstrates affordable pathways for action.

Response: Staff were assured that the White House has made this request 
known to USDA, and that USDA plans to release this analysis soon and hold a 
technical meeting. Staff were asked to contact USDA directly on its status.

Specific requests were made for stale and USDA to .staff the issue brotidly at senior pc^liiical 
levels and re.search levels including: 1) a senior political point person at USDA; 2) engagement 
by a broad array ol senior olficials at USDA; 3) a dedicated policy and technical repre.scnlalivc
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on ag and forest issues at state.

Additional questions that can be anticipated at this meeting include:
V

’ planning to do to reach out
to the Hill and industry? Who is his political point person on this? Who aic ihe lead political 
players at USDA? Are they involved in serious outreach? What arc the next steps? ^

• LISDA tasked to respond.

• How serious is Under Secrelaiy Eizcnslal about agriculture and foresto' interests, and what is
te doing to deal with con^ms ,n these industries? Who are the other lei pt,liticul playets at' 
State? Who is the lead technical slaft on ag? What are the next steps? ^ ^

• State tasked to respond.

D«s Che admini^ratjon realize htiw critical the farm vole will be on this issue? Is it clear chut 
ratilication will be very difficull without it? What's the congre.ssionaJ strategy in this area?

• State and USDA tasked to respond.

' Ihe overall policy strategy by the admini.stration? How faj- along is
the thinking on how to treat the US ag and forest industries under a final international 
agreement?

■ State and USDA tasked to respond.

• Docs the administration realize that the Kyoto Protocol appears to be miMtly punitive to aiz 
forest interests What arc you doing to develop positive incentives for these industries'^ He 
will sinks fit into this? What about bitxincrgy? Ag technology?

• USDA tasked to respond.

• What are you doing to keep the energy costs down for these industries? When can we cxoect
action in these areas? ^

• State, USDA and Yelllin tasked to respond,

• When will we .sec the ag sector analysis we asked for la.st year? What i.s USDA doing to 
respond to the Farm Bureau study on economic impacts? What can CEA Chair Janet Ycllin do

and
low
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to allay fears in the industry? What is the administration doing to deal with trade shift concerns 
of US commodity producers? When can wc expect results in this area?

• USDA and Yellln tasked to respond.

• Who you working wiih in the ag and forest industry? Have you seen any chance in views
over the past several months? How far away do you think wc are from agreements with 
industry groups that will help win their support, and ours?

• State and USDA tasked to respond.

• What should we expect in your next budget proptrsal in this area? Any significant new 
emphasis on conservation incentives? What about biocnergy? Other technical assistance?

• USDA tasked to respond.

• NRCS just published a great book on carbon sequestration on US cropland that makes a 
powerful statement ol opportunity in this area. What is the adminisiruiion doing on 
c^jmprchens-.ve ag and forest sinks policies - specifically article 3.4 and other piovisions under 
the protocol? When can we expect these additional provisions to be included in an international 
agreement?

• State and USDA tasked to respond.

• What are wc doing at a domestic level in this area? Will you include proposals for demos and 
pilots m the next budget? What do you think about the view that there is tcv> much scientific 
uncertainty on sinks to nail down an agreement? What are you doing to deal with these 
concerns?

■ USDA tasked to respond.

• Will sinks be included in early action proposals by the administration? When will we sec thesc^ 
What arc you doing to ensure credit for domestic sinks projects so that US money dtxsn’l have 
to flow overseas on sinks projects?

• White House tasked to respond.

• We’ve had a really rough year in the US on commodity producers - US production is down 
and overseas production is up. Farmers are in a hcck of a squeeze. Climate disi-uptiotis have’ 
hun us. But climate mitigation looks like it could hurt farmers even worse with high energy 
prices. What are you doing in the long term Ui help farmers out of this squeeze?

• State and USDA tasked to respond.

• What is the admini.stration doing to talk with ag and forest indu.strics about .severe weather
impacts? What are you hearing from ag groups about this year’s severe weather - any wamiina 
up to the connection wi ih climate? ®

• USDA tasked to respond.
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Climate Change: The Interaatiottal Process

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) was concluded in 
1992, and signed by the U.S. and more than ISO other countries at the Earth Suimnit in Rio 
de Janeiro in June 1992; the Convention refers to “sources and sinks of all greenhouse gases 
not controlled by the Montreal Protocl.'*

A second agreement, negotiations on which began in 1995, was concluded in Kyoto, Japan 
in December 1997; it has several key features, including setting binding obligations for 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions (again including all sources and sinks, but this time 
specifying the six major gases); and providing for innovative market mechanisms to be used 
to reduce the costs of emissions reductions.

For the US, the magnitude of the potential sinks for carbon emissions provided by forests, 
soils and vegetative cover are revealing: Land use change and forestry activities in the US 
in 1995 is estimated to have led to an uptake of 117 MMTCE (which includes the carbon 
stored both in the U.S. wood product pool and in landfills), representing an offset of about 8 
percent of the 199S C02 emissions from fossil fuel combustion.

Recognizing the importance of sinks, die US aggressively sought to include in the Protocol 
Mp-h of these categories; they are contained in two separate paragraphs: (1) afforestation, 
reforestation and deforestation (in Article 3.3), and additional activities in the agricultural 
soils and die land use change and forestry categories (m Article 3.4).

While the Protocol establishes various new mechanisms, few are fully operational. Specific 
details of the operation of the sinks offsets, as well as the market mechanisms are currently 
the focus of extensive debate, and will form a significant element of the discussions at the 
next meeting of the FCCC’s Parties - to be held in Buenos Aires in November 1998-

Current efforts are underway internationally to better assess the scientific, technical and 
methodological issues underlying the .sinks issues, with a special report anticipated to be 
released by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in mid-2000 on this issue. The 
U.S. is actively engaged in that assessment process, and currently anticipates the effort will 
provide information on methods to more accurately count sinks as part of national cfTons to 
limit eniissiuas.
The report will, among other issues, consider the implications of various definitions of 
forestry (including how to count harvesting) and describe methodologies for assessing the 
data and reporting requirements for other aspects of land use change, including those related 
to specific “projects’* under various flexibility mechanisms.

Technical experts from the govcrmneni, academia and die private sector are to participate in 
the developmem of the report. A first scoping workshop was held in Rome in late 
September focusing on Article 3 3; a second workshop, focusing on Article 3.4, i$ to be held 
in Southeast United Stales (possibly Atlanta) in February or March 1999.

Full IPCC review procedures will be followed in the preparation of the report - both 
governmental and non-govemmental experts will have an opportunity to comment on 
several drafts of the report during the review process prior to its formal adoption in 2000.
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From: Tom

To: Roger
Re: Sinks

Date: October 2,1998

David SandaJow is arranging a call from the VP to Glickman on this issue ASAP.

Dave Carlin and Linda Delgado are working on a members meeting with Glickman, 
EizensUii and possibly Yellin next week. Invites arc going to Harkin, Leahy, Kerrey, 
Wyden, Daschle, Baucus, Roberts, Lugar. Todd will join, and 1 recommend that 
David Sandalow, you and I join as well.

The latest international science meetings on sinks held in Rome and Vienna last week 
apparently went well for us. There was much heartburn in advance over the prex'ess, 
strategy and our representation. Based on an agreement, we now have a chance to 
supplement our rcpresenlation. I recommend that Rosina do a debrief with ag and 
forest groups, with Hill observers, ASAP on this. 1 will talk with Rosina.

Slate is doing a series of pre Argentina meetings with industry and NGO]s that need to 
include a full invite to ag and forest groups, and specific discussion on sinks. 1 am 
working with Melinda’s office on this.

Staff of Harkin, Kerrey, Lugar will be in Argentina, along with Kerrey himself. We 
should have an internal meeting on this with our delegation prior to the meeting, in my 
view.
Hill staff complained at our meeting, and afterward, that their bosses feel ostracized by 
us for speaking out in favor of more aggressive action on sinks. They note that they 
have notbeen invited to White House events on climate this yeai'. I raised this with 
Tcxld last week and he asked to have Wyden and others invited to the next weather 
event. We may need to do more than that.
David Sandalow commissioned an internal paper on potential enhancements to domestic 
ag/forest conservation and biofuels programs that deliver non climate as well as climate 
benefits. Deadline is two weeks. It includes sinks, biofuels and technology/land 
management. This paper should then be used as a discussion ux>l with industry and 
NGO’s. I am working on a process to accomplish this.

In general, we are making progress on the sinks issue but have not yet resolved 
members concerns, StalTand membere going toB.A. intend to keep the pressure up.
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nRAFT memorandum TOTHE VICE PRESIDENT

Subject:
From:
Dale:

Call To Secretary Glickman On Climate Change 

David Sandalow 

September 28, 1998

Background:
As you know, the agriculture industry plays as key role on the Hill on climate change. To 
date the industry has appeared prcdominimtly negative due to strident opposition from the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. In reality, however, most ag groups have not been 
particularly focused on climate change until recently, and they arc Just now starting a more 
serious and independent due diligence process. Over the past year the Farm Bureau uxik 
advantage of this relative vacuum and represented ag groups essentially by detault. Its coal, 
oil and transportation ^lies want farmers to front some of their political concerns about 
energy prices.
A number of major commodity groups (including com. cotton, soybeans, wheat) as well as 
some input suppliers and proce.s.sors (including Monsanto, John Deere and Cargil) have 
indicated privately to us and our friends in the senate that they arc interested in becoming 
more independent and supportive on climate change. Their concerns over severe weather, 
and a general disbelief in the Farm Bureau’s viewpoints on some elements of climate 
change, appear to be growing. In addition, several key farm state senators have indicated 
an interest in getting more positive. This coalition includes: Daschle, Wyden, Harkin, 
Kerrey. Roberts and Lugar.
To be clear these groups have strong concerns about some of our work, or lack ol it, on 
climate change. And they are generally frustrated with an apparent lack of political 
representauon for ag in the policy arena. But they have gone out of their way to indicate 
that they are not kxked-in to a negative position, and see the potential (or linancial gains 
through bioenergy, carbon sequestration, and farming technologies. They are genuinely 
concerned about the pnwpcctof chronically .severe weather, and its disruptive effects.

They arc asking for our help in several key areas:
• They want stronger political representation at USDA by the Secretary and other .senior 

appointees, including appointment of a senior political contact. Frustration is high in
this area.

. They want stronger rcpre.sentaUon in the State Department, particularly in the form of 
technical and policy support for Under Secretary Eizcnstat as lead negotiator.
Frustration is high here also.

• They want a more open budget process that allows them to help us develop expanded 
domestic climate mitigation pRigrams to benefit the ag industry.

• They want us to complete our ag sector economic analysis, and hold a technical inecii ng 
with CEA and USDA to talk through our numbers, with a critique of the Farm 
Bureau’s Sparks Institute study.

• Several farm state senators want a meeting with Secretary Glickman and Under 
Secretary Ei:ienstat prior to the next round of negotiations in Argentina in November.



Oc-t-02-98 15:25 Clima-te Change Task For-ce

^ * ■%

P . 04

DRAFT

Ircxiically. this year’s financial crisis in agriculture may help our work with the industry on 
climate change. As you know, this settlement is likely to involve several billion dollars 
related to Hoods, droughts and disease that have reduced US ag production in the face of 
expanding foreign pnxluclion. While this is not totally attributable to anthropogenic climate 
change, part of it could be related, and it is certainly consistent with climate change 
projections. Presently no one in the administration has publicly linked climate change and 
the farm crisis, or spoken of the oppiTtuniiy to enact preventive measures that could 
increase farm revenues. A tiny slice of the farm bailout package could easily fund the 
President’s request for ag climate mitigation.

Talking Points:

• Dan and Stu should meet directly with the senate farm state coalition prior to our 
November meeting in Argentina. Key offices include: Daschle. Harkin, Kerrey.
Wyden. Roberts and Lugar. They arc anxious for a call.

• We should appoint a senior fxMiticaJ contact at USDA on climate change as sexm as 
possible.

• We should direct senior appointees el.sewhere at USDA to begin working out concerns 
with constituency groups regarding climate outreach in coordination with the White 
House Climate Change Task Force.

• USDA’s economic analysis should be reviewed and finalized as soon as possible, and a 
technical meeting held between CEA, USDA and industry groups.

• We should explore oppcTiunities to discuss climate change and the farming crisis in 
ways that build support for preventive policies in agriculture.

• USDA should work with the While House Climate Change Task Force to .sUirt ongoing 
discussions with industry and NGO’s on “no regrets” programs, including biocnergy, 
carbon sequestration, and farming technologies.
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The Honorable Dan Glickman 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Room 200A Whitten Buijding 
12th Street and Jefferson Drive, S.W.
Washington, D.C 20250

Dear Secretary Glickman:

As the November meetings of the Fourth Conference of the Parties (COP-IV) of the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change approach, we believe that the Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) needs to take a more active role as an advocate for the U S. agricultural 
sector, particularly in terms of the Administration's preparations for those meetings.

Over the past several months, researchers from the USDA and elsewhere have provided valuable 
information and analyses on both the costs of climate change on agriculture and the potential 
benefits that can be derived from agricultural carbon sequestration and greater utilization of 
renewable fuels. However, we believe it is important that the Department also enter into the 
high'level policy discussions and strategic planning that will ultimately determine the U.S. 
negotiating position with respect to these critical issues when COP-IV convenes in Buenos Aires, 
Argentina in November.

With an eye toward improving the Department's policy record and strategic involvement in 
climate change issues, we would like to encourage greater Interaction between high level 
members of your Department and staffers of key members of the Senate Agriculture Committee, 
to discuss the Department's activities in this area. These members are interested in ensuring that 
the agriculture sector's contributions and involvement in domestic climate change mitigation 
strategies are acknowledged and incorporated. In addition to outlining what benefits the sector 
can contribute to and gamer from such strategies, it would also be useful to begin discussing 
ways to constructively engage the principals in this sector - such as commodity groups, 
agricultural cooperatives, and agribusiness firms -- and to delineate clearly the potential benefits 
of their involvement, both domestically and internationally.

Since we now face two important deadlines, namely the end of the 105th Congress in October 
and the COP-IV meetings in November, we feel strongly that we should schedule such a meeting 
as soon as possible once the Senate reconvenes in September. We look forward to your 
respons^and to^^scus^ng these issues with you very soon.respoi^and to discus^nj 

Tom
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Note:

From;

To:

cc:

Subject:

Date;

Tom Peterson

Todd Stem, David Sandalow 

Dirk Forrister, Roger Ballentine 

Sinks Feedback 

September 15, 1998

BACKGROUND:
As you know, I’ve been meeting over the past few months with ag and forest industry and 
conservation groups, as well as the Senate Ag staff, to identify their interests and top issues on 
climate. The sinks issue comes up invariably as a major concern. To help you understand where 
they are on this. I've pulled together a compilation of their perceptions. I have not formally or 
systematically vetted our sinks policy options (something we should consider prior to October) 
so my sample is restricted. As far as I can tell, however, the feedback I have received is 
representative of the groups really in favor of, and focused on, strong sinks and carbon storage 
policies Again, these are perceptions only, and they are based on imperfect information in some 
areas, I’m sure.

FEEDBACK;

Article 3:

It still is not clear to most outside interests why we have separate articles on sinks: the first (3.3) 
with three arbitrarily chosen categories, and the second (3.4) with a process for additions. More 
logically the text should recognize the need for a comprehensive, full carbon accounting system 
(at least at for terrestrial carbon) and lay out procedures for adopting it at once, as we did for all 
six gases and essentially all known sources. Instead, one set of procedures were apparently used 
to arrive at the inclusions in 3.3. and another new process (the TPCC assessment for SBSTA) is 
now proposed for additions under 3.4.

This is awkward; Little of the process that yielded anicle 3.3 appears based on science, making 
scientific objections to additional, comprehensive inclusions under 3.4 less than credible, Further, 
it appears that US is effectively deferring to an international science body for its internal position
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through the IPCC process by declining to take a position in advance of the IPCC special report.

The prevailing view is that a comprehensive approach in Kyoto, versus the piecemeal agreement 
that resulted, would have served US interests better in a number of ways and been more balanced 
and consistent The economic and environmental upsides appear very large Nonetheless, it is 

recognized that "we are where we are,"

Response: The US proposal going into Kyoto was for a comprehensive terrestrial 
accounting system - not for a partial system or stepwise process, and it remains so. We 
did not, however prevail on this point in Kyoto and as a consequence agreed to a partial 
resolution and continuation of the process to resolve outstanding needs. Unfortunately 
the international policy process is every bit the sausage factory as domestic law making, 
and it was certainly rough and tumble in Kyoto. In all fairness, virtually no delegation 
came to Kyoto prepared to fully engage the sinks issue, and this greatly handicapped the 
negotiation. Much of the ‘‘scientific uncertainty” argument against sinks forwarded in 
Kyoto reflected this lack of preparation as well as a general lack of investment in this 
part of the climate issue.

In Kyoto, the administration felt half a loaf was better than no bread on sinks, provided 
that we had a firm and realistic option for getting the whole loaf later. Indeed, this is 
where we are in the negotiating process now. We are trying to navigate a tactical and 
strategic pathway for installation of a full terrestrial carbon accounting system, 
including resolution of articles 3.3 and 3.4 combined. As you correctly observe, this will 
require an intensive effort on our part, and we need your help with technical support and 
outreach. The US however, cannot be alone or necessarily in the lead on the sinks issue. 
So international outreach and capacity building is also essential, not to mention 
development of US domestic support.

Options advanced for fixing this general problem include: 1) a major rewrite of the treaty; an 
expansive definition of the terms of 3.3 that effectively pulls in and resolves the 3.4 issues, an 
aggressive negotiation of 3.4 to include all terrestrial sinks categories.

Response: These are all possible options in our view, but we haven’t decided which 
direction to go* We agree that the ultimate goal is to create a comprehensive carbon 
accounting system for terrestrial sinks and sources - both for national credits, and project 
credits. At this point we are open to the best tactical advice on how to achieve this, 
whether it be through a stepwise process that sequentially resolves article 3.3 issues, then 
article 3.4 issues, or a single packaged resolution of all. We are absolutely interested in 
your perspective on the pros and cons of these options, and your support. To be realistic, 
the parties may not be ready to deal with these issues in Argentina, and we may have 
better odds by waiting another year and building the domestic and international case* 
However, we must be sure that action in Argentina lays groundwork for our ultimate 
objective. Please give us comments!
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Article 3,3:

Advocates do not see resolution of the technical definitions in article 3 3, per se, as key to 
ratification, principally because it is viewed as a technical issue. On the other hand, resolution of 
3,4 is seen as a major strategy and policy issue that will affect their ratification views strongly. 
The operating assumption is that some working definition of afforestation, deforestation and 
reforestation must have been used by our negotiators in Kyoto, that an established international 
definition exists, and that the final decisions on definitions will necessarily converge on these 
previously established views. Otherwise, the process of crafting novel new definitions could be 
quite problematic and risk unintended consequences. Hypothetically, if we figure out a way to 
formulate new definitions without downsides, they're for it. But this is hard to imagine and
risky.

Article 3.3 is not necessarily a "now" issue to sinks advocates in comparison to the overarching 
strategy decisions involved in 3.3 and 3.4 COMBINED. However, they believe the 
administration strongly implied that the sinks issue (i.e. article 3.4) would be resolved in 

Argentina.

One caveat; Forest industries and forest conservation NGO’s are deep into the detail on 3.3 and 
support a very careful and detailed approach. It's not clear to me that they think this has to 
happen "now", but it needs to be done right when it is. I have papers from AFP A, Pacific Forest 
Trust and Wyden's office that summarize their views if you don’t already have them.

Response: These points are well taken. Indeed, we are seriously deliberating at present 
with the analytical implications of varying technical definitions under article 3.3, which 
are substantial, and with the larger issue of how far to go down the article 3.3 road before 
we deal with article 3.4. We very much recognize that the deal reached on 3.3 was 
predicated on a set of operative forestry definitions, and we are examining our 
interpretation of these closely. However, there is disagreement by some parties over 
those exact definitions, and they may have suffered from a certain amount of 

“reinterpretation.”

Again, our ultimate objective is a full terrestrial carbon accounting system, and you 
correctly note that this requires joint resolution of articles 3.3 and 3.4. Our best evidence 
at present is that we don’t have the necessary support to favorably negotiate article 3,4, so 
the next question is how far to go with article 3.3. Be assured that we have prevailed in 
our efforts to keep the sinks issue alive and preserve our option for a full negotiation of 
this at some point. The real issues we face now are timing and tactics.

Article 3 4:

The prevailing view by sinks advocates is that complete terrestrial carbon accounting will be a
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key factor in ratification support for several senators. They are increasingly into the details of 
the issue, and in ail probability will want to see inclusions of all relevant ag and forestry 
activities. They believe risk and uncertainty issues can be resolved, particularly through 
discounting procedures for operational risk and uncertainty. It is recognized that this operational 
capacity may vary based on national circumstances. But it is thought that such a process would 
essentially be the same approach as we have advocated on emissions sources.

Response; This is a fair point. We would like to have a parallel process and policy on 
sources AND sinks, and we are trying to move tactically in that direction by beefing up 
the IPCC process and creating negotiation pathways for the COP. But, the reality is that 
much larger science and policy investment has been made on the sources side of this 
equation, so we have a lot of catching up to do. We definitely need to supplement basic 
science with implementation research on sinks to do this. In fact, the President intended 
that we invest in sequestration opportunities as a part of our domestic initiative on 
climate, so we have an open door here that we can work on together. We definitely 
appreciate specific budget and program ideas to achieve this.

It is very important to be aware that sinks advocates do not accept our view that new categories 
included in 3.4 should be restricted to those with a confidence interval (Cl) of ten percent, or any 
other arbitrary or inconsistent cutoff level. Unfortunately, to them much of our policy position 
appears to rest on the criteria of scientific uncertainty. To give some notion of our internal views 
on this, the latest State Department draft position I have states: "What, if any sinks issues 
should be decided in Buenos Aires at this time? None.... the scientific uncertainties with regard 
to how forests and soils interact with the climate preclude us from coming to any definitive 
conclusions in either regard at this time." (Revision #2, page 2. par a)).

Sinks advocacy groups believe this "uncertainty" argument against full carbon accounting is a red 
herring for a variety of reasons, and they seriously call into question the use of it as a the sole or 
primary determinant of policy feasibility in this area. Instead of postponing policy formulation 
and outreach on sinks due to uncertainties concerns, they believe we should float the option for 
full carbon accounting for all ag and forest activities that can be documented and discounted, and 
make tactical use of a longer-term technical process to iron out these procedures. They believe 
this would be a more appropriate role for the IPCC assessment.

Response: This is a fair concern and a fair suggestion, and we are seriously deliberating 
on the tactical implications of article 3.4 issues at present. To be honest, the US has not 
invested the same level of research and policy emphasis on sinks as it has on sources for a 
variety of understandable reasons, and this may have contributed to the lack of technical 
consensus in climate circles on uncertainty and implementation issues. This may also be 
why so much of the science debate plays out in atmospheric circles. However, this is 
changing as we look increasingly at land use as a source and solution, and our relative 
underinvestment in the past is potentially correctable with investment and policy focus. 
Sadly, the US is probably light years ahead of many other key parties to these 
negotiations in our work on sinks. We would like to make this issue a higher science and
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policy priority here in the US, and elsewhere.

We should remember, that emissions from energy related sources will be the top cause of 
future greenhouse gas increases, and must be a top policy priority if we are to have any 
hope of solving this problem. Increasingly, however, it is becoming clear that degredation 
of sinks has played a major role in the buildup of greenhouse gas concentrations, that a 
massive amount of terrestrial sequestration occurs at present in some locations, and that 
the potential for emissions reductions through sink enhancement is high, particularly in 
the near to mid term. There are many potentially large political, economic and 
environmental benefits. So we need to build this in to our policy mix as a prominent 
component. Along the way we need to improve both our basic science, which is spotty in 
some areas, and our understanding of implementation issues.

The following are some of the questions and negative reactions the "uncertainty" argument 
triggers;

• The balance of evidence test that led us to support binding targets and timetables in the first 
place is essentially a 51 percent test - certainly not a 90 percent test - and even at that it is 
full of uncertainties and caveats as indicated by TPCC.

• Response: Fair point, although the balance evidence on (he climate signal is only one 
of several circumstances that we believe argue for action. Additional facts that 
support action include: greenhouse gases are persistent once emitted; greenhouse gas 
concentrations have increased substantially and can be reasonably projected to 
increase at high rates and levels; evidence is strong (hat climate change is underway; 
all GCM models project warming in the future; the rates and magnitude of 
temperature increases are likely to be unprecedented and basically irreversible for 
long periods; credible evidence exists that damages could outweigh benefits, perhaps 
dramatically in some cases. But your are correct that wc do not have a crisp cause and 
effect data set that satisfies a ten percent CL This is why our policies arc intended to 
be precautionary at this stage, versus totally remedial. But it would not be consistent 
to erect a data requirement on Cl’s that really doesn’t exist elsewhere on this issue.

• The IPCC has still not determined "dangerous" concentrations levels, and therefore our 
concentration target goals, even as ranges, are full of uncertainties inherent in calculating 
deleterious effects. Certainly the field of regional and local effects is rife with uncertainly, 
and our overall risk analysis on this issue far from the ten percent Cl level of precision 
sometimes held out as a threshold for action.

• Response: Fair point, as noted above a number of other circumstances lead u.s to 
conclude we must take precautionary action, but that doesn't license us to be overly 
restrictive in our search for solutions.

• Oceans constitute an vastly larger source and sink in the carbon cycle than terrestrial sources.
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mi our -■-•"■ilir: understanding in this area is quite limited. It seems inconsistent to be 
overly preoccupied with uncertainty on terrestrial sources when even small changes m ocean 

measurements can overwhelm terrestrial measurements

____ _ Fair point, although the reality is that the east of waiting for full
of ocean, .dene, issues could be very high if I. means postponing 

J^autionao^ ..Hon on source, and terrestrial sinks. We need to proceed on both

tracks jointly.
Measurements of historical emissions include gases and activity sources that contain ve^ 
rignificant uncertainties - either by national location, or by gas and activity For 
n^nant methane emissions are thought, at best, to be plus or minus 20 percent. Some of the 
developing nations fossil energy use data appears very sketchy The list goes on Yet our 
policy has been to accept the need for action in face of these uncertaint.^, and 
Ld wurces were included, with our support, in the Kyoto agreement. Why not a parallel 
approach on sinks? Why not an equal bias for action?

W_____ _ Fair point. We should have an equal bias for action on sinks based on
___ and policy. And we shouldn’t use international opposition as an

excuse- if we have at any time left this perception, it is in error. It is our intention 
t^te a prrallel track on sinks, the only issue, are timing and tacttcs. Be assured

that it ia a priority.

The "too much noise in the system" argument is exactly what some industry groups have 
u!ltd to oppose «dion on emissions reductions. It seems ironic for us to use the same logic

resisting strong credits for sinks.

Response- Agreed.

atmosphere doesn't

natural side. Stated another way: A full terrestrial carbon accounting 
comers not two- natural and anthropogenic sources on the one side, and natural and 
anlhroMgenic sinks on the other The line, between natural and anthropogenic in some of 
me« i^efs have been drawn out of convenience and necessity, not scientific reasons. As a 
iJ^n^Tnce, it makes little sense to exclude “natural” emissions, or sinks, from an accounting 

Bysiem. If. we do so, we ignore many significant areas.

. _Fair points. W. need to keep an open mind about what eause, this
^mbleiir^nd how we solve it. and no. get caught in the trap of focusing only on those
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areas we can measure best at the moment. And our research plans need to continue to 
build understanding all areas of the greenhouse gas accounting system. I believe this 
has been the intent of US research elTorts. The fact that we have proposed and agreed 
to take serious action in one area should not be construed to mean that we do not 
intend to look at others as well. Part of what*s going on in the policy process is a 
sequencing of issues, hopefully in rank order of priority. What is clear to now, based 
on emerging science and policy concern on sinks, is that it must be a priority in this 

process.

Forecasts of future emissions from anthropogenic and natural sources contain uncertainties 
driven by the inherent difficulties of time-based projections, as well as cross-sectional 
uncertainties. As a consequence, we cannot predict with any real precision what source 
emissions will be in the future. The best we can do is set broad ranges, certainly beyond a ten 
percent confidence level. For instance, ex ante review of energy forecasts show enormous 
error in past estimates on petroleum demand and supply, not to mention prices The same 
can be said for many basic industrial emissions which are heavily affected by macro 
environmental factors (notoriously hard to predict) as well as microeconomics strategy 
decisions that affect emissions output (also hard to predict). In some ways, these involve 
more uncertainty than landscape related changes over time. Witness the steel industry debate 
where business as usual emissions estimates by 2008 run from plus 15 percent growth (EIA) 
to minus 25 percent (EPA), with the industry predicting plus 10 percent.

Response: Fair points, as noted in previous responses. There is uncertainty in 
emissions projections. Our policies are intended to reflect, not deny, that reality. Of 
course, we have uncertainty on sinks in the same regard as you note, and we must act 
with prudence and precaution here as well.

The "missing sink" question is viewed as largely irrelevant to the question of whether a given 
sink activity can be documented, and operationally discounted for uncertainty and risk, The 
top-down macro approach doesn't address this issue per se, and appears academic. To the 
extent that it is relevant, federal research seems to be concluding that the missing sink is likely 
to be terrestrial in the nonhem hemisphere - adding further credence to bottom up estimates 
and frankly calling into question the negotiating assumption that gross emissions estimates 
accurately portray national responsibility for causing the problem (Will the US still be the 
world's leading emitter if the missing sink is indeed terrestrial, northern hemisphere?), It also 
raises the issue of who's research we are relying upon for our uncertainty conclusions - if our 
own leading scientists are saying this, why do our international negotiators hold a different 
view?

Response: This is another fair point, and raises an interesting negotiating point. You 
have correctly observed that the Kyoto negotiation was based largely on gross 
emissions numbers by nation, rather than net, due to shortfalls in accounting 
systems. At present we do not have a crisp double entry accounting system for all
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(any?) nations that can accurately portray their NET contribution to emissions. So 
the gross figures have been used as a proxy. Obviously this involves error risks. Our 
leading federal scientists on sinks are indeed saying that the US sequesters large 
amounts of carbon compared to gross emissions and has the capacity to do 
significantly more in the future with policy. They also advise us that in some areas 
this is quite sketchy; in others it’s much better. By negotiating article 3, and article 
3.4 in particular, we created a mechanism by which this double entry system could 
theoretically be installed in the climate framework. We are undertaking a variety of 
basic research to facilitate full carbon accounting, and it will require a sustained 
research efTort, not to mention an intense negotiating efTort to assuage doubts by 
some international detractors that this is just another US loophole.

There is a general concern that we put more stock in our atmospheric scientists than our 
terrestrial scientists on sinks issues. Related to this concern is disappointment and general 
puzzlement over the US submission of technical participants in the EPCC special report on 
sinks. Calls from NGO's, and ag and forest industry, indicate that they were not consulted, 
and do not feel the scientists chosen for this process represent the science of forest and 
agriculture carbon management particularly well, The emphasis appears to be on atmospheric 
science. None of the top federal researchers are listed (Rich Birdsey et al?).

Response: We were not aware of your concerns that this list did not represent our 
best technical expertise in this area and will look into it. We will also try to make 
sure the panel going to the article 3.4 meeting in February includes our top forest, 
range land and soil experts on carbon storage. Certainly we agree that our top sinks 
experts should represent us in the technical process with IPCC. It is my 
underatanding that we asked for industry and NGO submissions for this list. Tin 
interested in knowing who you recommend for both the 3.3 and 3.4 panels.

Bottom up estimates from the US forest service (Birdsey. et al) apparently show 10 percent 
Cl for above ground forests, and 25 percent for forest soils, not at all inconsistent with 
uncertainties involved in many source emissions, as noted above. Ag soil estimates are 
improving and already in this ball park in some areas as well (Kimble, et al).

Response: Agreed. The recent book by NRCS on cropland sequestration is very 
helpful, as well as work provided by Dr. Birdsey. Both were presented at Senator 
Wyden*s seminar this summer and are a part of our knowledge base. If you have 
other studies that provide documcnt.'ition in this area, they would be very helpful.

While there is volatility in some sinks measurements from year to year, this is driven by 
primarily by climate variability (Kimble, Lundquist, et al). So the root of inter-annual 
variation is the same “noise" in the climate system that makes the climate change "signal" so 
difficult to decipher in the first place (the balance of evidence issue noted earlier) Obviously, 
we have acted in the face of substantial noise in the climate system.

8
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. RMDonse: A. Dr. Lai and Dr. Lundquist mentioned at Senator Myden’s briefing, 
there is noise in the soil sinks system that varies based on ecological factors. Cleariy, 
climate variation itself is one of them. Unfortunately, warmer temperatures rnay 
distort this process as well. It sounds like we need more research in some of these 
areas to pin down the sources and size of variation. But this should not prevent us 
from attempting to score carbon storage in soils as a policy issue. It may simply be 
that the discount rate for uncertainty remains a bit high until this clears up. It may 
also be that this is much clearer by 2008. So we should keep this door open for sure,

and continue work on it.

• Volatility in measurements of annual carbon storage does not in and of itself constitute a 
barrier to estimation, discounting, or real carbon returns (witness the field of finance, 
investment and portfolio management). Inter-annual volatility can, of course, be analytica ly 

smoothed with multi-year averages (as we have done with emissions sources - witness mu ti- 
year targets) and other more complex analytical procedures. And, portfolio nsk can be 
managed through discounting and diversification. Why not approach the variability problem

in this manner?

. Response: Good suggestion. This issue should be raised in technical sessions that 
are planed by the agencies with industry, NGO’s and universities. We look foi^ard 
to more guidance in this area, but agree that uncertainty per se should not be a bar to

action.

• Furthermore, volatility should not be the sole measure of investment potential for a sink 
activity Magnitude must also be considered. Federal research leaders (Kimble, Birdsey et al) 
indicate carbon storage magnitudes are potentially very high. By way of analogy^ the stock 
market is also volatile, but its magnitude and long-term return make ii a very good investment. 
US forest sinks are estimated at 300 MMTCE per year during the first Kyoto budget period 
(Birdsey et al) and US ag soil sinks add potentially another 140 - 200 MMTCE per year 
(Kimble. Lai et al). Given that this constitutes well above half of our Kyoto commitment, it
raises the issue of "why not" pursue it,

. Resoonse: Agreed. The potential for sinks credit and enhancement in the US and 
Worldwi^ appears large and potentially manageable. So it should be a priority. We 

will continue to press forward.

. A given level of -scientific" nneertainty today is not likely to hold in ten years. So, the fact 
that we have high uncetlainty in cuirent estimates of certain sinks today does not preclude us 
from improving estimates through additional research (provided we actually do n - which .s 
another issue). It also does not preclude us from discounting current sinks estimates with 
existing uncertainty adjustments, and then revising these estimates and discount rates in the 

future, as we intend to do with source emissions.
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Reaponae: Agreed. Discounting Tor risk and uncertainty is a well established 
analytical precedent that appears to hold great promise for sinks, as well as sources. 
We have articulated this view in policy deliberations and negotiations and will 
continue to do so. We also will look at policy analysis needs in this area. It is 
important that we develop the PROCESS for discounting, as well as preliminary 
discount rates for the first budget period. But we must also bear in mind that these 
rates will change with research and testing. So we must have verification procedures 
that accommodate an evolving process.

Similarly, the future discount rates for sinks shouldn't be the top decision before us today. 
Instead, our focus should be on what's in and what's out in articles 3.3 and 3.4 COMBINED. 
It is not at all clear that we need to know point estimates and discount factors in advance in 
order to agree to a comprehensive system for the future. Just as we have agreed to 
comprehensive Inclusions of gases and source activities on the emissions side and then 
undertaken longer term research for scoring procedures, we could agree immediately that we 
want comprehensive inclusion of sinks by gas and activity, and work out scoring systems 
later. This is also why the article 3.3 definitions are not necessarily considered a "now" 
decision. What's in and what's out of the overall terrestrial carbon accounting system is, 
however, a "now" issue.

Response; Agreed. But as noted earlier, the sequencing of 3.3 vs. 3,4 vs. the 
combination of the two is more a tactical than strategic issue in our view. We agree 
that a full terrestrial carbon accounting system is the way to go.

A line item listing of sinks in article 3.4, with a requirement for a Cl of ten percent, is neither 
necessary nor appropriate as an approach to establishing a full carbon accounting system. 
First, the ten percent Cl requirement seems entirely arbitrary and inconsistent for the several 
reasons stated above. Second, a detailed line item list is likely to engage all of the technical 
issues now under debate for article 3.3; these are secondary and longer-term implementation 
issues that will drag on endlessly. The more relevant first step is to resolve the overall 
strategy decision of whether or not to have a full carbon accounting and, if so, which very 
general categories to include in 3.4. On this point, advocates would like to see language 
explicitly recognizing all ag and forest activities that can, at least potentially, sequester 
carbon. I am not sure if the catch all phrase "sustainable" agriculture and forestry does this, 
because it is a loaded term subject to widely varying interpretations. Nonetheless, a clear 
genera] inclusion is needed, with an agreement to work out scoring and discounting procedures 
later.

Response: Agreed, as noted above. We are open to your insights on language that 
covers the relevant categories of a comprehensive system.

The President has a stated policy of support for a $6.3 billion R&D development and 
diffusion plan that is essentially an technology engineering approach to reducing
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anthropogenic emissions from the energy sector. Returns from these investments are, 
arguably, no where near the ten percent Cl, and we have not included them in our economic 
analysis for that reason. Technology returns are quite speculative. On the other hand, 
investments in sinks are at least as certain, if not more so, that R&D investments. And they 
are immediate. Why not give them equal status in administration policy? Why not broaden 
and deepen the portfolio - particularly when the returns on sinks are near and mid term, and 
the returns on engineering R&D are long term? Wouldn't this build a more strategic, higher 
return portfolio?

Response; Absolutely. It is our intention to create a diversified portfolio that is 
optimally structured in time and across action areas. And sinks can play a very key 
role as you note. Our first installment of the S6.3 billion R&D package was intended 
to deal with the most energy intensive sectors. But that doesn’t mean we’ve forgotten 
sinks or other issues. In fact, we are very interested in your suggestions on budget 
items that would address portfolio building in this area. Please share!

To further use the analogy of an investment portfolio, it appears as if we are artificially 
narrowing our investments to guaranteed, fixed income securities by focusing on the sources 
we can measure well. In the process, we appear to be bending this rule heavily for one 
category of investments (anthropogenic sources) and ruling out high return variable rate 
securities on the others. Not only does this bar us from participating in a high magnitude and 
high return segment of the carbon reduction market, but this segment may prove to be a large 
and deep percentage of the overall portfolio opponunity. And, more to the political point, 
our current portfolio ain't performing very well..

Response: Again, we agree in portfolio optimization and it is our intention to do so. 
The sequencing may be sending the wrong signal, and we can change that by working 
with you now to identify budget actions that you could support towards this end. We 
also need to deal realistically with portfolio constraints at home and abroad, and 
loosen those constraints where possible and appropriate. Let’s work together on this.

A final, more political issue arises if and when we explain that a comprehensive full carbon 
accounting system is not "realistic." The blunt response will be that our targets and 
timetables in Kyoto arc not realistic under current text and policy. Further, we indicated to 
many supporters that an agreement on trading was not realistic at Kyoto, yet the US 
prevailed by insisting that it was a priority and sticking to its guns. Isn't the issue of sinks 
also a priority? Cari't we make it realistic by making it a must have?

Response: Yes, the Kyoto agreement is ambitious and revolutionary in some regards. 
If we do not obtain flexibility measures and meaningful participation, as well as 
comprehensive treatment of sinks, it will be far more ambitious. But we are 
convinced it is a sensible and affordable start if we get a full agreement on 
outstanding issues. Obviously, we’re not there yet. But we have the opportunity if we
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work together. We really appreciate your support and suggestions on that process, 
particularly on sinks. I know the sinks issue could be a big win-win for many 
constituencies in the US and abroad if we can pull it together. We can*t mislead you 
into thinking that will be easy. We have technical and political hurdles. But we also 
have intent. Let's talk about where we go from here to keep this discussion alive and 
turn it into successful policy.

■ ; .
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To:

cc:

Todd Stern/WHO/EOP

Jonathan H. Adashek/WHO/EOP, Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP, Julie M. Anderson/WHCCTF/EOP, 
Dirk Forrister/WHCCTF/EOP 

Subject: Ag outreach events

Regarding suggested ag outreach events:

Glickman/Eizenstat congressional members event

We will need to make a decision very soon on a Glickman/Eizenstat congressional members ag 
event (breakfast or otherwise) if we are to schedule it for September. I will work up a sign off 
proposal for you to review early next week if you want to proceed. After that I will need to work 
with personal offices in the Senate (and House if applicable) to find a date. September is already 
tight for members.

Ag industry event with Rominger and Eizenstat

I have the same concern over scheduling of a September ag industry event with Rominger and 
Eizenstat. Stu's schedule is tight, so the more lead time the better. I will also work up a signoff 
proposal on this.

DC ag reps briefing

Linda Delgado at USDA (Rominger's chief of staff) is working out schedules for Undersecretaries 
and Department Heads at USDA for a DC ag reps briefing in a few weeks. Susan Gordon is waiting 
for dates from USDA in order to schedule Melinda Kimble. I have also put Dan Reicher and David 
Gardiner's offices on notice that we will need them involved. I reviewed our invite list yesterday 
and believe it will be about 50 groups if it is all-inclusive. We can trim this if we need to. We 
could also add a half dozen forestry groups and do them at the same time with no problem. Let me 
know if you want to do this. Also, do you want friendly congressional staff to observe?

USDA talking points

Have you decided what you want to do with the USDA talking points? I thought they needed 
surgery. Our box of ag mitigation solutions could/should be larger and stronger, and the problem 
stated more clearly and forcefully.

Technical workshops

I will work up a proposed calendar of technical workshops, seminars, etc. for technical consensus 
building over the next week or two with agencies. Key issues include: economic impacts, energy 
efficiency, sequestration, trading, emissions reduction technologies, biomass/biofuels, weather 
variability, pest management. These are the underpinning of mitigation strategies that will require 
budget and policy action.



USDA economic analysis

I asked Keith Collins' office to complete the internal vetting process with their ag sector economic 
analysis and be prepared to do a senate ag brief before August recess. 1 will get back with you 
with a date of completion for the vetting and a briefing proposal. Internal vetting should include 
CEA, EPA, DOE at a minimum. Joe Aldi is a USDA employee who was hired by and reported to 
Margo Anderson, and they have been in contact.

Please advise.
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Action Plan

Slttiatian Afulvrta
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nvairly lifeet *»lss«5rB how fossil fuel (g*«itine, coal, namral gaa. etc.) eombuatlon.

As the ds=iBt» charge debate has evolved Thoes v;ho oppose action hav« argued 
rairiy tiiAt si pin* such a tnatyvlll place the US, at a competitsvo disadvantage vnth 
3iost other nations, and will be caauvdy ocptnsiVE to tciplcwent. Much of the ®»t 
will be botra by American consUff-ers who ^ pay bightt ptiaes for mosr ereigy and 

cansporA tiorc

tbe climate change th«ty being advanced by the bear/ supporten is based 
pnn>»tfily on foretasting models with a very high degree of uncertainty. In fact, it not 
kTLawn for sure wheshar (a) dlmals change actuany is cxxum'ng, or C^'; ii i< is* whnhCT 
h uiTvans really have any ir£ucice on i L

Daspite these wealmaua in sdenfiBc Undostanding, those who oppose the 
treary have'dene lihie a bu&d a cSSe against predcitous acdon ot\ dhnate change based 
on cf^ adentiHc uncertainty. As a result the Clinton Admiristraeioa and enviscTxmotd 
giouD5 essentiaUy have had the held to rh^iselvea. They have anducted an afferSve 
pul^lic reiadoru program to convlna (he American pvahlio lhat the cUznare is changing, 
we humans are at fault ard we must do sowcihing about it beicre calamity itiies.

The cnvlrormcaial gtoups Jxtow they hav» beer. suecesifuL CoovETKntmg afnr 
ih.e Kyoto negoeaiians about reesr.t media coverage of dtaate change, Tom y>’ather. 
erecuove vice prerident of the National Envirtmmenul Trust, wroim

■'...AS impoftinl as kheedEit of the eoverigewas the tone and tamor c/ic In a 
chanje-fcom just sir months ago, inost media Stories no IcngO'presentsd global 
warmln j »= just a theory os-w which reasortable scendsb could diift;. Most stories 
dmcrlberi piedietiorvs of global waraing as the portion o£ the ourTwhelmi-ig number of 
maimreaen sdexest*. That the enviroatmenijU eomcmLiritv had, lo a great extent, settled 
the soenfitic issue with ihoUj. media Ls the otharr great 5uce«=s that began perhaps

months earlier iut bB=a.-ne apparent during Kyoto.”
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^^g.d In £»'’« ^

tt< voted uiteresa.

- 4,^ solely on eecivoouc cauruis, « ttv* tcm^

ssssssr—-“■
ir' - piTiti! Uriwl Sl«t= fa 1 t=oi«tr a<.«^ posiSon Mvi te

■coooizvic cnrjrtSXB.
Uooo this »bl«u. *« Cl0b»l Cii=ut* Scoce ComcturucacoM Tom (GCSC^ 

develo^^ ?1«. to ioionn the Aaeriam pib.lc that *dtt« doo ru=t sus^c« 
iTS^tousIrto^ Kyoto would dicuts. Iheeby provi^ * dowU f«r the nght 

dSsioas to be m/de, Tne uam cowidersd KStd® frcm a r.oy r^bbc optiror.

jin-aoy Itl developinB the plan.

a-AxW R^eAfch-, 5UI^-ey 0‘ I.IW "lju'oKned A=sric«is- suggesB 
^^rtCAAS csrrrtiMly peicdve climite chaitge » be a g«.t frxeat, pubU op^n u open 

cndinute^««. When informed Cud s«en^=
en^uS^v5d«« to sugffBt ti^t (whAt» «Ued globAl c>im*te chAngel

!Wmors likely to oppo« the Kyoto Moreov^. half the resperderto hirbored

«lo^ibes ibemt clLmate saor«e.

GCSCT evrmbera who cenfe-buiad to dtsdevelopmxnc or the plan ax- ^ 
Adams: fchxi Adams Ai»det«:Gmda« CrsJ-.dsU. Seance and Envyo^ul ?uU<^ 
Proiecc E>^vid RetSbwd Cenneuttoe ?« A CoiUtnur-ve Tonon-ow- Jeffnry ^on. Th-c 
Mar»hJ»U Insdtuto: Us Ga.-dsm LT4ron.-ne7iul Isswea Caunol; Lyra Eouchey and 
Vdvtcn Efceil. rrondos of Freedom- PeU: 0=*.-:'. Azr.ericA.ui /or Tax FA/crm. itor-dy 
k/vioL exxon Cor?.; .'loben Cera. Toe Sd-urhxm Comply; Sr.A.-on 
Coqs; Sto-e Milloy. The AdvA.-v;,jr-;nt cf >aurx: So.-.= rad Joseph -
A.;ncxicin Pecoleum Irstiru*-

To« accxra plra V5 detailed sn the fcllo'-ra^ pajo:-
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Global aimate Science Communications

Action Han 

Pteiect Goal

A t^ooxY Of *. Aooian p«bUc inAiding iruiusbcy Ie«ieahij, iTOjniaB
that AOiS-vt ixfat in *£=!*= ^
.jron/S«« (..fr Cor,«ros) who ch«i the bxtma U5. ooursa on global dtoat* <±^»ge.

Pro«*3 wm b. maiuttwl toward th* goal- A ft>aa5un=Tent of the ^lk’8

^utajOTncne wiB be tajten ai one or tnore w^y«-io-t>f^lC!tsn»cd intesv,!, as the pU^

is implrawnted-

yirtorg WUl Be Achlroeti When

. Average <iti2»s''«ndj«bnd'(recop^)onaimir.ao in diiBAteso^; 
recogiuttop of um-c-Uintiea becomes part of the "convanElonal wisdom

. Media -uMcstatids" (rcccgrizes) vir,crro-nt:es irv dimatc sdcvs

- MeoiA covcage xefleco balai«= on climate sdencc and rccc^coa qif the validity or 
^rwpoiuB that challenge the raipa'.l"'conver\tonal wisdom"

. Industry l«de=hlp undCrsands unceTtair'.tiea iri clanart science, nvaidrvg
them stronger ambassadorj to those who shape dimato policy

. Those picrvofcng theXyoo ir^acy or. basts of trtarcsd«sc8 ccp«r ta be oti: o5
touch wjih reality.

Currerft ReaJito

Unless "dimate change" becxno a non-issue, oetning that the Xyoto oropcnal 
is defeated ard there are no further inltiativgs to thw»n C^^a frircat of dlmsce change, 
there may b« no moment whm w^ can.declare victor/ for our efforts. It will 
{v-cssssary^ho oiafallah meaauremer.ts for the science eifori to tick progress toward 
aehievins iha goal and sc»ie^c success.
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c»p»oyri^ andTactis

E%iM questions Knih aa*k«.

-p -rvj—atftics will be undofckwbetww now a»aa«ncrteKiMie meeting in

^tSL^rStt-sr n a=-" «««*
C*5'«5)-

■ v”L^zi wi'i

ilmdy are wocat
• Devtioo a elobal cHnuiCE scierat Infatnuiticm for irtdia it-xl-uding peer-revi«weti

pi^^afundccut Ihe "cavofeoMl Kiadom" oiv diaate adena. TMs tor dao 
LiSLdude «ind*=»t«idal»U coouvuwcatfoM, inciucUng simple fact sheets that 
preovt vder.ef.c ^.cttimdes in language flu: the mediti and public can 

undK&tasid.
- Ccnduct brieSives by msdia-iriiwid sdcncstt for sdetce Writer; in the top 2G TJdia 

jwiiiefc using the information tots. Distabnt* the Information kits lo daily 
,vew5oa«» naticnwide -ith offer of sdoOists to brief reporters W carh paper- 
Orvelop, disseminate radio news releases featuring scleiiub ruttorwfele, ar.d oKeff 
jdentists to appear on radio uBt shows acuas the country.

. Produce. distrilJute a steady stream of dimato sder.ee Sniocmation 'da .^csimile and 
■y.Tn,» ij to «den<!g writers siound the coungT.

^ Produce, distribute sia syndieatr a.-.d direstly ra newspapers nacon>dde a seedy 
, ‘■i-i.irn ct c^-«d columns and letters to the editor authored by scehcjics.

- Convince one cf tha major news natfor^ilTV }cutnilis:s (c-g.. John Stoaacl) to 
produce a report e.xa=uning the scentinc undnpinnir.gs of ihe Kyoto treafy.

. Ogmiie. p.'ocfuoto and conduct ihrc-ugh graaswo orguviiations a serim cf
campui/cotr—.unir/ wartohcps/debaBcS on climate scierce In 10 enos: vmpcrtoi-.t 
j»3tc3 duato.^ the period cud-/^u«u:t ihrcujh Octob«i. 19?6-
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Canai«ier sdvertishag ll«; ad»tific vuxceenintics ir\ seletf ntifleaB ra support 
MtiorwLL regiori*! ItxaJ (tg-. worfcsheps/debates). »s *pprppri*te.

M«du Tzogt^m Budget S600/000 plus p£id sd^wtuiog

IL ciobil C3imat« Soenet laformation Souxce D«v«lop and lapl*mm« i
prafftm ta lajecd credlbla science and sdcsiti£e aeeouaa>ilitr lots Use global 
eLnuted^ata, thereby raising ^aationa aboqtand uaducuSing Ih* 
-prevalliagsdcntifie srisdoxa." Thr etTategy hatre lha added benefit of 
jrrwidlng a platforai for oadible, eonstnictivo attidim of tfca oppeeitiem'a 
paaition on Qm sdaicr.

Tactics: Aa with the Naflondl Media Keladons Pxvsiaw. thee aerrritao voTl be 
undertsknn betwem now and the nett cJicvatB siceting in Buenos Airo, .\fftnhna, in 
N'evetr.ber 1998. and will ecwdftua throfter. Initiatives »dUbe Uunehwi as scorx as Cte 
plan is approved, funding obttinwd. and the neeBaaary resouarcas arranged and 
deployed.

. Eatablish a Global OupateSdaflce Data Center. The CCSDC will be established in 
WasWngron as a non-profit educaSonal foundaSon with an advisijry board of 
rcapetmd dinte sdtfvdsts. It will be sBffed iniQally wide prefeadonals oi\ loan 
fromvarious companies and assorSattons with a major Inrereat In the dims tc issue, 
Thg<* executive will fcrijig with them knowledge and a^^ericire In the foUowfrvg 
areas:
— Ovetall history of dimete reecrch and the PCC petx«s;
- Con^esionjl celadons and >r.owl«d.ge of where Indrvidva] Senators stand on 

the climam issue;
— Xnowlrdgc of key climate scientists and where thay stancL-
- Abllirjr to-ldentify and rstfuit is many as za respecrod dimate scientisls to serve 

on the soence ednsoty board;
- ICnowl«dg« and expertise In madia relations and with esqhEshed raUeior^hips 

with aaema and »ecgy wiitezs. columnist and edltoiial vnjters;
— Expertise in gnssiooB orjarvization: and 
— Carnpaipt organization ar.d administtatder.

The GCSDC will be led by a dynamic SBUor executive with a major persorval 
commiimenr to the goals o( the campaign and easy access to busiTAs leacus at tf-.e 
CEO leveL The Center-■-KIl fee run ch a day-to-day basis by an cxecutrT* director 
with. roporvsibUiry for msurir.g targete are met. The Centor wiH be funded at a level 
that wdl pemit it to succeed- Irrluding funding fer research concracta that tnay be 
decned appropriate to fill gaps in dinure science (e-g., a complere sdenific critique 
of the IFCC research and its corcusions).
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The CC5DC will become » rr30«te oft cU«a« ««« «»bcn 0<
ihefftediA indiutty and »U oftfiS conc«P«L It will \n cgnsnat

the k*sr’dlMt* sdtfvwts and 
ceodve »pp«priA»e atBmfloT- H *dll provide
support 5iey Lv. been UcJ»g- In short it wiU be . soord ac«nftfic all«utLv, ro

whd«e reacarch in «hU field supp«te omt p«iton
_ F..Ai*Ti»hinc coopendvc reUfioniMps with other sdctdflc

oi^nlatiis (eV, ateteoroloi^, ^phys\^^) » btin« «>-k p«sp«ftv« to

bear on the debale. »3 appt«pda*«. , , • .', ,,.
- I>velopmgoppdsbixnde5te!na^iimaetheiinpactof8denhbc>new:.^nr«it^

^.ftlho^:« with Cornet themrfaard other )«y Andrews
- Monlto«v$anA-«^s««'d«xlyw«r«^iyer««frt50«trflcdevtlopirventt

with St^tsnaaltoimtna Oft the dto*»ad™d«bat«._prei^deor..
- B*5«nditftaclaixnsfxoalthesa*wiffeal»i«Ut#wdx«dia.
- Pro^^«lin5 ^aavta for »dra=ae>' on dilate seleftee, u deemed appropriate.

ELL NaSonal I>utc1 Oubrech and Ed««tjcjv Cevelop and losplement a d«ct
.otTarh « iniona and edocate m-»be:, o< Consr«..«» offioal..
industry leadership, and school teachet^atadenia about wnwUtadam
dictate sdenet. ’ I* ^Woto
Industry ic.deta will be abl. to raise finch sartou. qu^Oow about *« o 
tx^mty'i «d«td6c undetplnnin** that A»er.can poliey-makess not only 
lehJe lo endooc it *ey will seek lo prrrer.t ptogtess t^rd Implementation 
lithe Sttuios Alrcerieedasin KeTtBiber or through other ways. laformirvs 
teachera/shidents about tmeettaL-Mies in elimatx science wUl be-in to er«t a 
barrier against 8urlh« effotw to izopeuc Ky«rto-Uke measunes m the future,

Taedcs; Informing end educabns merbers of Ccn«r«fi. suce oWinals and Industr/ 
Jeaden will be «r,deEtaken as soon as the pUn is apptovei funding « obtai^. ar.d 

lescurctn ere arrayed fifd cofitiriue dcou-h 'Buenos Aires and for thie 
ioneseeable futut*. The teaches/students outreadi program wiU be de^•eloped and 
l»ur.chri in early 1999. [n all ci«5. tacticai unplerrjm'jion will be fuUy intcgiatsa wiLh 
odner eLejnentS of this acaoti pluv

- Or^elop and conduct through the Global Oirute Scene Dan Cents? sderu:e 
briefings for Congresa, govirmon. state le^sUrcrs, and Industry le^dejs by August

1998.

- Oevrelop iniotinadon kits cn cirjte soer.ce uagcnrd apediicdly at the needs o! 
govemsncr.t offiriali er.d Lndustry leldes, to be used in ccnjuiurian '-dth wr.c 
s^axacely from it« in-p<T»orv briefings to furfier dir»«7rrdime icf otivadnn on 
clicnaOt sciciee uroercdndei and thettby artn uhese influcndais to raise sencu= 
qviesUotvs on che jocice lisue.

and the
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. CT^ariize und« tt\e GC5DC a "Sdenoa Educadcn. T«sk Group' will «rv« as the 
poStt o£ o«tre*ch to th* Nitiooal TcacImd AMcciadon CNSTa) and other
infiu«r>ti»l scLePc* •dtictdon oi^goniiatiaas. Work wSthNSTA to develop &dKx>l 

ihakpr«avt a oadAUu fe*]*Resd pirtorB of diaiat* icimcB for use ir^
^■>CTT>w-nn« nadomrlde.

« Di»txxbu» «ducBTi<vai matedaJs directly to achoob «rd through gnssxoots
orgududpns oi disutc aoews parStsa (companies, otgirdudectf that partidpate 
in du5 effmt).

h/atioiul Direct QutsochPto^ffltgadget - 5360,003

TV, FundlngfTAnd AUeadotc Develop end Lmplcaent prolan <e oMain
fondia^ and to allocate funds lo cuere that the pregpraia it U casied out 
ett*eiivel7-

Tacdcv THJb atxaaegy will b* rznplamcnfeed as soon as we hav< the go><ihead to proceed.

■ FotontiAl handing so-arees ware identified as Amehcan Pcbokujxi Insdhlts (APT) ard 
lb BWBibccs; Budsess Kound Table CBItT} and Its neenb^, Edison Hnic Inatitute 
(ESI and ib ffusBibers: Independent Pebekrua. Auodatlnn of Ameio (TPXAl and 
ib meBiben; and the National Mminf A»odafion tNhift) and lb mrirheB.

• Potential fund allncatoes were IdentlSed a= tho Anverican Legislative Exchange 
Cflurvdi ( aLEQ. ConUBlttw For A Constructive Tomarrtjw (CTACT). Corapetib've 
Snrerpilae Institute, Frontiers ef Fjeedoir. andlhe Maishail Inxtituee.

Total Funds Required to Implement
Pregzaan through 3No**Bd»crl99S — 52,000,300 (A significar-t peftian

of funding ier tn« CCSDC vioU he 
deferred until 1«9 and beyond)

Mcasuxeincnts
Various netrls will be used to mack pro^reis. These mearuresiena will have to 

be disxsmincd in HaKing out the action plan and may irclude:

. Baseline public/govexranot ofridal cpWcn surveys «\d periodic folkrw-up 
surveys on the percentage of Amedons and gcrv erT-jrient officials wSo :et.vg,u2« 
sipuficant uncmalndes in riurvate sdence.

• Yraclong the percent of media iracles that r?ise questiors about climan: sci<mce-

• bfur:\her of M«nbo« of Congress erposed ra our tnaterub on climate science.

- NumSei of coawnunlodoni on climaatMCWe received by .Members of CengreiS
rrotn thove conaricuotes.

• NiutSer of radio Lalkxhow appursnees by seiontises eu««aerl(\S ' prc<.-»iLr,5 
‘"'\sdoiri" or\ cJ'vn-.atv s<a«'cv.
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V

• NviaW of school te4«herj/stu<ien,ti reached vrl* ou*- Wotcatiar on diaufe 
tdiena.

X
N

Nuj/)htr of 4o»ce wriBBi MeM and who npait upon irl-mAtm edei\a 
utictrcittcOo.

IqqU 8udi«a etpowd to newspaper, radio, feelrmiCB ao^mge of adnea
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Thomas D. Peterson 
08/28/98 02:31:42 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP, David B Sandalow/CEQ/EOP

cc: Dirk Forrister/WHCCTF/EOP
Subject: sinks

Wyden's staff as well as Pacific Forest Trust will be sending a suggested approach on article 3.3 
that, as I understand it, uses very expansive definitions for the three ternns as well as defining 
forestry as an agricultural practice to eliminate the perverse incentives issue. I'll forward it. The 
general hope on their part is that we get the most expansive treatment of sinks as possible under
3.3 and additional expansions under 3.4 as necessary. This approach is endorsed by a number of
other senate ag offices.



11^ peterson t <peterson_t @ btgcinema.com>
C--" 06/11 /98 04:32:58 PM

Record Type: Record

To: David B Sandalow/CEQ/EOP, Julie Anderson <mcneillyj @ btgcinema.com >, Jim Rubin <risley_p
@ btgcinema.com >

cc: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP
Subject: Wyden response

draft response for Wyden's dear colleage on ag and forest sequestration

Dear Senator Wyden:

Thank you for the May 22 letter that you and your colleagues sent President Clinton expressing support for 
improvements to climate mitigation policies that affect forestry and agriculture. These sectors are extremely 
important to the environment and economy of the US, and present great opportunities for progress in both 
areas. With respect to climate change, forestry and agriculture are unique as the only two sectors of our 
economy that both emit and sequester greenhouse gases, presenting special opportunities for reducing net 
emissions. As your letter suggests, many broader environmental and economic interests related to land 
conservation might also benefit from enhanced policies in this area.

With respect to international policy, the US supported a comprehensive system of credits and accounting for 
sustainable forest and agriculture practices (for budget baselines and project-based trades) during the C0P3 
negotiations in Kyoto last December. While the protocol that emerged from negotiations includes only partial 
agreement in this area (including categories of afforestation, deforestation and reforestation under article 3.3) 
the US succeeded in negotiating a process under article 3.4 for inclusion of a more comprehensive list of land 
conservation and management practices. We will continue to press for credit for sustainable forest and 
agriculture practices as a US priority in C0P4 in Argentina this November.

At the same time we recognize that significant technical issues must be resolved over standardized scoring and 
verification methods for sequestration before an international credit system can be implemented in the 
2008-2012 time period. A number of federal agencies have conducted research in this area over the last few 
years, including EPA, DOE and USDA, and will continue long-term research in this area. We agree that it is 
important to collaborate with forest products, agriculture, research and conservation groups on standardized 
approaches to carbon stock methodology and accounting principles as a part of this process. We also agree 
that pilot sequestration projects in soil and forest management should be conducted.

With respect to domestic climate policy, the President's FY 99 budget proposed a variety of research on 
agriculture and forestry programs related to climate change, including sequestration. We agree that land 
conservation approaches that increase carbon storage in soils and forests are an important complement to 
technology and R&D programs as a means to net C02 reductions, and greatly appreciate your insights in this 
area. For your information, I have attached a budget fact sheet that outlines our past funding and current 
requests related to agriculture and forestry sequestration and incentives. We welcome your support of these 
requests.

Finally, let me thank you for providing us a list of suggested cost-effective climate mitigation options for 
forestry and agriculture, and assure you that they will be considered in our budget and policy deliberations on 
climate mitigation. We will also consider the scientific data you provided in related discussions. I was 
particularly intrigued by your paleo-climate data that shows a dramatic drop in C02 levels 300 million years ago 
at the time forests emerged on earth.

Thank you for sharing your concern about climate change, and your interest in working for solutions that 
reduce the risk of climate change and benefit US agriculture and forestry in the process.



Bnited States Senate
WASHINGTON, DC 20510

May 22,1998

The Honorable Bill Clinton 
President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. President:

The latest protocol to the climate change treaty that was negotiated in Kyoto was an important 
step towards international collaboration in addressing the environmental effects of rising 
concentrations of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. It could be improved, however, by 
encouraging investment in the natural mitigation capacity of forestry and agricultural sinks. In a 
market-based system that encourages the most cost-effective methods for reducing net emissions 
of carbon, forestry and agricultural carbon sinks are a profitable pathway to reducing excess 
atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases.

Forestry and agriculture play a significant role in sequestering atmospheric carbon and economic 
analysis shows these strategies to be cost-effective. With costs of $2-$20 per ton of carbon, 
domestic forest conservation and management strategies achieve not only greenhouse gas 
mitigation but, a host of other environmental benefits such as protection of watersheds, water 
supplies, and critical wildlife and fish habitat, increased soil conservation, and reduction of storm 
water runoff and landslides.

Unfortunately, ambiguous language in the Kyoto Protocol appears to foreclose the highly 
effective, credible, and low-cost option of reducing carbon dioxide emissions through improved 
forestry and agricultural management and conservation practices. Without clarifying existing 
language, the treaty may have unintended negative impacts on vital forest resources and actually 
increase forest-based carbon emissions, both in this country and abroad. Such incentives are 
contrary to a number of national policies and international programs such as the Northwest 
Forest Plan, the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, the International Tropical Timber 
Agreement, the Montreal Process, the Gore-Chemomyrdin agreements and the recently convened 
Intergovernmental Forum on Forests. Consequently, the effectiveness of the treaty can be 
enhanced by simplifying the language to enable the use of forestry and agricultural practices.

We urge you to promote domestic policy initiatives and seek clarifications to existing Protocol 
language that would establish comprehensive accounting for forestry and agriculture and enable 
the issuing of credit for domestic forest and agriculture management and conservation strategies. 
Furthermore, we recommend directing the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department 
of Agriculture to work with forest products, agriculture, research, and conservation groups to 
help develop standardized carbon stock methodology and accounting principles for carbon



sequestration which are key to establishing the credibility of any action undertaken to mitigate 
excess atmospheric greenhouse gases. To this end, we strongly encourage development of pilot 
projects investigating the effectiveness of management approaches in selected forests and fields 
of the United States. As reflected by the sense of the United States Senate and expressed in a 
Wyden amendment to the FY 1999 Senate Budget Resolution, these elements should be among 
our initiatives to foster cost-effective and performance-based methodologies to reduce 
greenhouse gasses.

We appreciate your attention to our call for expanding the role of forests and agricultiue in the 
scientific strategy for mitigating atmospheric greenhouse gases and look forward to working with 
you on this important matter.

Respectfully,

fen —
Senator Ron Wyden

toryame

Smator Barbara Boxer

Senator Ti

SeriWi^atty Murrayatty Murray

W.Q%
Seriator John H. Chhfe

Senator Patrick J. Leahy f

Senator Richard G. Lugar ( ! Senator Tom Harkin

S^Wor J. Robert Kern^

^nator Dianne Feinstein
/

inatqrTKomas A. Daschle

oseph I. Lieberman
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Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP, Julie M. Anderson/WHCCTF/EOP

cc: Dirk Forrister/WHCCTF/EOP, Todd Stern/WHO/EOP
Subject: cong ag breakfast proposal

Congressional Ag Breakfast - September

Administration Team: Glickman, Eizenstat, Barschevsky (if possible), Yellen (strongly
recommended)

Ag Messages:
• ag is a priority for thie administration and we are focused on it in the climate change arena
• we are not going to support a treaty that runs up major energy price increases or hurts 

economic growth; CEA, USDA analyses show there are pathways
• we are not going to support a treaty that distorts the international trade playing field for ag - 

and we know where the potholes are
• there are many smart things we can do at a purely domestic level - we want to capitalize on 

"no regrets" opportunities (bioenergy, sequestration, technology, trading, farming efficiency)
• ag can get hurt at a local and regional level from severe weather if we do nothing; witness this 

past spring in the northern great plains, and this summer in the southern great plains and 
southeast

• we want to collaborate with you and have a plan

Congressional Members: full senate ag cte plus select others from farm and forest states (*
denotes priority)

cte R's
Lugar*
Helms
Cochran*
McConnell
Coverdeir
Santorum*
Roberts*
Grassley*
Gramm, TX
Craig

cte D's
Harkin*
Leahy*
Conrad*
Daschle*
Baucus*
Kerrey*



• Johnson*
• Landrieu*

Others
• Wyden*
• Dorgan^
• Durbin*
• Ford*
• Warner
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From the TelePort of: Tom Peterson

V

Date: Friday, May 22,1998

To: Roger Ballentine, WH Legislative 
Fax Number: 202456-2604

Number of Pages: 17

Memo: Attached: draft ag and forestry climate change outreach plan -15 pages

This Task Force draft reflects input from USD A, and could be used as a 
discussion draft for next Tuesday's meeting with USDA, State and White 
House on ag/forestry outreach. Let me know if additional backup materials 
would be helpful. Tom
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Climate Change Outreach Plan - Agriculture And Forestry

I. Challenge:

Agriculture and forestry sectors are unique as they relate to climate change 
- presenting both obstacles and opportunities. At the same time, they share 
common concerns of high emissions sectors. Key points that shape the 
outreach challenge in agriculture and forestry are;

■ they are the only two sectors that both emit and sequester greenhouse gases
• they include large and highly concentrated corporations, as well many highly 

decentralized small business entities nationwide
• they have highly diversified industry structures (both horizontal and vertical) 

that link input suppliers, producers, processors, distributors, wholesalers and 
retailers in a powerful network

• they are heterogeneous due to the immense variety of markets and products 
involved, but relatively homogeneous as skeptics of environmental issues

• many primary agriculture states are also primary for coal production and heavy 
manufacturing

• overall these industries see themselves as abnormally energy intensive, over 
regulated, and captive to a thin profit margin

■ farm producers, in particular, enjoy widespread public sympathy and have been 
effectively used as a front by other industries and political organizations to 
defeat major environmental issues

• these sectors feel generally disaffected from the administration, including 
climate change policy formulation

• US agriculture and forestry interests diverge from global interests in many areas 
of climate mitigation, although they converge on the risks of climate change

II. Goals;

Outreach with these sectors needs to reduce the level of confusion and 
mistrust and improve collaboration and common ground - for key entities as 
well as mainstream groups. Prospects have been improving over the past 
year, but upgraded efforts are needed to;

• work with agricultural and forestry sectors to clarify science and policy of 
climate change and its likely impact on agriculture and forestry activities

• understand the unique concerns of the agriculture and forestry sectors with 
regard to climate change and any actions taken to reduce net greenhouse gas 
emissions

• foster the development and implementation of cost-effective strategies and 
technologies to mitigate agriculture and forestry contributions to net greenhouse 
gas emissions
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develop common ground and commitments for positive action at key levels of 
industry, NGO’s, and elected officials

III. Approach:

While many agencies and offices have been active working on agriculture 
and forestry issues, efforts need to become more constituency oriented, 
systematic, and high profile. Next steps should:

• identify primary groups (industry, NGO’s, media, elected officials) who are 
affected by or have a stake in climate change issues

• create outreach opportunities for outreach teams to interact with industry groups 
and others interested in the climate change issue

• develop informational materials that address current science, policy, economic 
and research issues relating to climate change, agriculture and forestry

• use these materials to engage in dialog with industry groups, USDA leadership, 
other federal agencies. Congress, and the public

IV. Target Groups;

Part of the challenge in outreach to agriculture and forestry is the need to 
interact intensively with a few key groups, as well as working more 
systematically with all groups. To do so, we recommend grouping the 
sectors into two tiers:

First tier (groups directly affected by mitigation policy)
• agriculture and forest producers and related associations
• processors and wholesalers
• input suppliers

Second tier (others with a clear stake in the issue)
• conservation NGO’s
• st^e ajd local groups

^mal and trade media (appendix 1)

(see appendix 1)
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V. Key Policy Issues:

A standard set of issues are consistently the focus of these sectors in 
discussions on policy, and serve as a platform for administration actions on 
research, policy analysis, and education. They are:

• economic impacts of mitigation
• risks of inaction
• no regrets actions
• sequestration opportunities
• trading opportunities
• technology opportunities
• renewables opportunities

(see appendix 2)

VI. Key Outreach Opportunities (And Suggested Calendar);

Existing policy dialog processes for climate change (primarily domestic 
policy) should be expanded to agriculture and forestry groups. Additional 
processes also are needed (particularly in the international policy process). 
Opportunities include:

• industry consultations and credit for early reduction
• FY 2000 budget discussions
• COP4 and other international policy development
• POTUS/VPOTUS events
• Cabinet/Subcabinet events

(see appendix 3)

VII. Educational Package;

The substantive content of information materials should be based on key 
policy and research issues. Format and content can be tailored for 
particular events and dialog processes, but the standard package should 
include:

cabinet speeches 

speaker’s notes
fact sheets (addressing key policy, research and education issues) 

Q’s and A’s 

media background
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• current website(s)

(see appendix 4)

VIII. Interagency Outreach Teams (Suggested):

White House and interagency teams should be available as needed to work 
with Congress, industry, NGO’s and media. These teams should include 
reps for coordination and outreach from relevant White House offices and 
agencies. To the extent possible, they should integrate policy, legislative 
and communications functions from the following:

• DOS
• USDA
• EPA
• DOE
• NOAA
• DOI
• White House offices

(see appendix 5)
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Appendix 1: Target Groups

I. Agriculture - first tier

Producers And Related Associations

National Cattemans’s Association
American Farm Bureau
State Farm Bureaus
National Grange
Cotton Council
Rice Federation
National Wheat Farmers
National Corn Growers
National Farmers Union
Renewable Fuels Association
Business Council For Sustainable Energy

Processors And Wholesalers

Cargil
ADM
National Food Processors Association
Perdue
Tysons
American Meat Institute 
Proctor and Gamble 
General Mills
Grocery Manufacturers Association 
Agricultural Retailers Association

Input Suppliers

Southern States
Agway
Cenex
Monsanto
DuPont
Fertilizer Institute 
Pioneer Seed 
Agri Bio Tech 
National Ag Credit

II. Agriculture - Second Tier

Conservation NGO’s 

WRI
Soil and Water Conservation Society 
Wildlife Management Institute

5
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Sustainable Ag Coalition 
Henry Wallace Institute 
Delta Land Trust 
Farm Foundation 
National Wildlife Federation

State And Local Groups

National Association of Ag Commissioners 
National Governors Association 
National Chambers of Commerce

Congress

Senate Ag 
Senate Budget 
House Ag 
House Approps 
CRS

Regional And Trade Media

Farm Journal Publishing 
Farm Progress Companies 
Desmoines Register 
Chicago Star and Tribune
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I. Forestry - first tier

Producers, Manufacturers, Associations

Georgia Pacific 
Weyerheuser 
Champion 
International Paper
American Forest Products Association 
American Pulpwood Association 
National Woodland Owners Association 
Kafus Industries

II. Forestry - second tier

Conservation NGO’s

Society of American Foresters
Wildlife Management Institute
Izaac Walton League
American Forests
Pacific Forest Trust
The Nature Conservancy
National Association of Consulting Foresters

State And Local Groups

National Association of Forestry Commissioners 
National Association of State Foresters

Congress

Senate Ag
Senate Energy
Senate Budget and Approps
House Ag
House Interior
House Approps
CRS

Trade And Regional Media

American Forestry 
SAX Publications
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Appendix 2: Key Policy Issues

I. Economic Impacts Of Mitigation

energy and fuel prices
other input prices (chemicals, fertilizers, seed, etc.)
farm income
trade shifts
interest rates
GDP

II. Risk Of Inaction

2x, 3x, 4x C02 scenarios 
severe weather 
soil moisture 
ecosystem disruption 
water and landuse tradeoffs 
regional dislocation 
worldwide production effects

III. No Regrets Actions

nutrient management 
soil conservation 
water conservation 
reduced till

IV. Sequestration Opportunities

forests - comprehensive above and below ground practices 
agriculture - comprehensive above and below ground practices

V. Trading Opportunities

domestic policy based (responsive to POTUS 10/22/97 announcement) 
international - CDM, Annex 1 (articles 3.3 and 3.4)

VI. Technology Opportunities

biomass
feedstocks
chemicals and fertilizer efficiency
land management systems
water management systems
fuel and electricity efficiency
waste systems/methane recapture and cogeneration

8
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VII. Renewables Opportunities

biomass crops 
waste
cogeneration
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Appendix 3: Key Outreach Opportunities (And Suggested Timing)

I. Industry consultations

• informal discussions - ongoing?
• policy and program barriers - timing?
• no regrets programs - tuning?
• technical education - timing?
• credit for early reduction - timing?

II. Budgets

• FY 1999 ongoing?
• FY 2000 summer startup?
• Alternative Hill/NGO packages ongoing?

III. International Policy Input And Review

• Pre Argentina meetings - summer, fall?
• Argentina/COP4 - fall?
• IPCC methodology - input and review by NGO’s and industry (source and 

sinks reporting) - summer, ongoing?
• input and review related to other technical and policy meetings (post Bonn) 

timing?

IV. Special Events

White House exchanges withTodd/Katie/Eizenstat/Rominger- June. .luly?
• agriculture first tier
• forestry first tier
• agriculture NGO’s
• forestry NGO’s

Technical conference series - Agency sponsored, DC and regional locations 
summer, fall?

• science and risks of inaction - weather focus?
• economic impacts - macro and sectoral
• technology, renewables, energy efficiency
• sequestration/trading

Glickman speech(es) - summer, fall?
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POTUS/Glickman harvest event - northern midwest - early fall?

• tie-in conservation, renewables, technology, low cost reductions, no regrets, 
risk avoidance

• tie-in governors, NGO’s, industry

V. Hill Activities

• Senate ag committee policy roundtables (Kerrey, Lugar, Harkin, Daschle) - 
summer?

• Members meetings - timing?
• Congressional Research Service seminars and briefs on key policy issues - 

timing?
• Third party fora for Hill members and staff - liming?
• Administration briefs - timing?
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Event Calendar (TBD):

May?:

June?;

July?:

August?;

September?:

October?:

November?:

December?:
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Appendix 4: Educational Package

I. Cabinet/Subcabinet Speeches And Inserts

• for Glickman, Rominger, Eizenstat, Moler, Witt, Baker, Browner, et al.

II. Speakers Notes - overheads, handouts

• general domestic policy issues
■ general international policy issues
• ag and forestry specific issues

Fact Sheets

• The Science Of Climate Change - overview, perhaps an enhanced version 
of “state of knowledge” focused on natural resources

• Impacts Of Climate Change On Agriculture And Forestry -
production, resource tradeoffs (water, forest systems), severe weather, beyond 
2x scenarios, geographical maps, etc.

• Agriculture And Forestry’s Contribution To Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions - by greenhouse gas and by sector

• Carbon Sinks - agriculture and forestry sequestration pxitential and issues
• Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions From Agriculture And 

Forestry - The Role Of Technology: range of technologies, status of 
development and action, adoption paths, economics, environmental benefits, 
and anecdotes of real world programs for:

fuel, electricity, processing, transportation 

feed efficiency 

land management systems 

pesticides and herbicides 

seeds
fertilizer management 
waste management 
biomass

Policy Responses To Climate Change - overview of actions available to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, economic and environmental impacts of 
actions, including market-based approaches (trading)
Voluntary Programs/No Regrets Actions
Budgets: USDA and administration-wide on ag and forestry; agency research 
plans and funding
National Assessment - Calendar And Reports

13
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IV. Q’s And A’s - range of key domestic and international issues

• international process, timetable and review opportunities
• domestic process, timetable and review opportunities

V. Media

fact sheets, Q’s and A’s, speeches by senior officials, third party materials 
(validators, etc.)
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Website(s)

• key issues
• calendar of events
• links to White House, USGCRP, DOS, NOAA, DOE, EPA, etc.

15
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Appendix 5: Suggested Outreach Teams

I. Congress

Members: Glickman, Rominger, Eizentstat, Kimble, Moler, Witt, Baker, 
Stern, McGinty
Staff; Kimble, T. Karl, K. Collins, J. Glauber, M. Anderson, D. Riecher, D. 
Swinks, D. Gardiner, R. Ballentine, T. Peterson, A. Morris

II. Industry

CEO’s - Glickman, Rominger, Eizenstat, Moler, Witt, Baker, Stem, Forrister, 
Reicher, Gardiner
VP’s and managers - Forrister, A. Morris, Peterson, Collins, Glauber, M. 
Anderson, D. Riecher, D. Swinks, T. Karl, R. Wolcott, P. Kuch

III. NGO’s

CEO’s - Glickman, Rominger, Eizenstat, Moler, Witt, Baker, Stern, Forrister, 
Reicher, Gardiner
VP’s and managers - Forrister, T. Karl, A. Morris, Peterson, Collins, 
Glauber, M. Anderson, D. Riecher, D. Swinks, R. Wolcott, P. Kuch

Media

• background - T. Karl, M. Anderson, M. Kimble, T. Peterson
• on record - Glickman, Rominger, Collins, Eizenstat, Kimble, Witt, Baker, T. 

Karl, Stern, McGinty, Forrister

V. Administration Contact Point(s)-TBD

DOS
USDA (including USFS, NRCS) 

NOAA
EPA (including Policy and Air)
DOE
FEMA
DOI
USGCRP
White House Offices
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Note:

From:

To:

CC.

Re:

Action:

Date:

Tom Peterson 

Todd

Shelly, Dirk, Roger

Scoping Of Potential Ag Outreach Events To Follow White 
House/Glickman Event(s)

Review and Comment

June 2, 1998

This paper outlines options for potential follow-up events/actions to take place after the 
White House/Glickman event/s) we’ve been discussing, although some could start in 
advance. I have not shopped these with agencies or White House staff. My thinking is 
that you should first have a look to see if this is directionally correct. If so, I will work up 
a parallel recommendation from agencies/offices with their input and refinement. If not. I’ll 
revise based on your guidance. In either case, I can put this decision process in motion as 
soon as you like. My intention is to identify events that are doable over the next few 
months, and strategic in terms of interest groups, issue areas, and timing. There is a 
significant amount of potential linkage to other outreach events and dialog processes.

r ve divided the options into technical consensus building and policy consensus building. 
My general thinking is that we should go heavy on technical consensus building ASAP, 
and light on p>olicy consensus building, but begin a high-level policy consensus building 
process that will ramp up over the next 9 to 12 months to deal with COPS and domestic 
policy decisions. To get there we need to create a much stronger base of technical common 
ground, and a wider and stronger infrastructure of constituent support. I believe we have 
reason for hope; a number of ag and forestry groups have moved significantly in the last 
six months.

Let me add that the White House/Glickman event we’ve discussed may need to be broken 
into two or three events to avoid a cast of thousands and rnuddled message. As a 
consequence this could be a time consuming drill in the short term. The first priority needs 
to be ag producers - farmers. Of itself this will be a large group encompassing the big 
commodities groups as well as specialty and livestock groups. We may even need to break 
these up. The second (and/or third) meetings should bring in related industries, depending 
on how we want to cut it. These should include processors (such as Cargil and ADM); 
chemical suppliers (DuPont, Monsanto, others); fertilizer/nutrient suppliers (CENEX, 
others); equipment and “hard technology” providers (John Deere, CENEX, others); and a 
garden variety of other key players. You should have a better view of this after the USDA 
talking points are done (I’ve asked Joe and Keith to move them forward ASAP).

The following is a summary of the potential follow-up event plan:
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I. Technical Consensus Building

• Technical Workshops - Create a series of analytical workshops to address 
technical issues (economic impacts; climate impacts; technology; renewables; 
sequestration; trying). Regional locations over remainder of the year. Agency 
or university sponsorship. Some of these are already in the works and could be 
enhanced. Work spin-off actions.

• USGCRP Regional Assessments - Enhance existing regional assessments to 
include ag, forestry and water focus and interest group participation wherever it 
is lacking in the current plan. Regional locations over remainder of the year. 
University sponsorship. This wraps with a national assessment workshop in 
the fall that needs strong ag/forestry involvement. Work spin-off actions.

• USGCRP Seminar Series - Enhance existing Hill series to more fully include 
ag, forestry and water focus and interest group attendance. Senate location over 
remainder of year. Improve notification to interest groups and Hill staff and 
work spin-off actions.

II. Policy Consensus Building

• Cabinet Policy Roundtable(s) - Cabinet level with participation by some 
combination of industry, NGO’s, congress and state and local officials. 
Regional location(s) and/or DC in early fall. Use as a forum for Glickman et al 
speech(es) and positioning, as well as bringing high-level regional players into 
the process.

• Budget Collaboration - To be determined by OMB, White House and agencies, 
but with a specified ag and forestry input component. DC location consistent 
with FY 2(XX) budget schedule. Emphasis should be inclusion of key Hill, 
NGO and industry players up front in an identifiable process.

• Industry Consultations - To be determined by White House and agencies, but 
with a specified ag and forestry input component. DC location consistent with 
broader policy schedule. Timing, scope and participation issues need 
resolution. Ideally this process should be preceded by or concurrent with 
strong technical consensus building.

See attachments for details.
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I. Technical Consensus Building

This area has the greatest short-term potential for significant, tangible progress, and it is a 
prerequisite for policy consensus building.

Basic workshop goals are: 1) information exchange and review; 2) facilitation of informal 
agreement about state of knowledge and future research needs. Workshops can be held in 
regional locations as well as DC - perhaps on a parallel track - and sponsored or funded by 
USDA, EPA, DOE, DOI and/or NOAA. EPA has several cooperative agreements with 
universities (Berkeley, Iowa State, Texas A&M) that could rapidly be activated for 
technical workshops with appropriately structured participation by technical experts in 
industry, academia, government and NGO’s. These arrangements have high industry and 
NGO credibility. Agencies could also do direct sponsorship, perhaps through regional 
offices or even labs. A number of ag industries and NGO’s have requested technical 
workshops, and they have been very successful on related ag and forestry issues in the 
past. This can be structured as a relatively non-threatening forum.

Trade media should be invited (Farm Journal, et al). Hill staff should be notified and 
invited as observers, particularly if DC locations are used. Follow up reports and 
proceedings should be distributed to Hill staff and key interest groups and media. Editorial 
board visits with regional media could be scheduled concurrently as spin-offs, along with 
state office visits to federal and state officials. Technical workshops should be attended by 
administration policy staff as observers, and can serve as de facto scoping sessions for 
policy issues. Results and proceedings will be quite helpful in policy formulation.

1. Technical Workshops (Regional And DC)

The following technical workshops would address key policy interests:

Economic impacts:

• This is a hot button with Hill and industry. It may be too controversial to work, but it
would be helpful to have a purely technical session on CEA’s analysis, and the USDA 
sectoral analysis to attempt to get on the same page with basic assumptions and 
methodologies. This would also be a chance to rule out worst-case analyses on 
technical grounds, or grounds of irrelevance to policy.- I think it is inevitable that both 
Hill staff and industry reps will ask for a briefing once the CEA analysis comes out, 
and will press for an ag translation. We should have a serious talk with Keith Collins 
and CEA/NEC on this. I also fear that the absence of some technical discussion of this 
could cloud the White House event. This workshop could be set up by a university 
cooperative agreement, or directly by USDA. One option is to do this at roughly the 
same time as the CEA rollout and put it to bed. Another is to postpone and downplay 
it, but that gets increasingly risky as time passes. It would be good to include upside 
opportunities from technology, renewables and sequestration/trading. DC, Midwest. 
Focus on all ag and forestry industry groups. Possible Hill briefing.

Weather variability:

• This is another hot button, no pun intended. Ag producers and industries are coming
around to believing that future variability may occur at dangerous levels that surpass
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historical adaptation in the industry. They are willing to listen and learn. Tom Karl and 
NOAA should play a major role, with emphasis on future scenarios. It is important not 
to get bogged down in the complexities and inconsistencies of GCM’s, but instead to 
focus on the general agreement among all models that the earth will warm and lead to 
increased climate variability, albeit at a variety of potential levels. The range of overall 
magnitude ^d rate of climate change will be unprecedented; IPCC predicts BAU 
magnitude in 2100 to be greater than anytime in last 50 million years, and the rate 
greater Aan any in the last 10,000 years. Focus should be on US and other major ag 
regions in the world. Late summer or mid September would be a good time. Great 
Plains, Southeast, California. Focus on all ag and forestry groups, with emphasis on 
farm producers. Possible Hill briefing.

Technology:

• Ag has two angles on this. First are the indirect technology and R&D issues relevant
to fuel and electricity use that affect farmers, processors, distributors as energy buyers - 
this is their major fear on climate mitigation. Second are the direct farm production 
improvements that could be realized by improved feedstocks (methane reduction); 
nutrient management (fertilizer and manure management); water conservation systems 
(electricity use for pumping); seed stocks (adaptation and reduced energy use); 
conservation tillage programs (sequestration and reduced energy use); precision 
farming techmques (reduced use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers); renewables 
production (bit^nergy production and processing); land management systems (reduced 
energy inputs, increased sequestration). These will be key budget issues due to the 
need for incentives and research, so technical sessions may also serve as budget 
scoping. This should be completed before we announce FY 2000 budget package. 
Midwest, other regions. Focus on input suppliers and processors, as well as 
producers. Possible Hill briefing.

Renewables:

• This issue could be handled as a stand alone, or woven in to a technology workshop.
Obviously this is a carrot that falls in agriculture’s lap from climate mitigation if handled 
correctly. Tradeoffs are involved, however, in some areas and this needs to be a part 
of the technical discussion. For instance, intensified bioenergy production for 
conservation set asides or low till areas could reduce sequestration and conflict with 
water, wildlife and public health. Key renewables areas include biomass for electricity 
production (switch grass and Timothy grass); biomass.for fuels (grain and cellulosic 
ethanol); animal waste conversation (methane recapture); and wind and solar 
production. This should also be completed before we announce FY 20CX) budget 
package. Midwest, Great Plains, Northwest. Focus on producers and processors, 
perhaps with a link to fuel and electricity providers. Possible Hill briefing.

Sequestration:

• This could be combined with a trading workshop, or done as a stand alone, but it is one
of the top win-win areas for both ag/forestry industries and other industries that may 
fall under caps in the future. It should cover both ag and forestry, and focus on what 
we know and don’t know about carbon scoring of projects and practices, including 
inventory systems. Batelle corporation planning a workshop for the fall and inviting 
federal participation, but we may want to have a more directly sponsored event due to 
the profile of this and the need to establish leadership and comprehensive coverage.
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Chicago. Focus on producers and potential brokers and bankers. Possible Hill 
briefing.

Trading:

• Another top priority, perhaps to be combined with sequestration. The workshop 
should include discussion of Kyoto and additional provisions under consideration; a 
review of the S02 progr^ and others; a review of the emerging options market; pd 
discussion of market/policy technical issues. This is an excellent chance to bring in the 
brokers (Richard Sandor, Carlton Bartels), the ag commodity traders (Cargil and 
others), as well as conservation groups, and farm/forest producers. Chicago. Focus 
on producers and potential brokers and bankers. Possible Hill briefing.

2. Regional Assessments (Regional And DC):

USGCRP regional assessments are ongoing and should include discussion of ag, forests 
and water resources. The national assessment should have a focus on these areas as well. 
Hill staff, NGO’s and industry should be notified and invited as appropriate, and 
proceedings distributed to key interest groups. This in one area where we should take 
credit for what we are already doing. This is also a chance for experts to do editorial board 
visits, and trade media sessions. Multiple locations. Focus on key regional ag/forestry 
players. Possible Hill briefings.

3. USGCRP Seminar Series (DC)

These seminars are an ongoing, once per month series on the Hill that were moved to the 
Senate side this year. Ag and forestry technical issues have been the subject of some past 
seminars, and could be plugged in to the future schedule to address technical priorities. 
DC/Senate. Focus on key staff and industry, NGO reps in town.

II. Policy Consensus Building

1. Policy Roundtables (Regional And/Or DC)

A possible high-profile event for Glickman et al. A regional location is preferred (such as 
the Mid West). This could be combined with a field event or two that tie-in the various on- 
farm, and within-plant, opportunities to do smart things. This could include other cabinet, 
such as Secretary Daley. Participants could include any combination of: industry (both ag 
and ag related); farm conservation groups; congressional members; and governors and 
other state and local officials. The simplified version would be industry only with 
Glickman. Late September through October is the best time. Among the downsides is the 
expectation that the administration will bring back an agreement from Argentina that 
aiddresses the concerns raised in a roundtable. A major upside is the opportunity for 
Glickman to debunk scare tactics of the opposition and build a collaborative stance with 
industry at large, as well as a the regional Vacation value of the event. Regional and trade
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media are important, as well as state and local outreach, and congressional outreach. 
Midwest, Great Plains, Southeast. Focus on both producers and related industries; may 
need to break into separate events.

2. Budget Collaboration (DC)

To Be Determined: it is essential that a process is created that provides industry and NGO 
input on ag and forestry in the budget, and that all relevant agencies weigh in on these 
issues. We need coordination with 0MB and the agencies on this. Perhaps the solution is 
to more aggressively use existing budget formulation processes to receive input and 
address ag and forestry. The FY 2000 process is unfolding very soon, so this is a priority 
for internal discussion. DC. Key Hill and industry, NGO players.

3. Industry Consultation (DC)

It may be best to hold off on the ag portion of this until we get further along on technical 
consensus building, both for our own guidance and so that we start from a stronger base of 
common ground. The technical workshops and policy roundtables can be valuable as 
scoping instruments for consultations, and will build stronger buy in for consultations. 
Proposals for forestry consultations also need to be firmed up. Trade media should be 
notified of these. DC. Key producers and related industries, but we must include the very 
large small business part of the industry.
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Date: Tuesday, May 19,1998

To: Roger Ballentlne, WH Legislative 
Fax Number: 202 456-2604

Number of Pages: 17

Memo: Todd: This is the package Julie Norton provided Stu's people in advance of
his appointment with Bob Kerrey and the ag/forestry groups last Thursday. 
Julie asked me to provide the attached talking points and background; 1 sent 
advance drafts to Roger, EPA and USDA. USDA sent additional background 
materials to Julie at my request. My understanding from Kerrey's staff Is that 
the meeting was set up between Stu's people and Kerrey's people at Kerrey's 
request following a conversation between principals. I've notified State and 
USDA that you want a meeting on related issues in the near future. Tom



Tom Peterson V 202-343-1170 ED 5/19/93
05/19/98 11:42 ©2026472504 LEG. AFFS.- H

O12;50PM D2/17
®001

United. States Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520

BDREMJ of USGISLA.TIVE AFFAIRS (H) 
FAX COVER SHEET

DATE:

TO: 1

OFFICE/FAX NUMBER;

FROM: vj o i_(
•T

rages (INCLDDING cover SHEET)- 1 L
URGENT

CLEARANCE
FYl

O t'O v/-\rrr> ____ -•-----triiM lOUR REQUEST

MESSAGE:

NUMBER OF SENDER: (202) 647^96C-7 «li«NSMlSS10« PROBI.E«s' Cai. Tzo® ) 647-8732 °^



Tom Peterson W 202-343-1170 I&5/19/96
05/19/98 11:42 ©2026472504 LEG. AFFS.- H

® 12:50 PM D3/17
@1002

Umted States Department of State 

Washingion, D.C. 20520

TO: Under Secretary Eizenstat

FROM: H - Julie Norton, LMO for OES

RE: Bob Kerrey (D-NE)/John Kerry ^^(D-MA) Agricultural
Meeting; May 12:00 p.m.; Hart 708

As you know. Bob Kerrey is hosting a meeting of various 
agricultural interests to give you an opportunity to discuss 
their issues and reassure them that the State Department is 
working hard to achieve agriculture-friendly goals in the 
climate change negotiations. John Kerry will also attend 
this meeting.

We anticipate that staff from the offices of Senators 
Chafee, Lugar, Baucus, and Lieberman will attend.

Tom Peterson from the White House Climate Change Task 
Force is in charge of agricultural outreach, and has 
prepared the attached talking points (Tab 1) and background 
papers, including a list of participants (Tab 2). He will 
attend the meeting with you.

Also attached are materials provided to us by Senator 
Kerrey^s office. They are a paper prepared by Monsanto on 
no-till farming (Tab 3), a paper written by Martin 
Kleinschmit of the Center for Rural Affairs (Tab 4), and an 
article in Successful Farming magazine (Tab 5). We have 
also received a ""Dear Colleague" letter being circulated by 
Senators Leahy (D-VT) and Wyden (D-OR) which we believe will 
gain widespread support from' many Senators (Tab 6), We do 
not have a list of co-signers yet.

Attachments;

Tab
Tab
Tab
Tab
Tab
Tab

- Talking points
- Background and participants list
- Monsanto no-till farming paper
- Center for Rural Affairs paper
- Successful Farming magazine article
- Leahy/Wyden "Dear Colleague"
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Talking Points And Background For Climate Change Meeting With Senators 
Dob Kerrey (NE) And John Kerry (MA) - 12 Noon, 5/14

TaikingPoMs

• The adminisiraiiun is commillecl ly finding win-win policies for agriculture and forestry 
that minimize energy price impacts and encourage real opportunities for revenue 
enhancement through carbon sequestration, renewable energy development technology 
growth, energy efficiency and no regrets actions. We would like to work with your 
groups to get on the same page on these issues.

• Wc would also like to work with you to get on the same page on basic climate change 
science, policy and economics issues as they relate to agriculture and forestry, and 
correct any misperceptions that may exist,

• The State Department would like your input as a part of our international policy 
feedback process, and the White House Climate Change Task Force plans to include 
both agriculture and forestry in discussions on voluntary commitments and early 
reductions. The administration is also open to talking about how we make the most of 
current budget l equests, as well as upcoming budgets.

• USDA has recently leestablished its climate change program and is working on a 
number of key policy areas, including an analy.sis of the economic effects of climate 
policy on agriculture at the request of the Senate Agriculture Committee. Results will 
be shared with industry and NGO’s. The low energy cost profile of farm production 
(energy expenses are estimated at 11 percent of total by USDA) suggests impacts are 
likely to be low overall. USDA’s ansdysis should identify the potential for excessive 
impacts in .special areas if they cxi.sL

The trading programs in the Kyoto Protocol hold die potential to substantially reduce 
climate mitigation costs for the US. They also open doors for US fanners and forest 
landowners to sell credits on a world market. We would like to work with industry and 
NGO’s in the US to resolve technical and policy hurdles to additional agreements on 
trading and sequestration issues.

• We lUe confident that we can get supplemental agreements on trading and sequestration, 
and that these program.s will work. Many projects based on forestry conservation have 
been underway as successful demos under the JI program since 1993. Other countries; 
including Japan, are actively scoping out sequestration projects and committed to 
making budget and project based trading work. An options market for agriculture and 
forest sequestration is emerging in the US in anticipation of domestic and international 
policies.
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RhcIc ground

Farm groups have been largely opposed to the Kyoto Protocol and generally 
rcsiatantto climate mitigation policy. The American Farm Bureau has been particularly 
harsh, and is working in concert with coal, oil aud car companies to oppose the protocol. 
These groups have targeted climate change as a key issue in '98 and 2000 campaigns, and 
are trying to position it as a farmer issue in order to avoid focus on high emissions 
industries. In the past industries have succeeded using this same strategy to defeat major 
legislative proposals, including the hiodivensity convention and the elevation of FPA to 
cabinet status.

Not all farm groups are as strongly opposed. The National Farmer’s Union (an 
association of commodity crop producers in the northern great plains and northern 
midwest) has been less slridenL They have withdrawn participation in the GCC opposition 
campaign and are talking with the administration about constructive approaches.
Renewable energy producers have also been more supportive, including the National Com 
Growers Association (due to ethanol), the Renewable Fuels Association, and a garden 
variety of other groups, Specialty crop producen^ are less organized and less oppo.scd at 
present Some are concerned about the shift of micro climates upon which their production 
is based,

Forost industries have been lcs.s strident in oppo.sition, although they remain 
seriously concerned as a high emissions sector. Many have been involved in the Industries 
Tor the Future Program at DOE, and have been pleased with the process. Similarly, some 
key industries (such as Georgia Pacific) are prominent members of the President’s Council 
of Sustainable Development Forest product firms have made great strides in using waste ■ 
fiber for fuel on .site, and also recycling waste heat for power. "

Agricultural input suppliers are more energy intensive that farming per se, and far 
more concentrated in power and profit. They include chemicals (pesticides, herbicides, and 
fcrrilizcr). ,sccd.s and equipment Thc.se indu.sirics and their individual companies arc 
diverse in views on climate mitigation, although most seem skeptical and concerned. 
However, Monsanto has been very positive in private. DuPont has been mixed but good in 
key areas. On the other hand. The Fenili2er Institute is stridently opposed. John Deere has 
been cautious and hoping to avoid the issue.

Forest conservation NQO’s have been strong supporters of mitigation actions due 
to land conservation opportunities with sequestration. The Nature Conservancy, the 
Pacific Forest Trust, American Forests, and others have been very active with the 
administration, on the Hill, and with key industries with whom they hope to structure win- 
win policy relationships. They have succeeded in winning over most of the climate NGO’s 
to support of sequestration, but the Sierra Club. Greenpeace, and some others remain 
skeptical or outright opposed on the grounds that sequestration credit represents a 
“loophole” for the US.

The Pacific Forest Trust has been particularly active and supportive, However,~like 
the others, they believe the Kyoto Protocol is badly flawed on the sinks issue and needs

2
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serious overhaul, They point out that the protocol exempLs forestry cmisaions. which arc 
responsible lor 15 percent of worldwide emissions, while smaller emissions categories are 
not exempt. They also point our that the narrowness of definitions (which do not include 
management and conservation) are a problem. Conceivably, the protocol rewards the act of 
cleai'iiig and replanting, versus preservation, because it does not count emissions from 
harvest and only counw ficquestration from “reforestation.” In addition, it restricts credit 
for reforestation since 1990, and therefore excludes actions taken to manage stands 
reforested before 1990, Georgia Pacific is adamantly opposed to this provision, since most 
of its land was reforested prior to 1990. They also strongly oppose the lack of credit for 
conservation and management, and want company level credit for sequestration projects.

Farm groups and fann conservation NGO’s are conceptually supportive of credit 
for soil conservation sinks, but ver^' disappointed in the Kyoto language that puts this off 
to future negotiations - while counting agricultine emissions against them (the opposite of 
the language on forestry). They are watching the administration very closely to see if we 
make a serious attempt to change this via article 3.4. Nonetheless, some, such as the Iowa 
Farm Bureau, arc. starting to form C02 trading programs or demo sequestration projects. 
They are also working with Brokers (such as Carlton Bartels of Cantor Fitzgerald and 
Richard Sandor of Centre Financial Products) to start an options market.

Apparently the speculative market for sequestration is growing fast Carlton Bartels 
reports selling large volumes of options (one investor bought seven millions tons of C02 
reduction options a few months ago). The market is emerging as a diversified options 
market in order to manage risk, with investors betting that some options will make the 
grade as policy evolves. In this l egaid it is similar to the junk bond market in its life stage. 
Most of the options arc going to agricultural soil conservation, not forests. They are 
typically structured as annual options at S. 10-.25 per tun (pre Kyoto prices), with strike 
prices at $3-4 per ton. Options rates appreciated by a factor of ten after Kyoto, even 
though agricultural soils were essentially left out The strike prices are discounted for risk, 
but it is not clear exactly what the discount rate is (and therefore the true cost per ton 
compliance figure).

Activity in the options market leads some congressional members (such as Bob 
Kerrey) to believe the administration has underestimated the opportunity and value of farm 
conservation credit for climate mitigation. They would like USDA to prcs.s forward with 
demos and research to sort out the technical issues. They would also like the 
administration to included a comprehensive set of sequestration policies in its domestic 
program as a part of industry consultation and credit for early action. Some members may 
want to legislate this pathway as a way to encourage iiiteniatioiial policy to converge. They 
do nor want to wail for international policy to yield an ideal domc.stic approach.

USDA has reestablished its climate program under competent and commined . 
leadership recently in the Office of the Chief Economist (Keith Collins). Maigo Anderson 
wa.s recently named as the new director, and will chair I JSDA’s climate task force that 
includes representatives from the US Forest Service, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service amd other offices within USDA. The new climate office reports through Keith to 
the Secretary and Deputy Secretary. Keith and Margo are formulating a plan for research, 
education and policy that addresses agriculture and forestry needs and opportunities. I^will 
build on a rather large investment base on these issues over the last few ycam. In addition, 
the While House Climate Change Task Forces is formulating a White House/inleragency
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outreach pip that is near completion. HPA, DOH, NOA A and other agcncic.<; will he 
involved with USDA’s agriculture and forestry plans as well. One of Margo’s key startup 
goals is to get USDA more effectively represented in domestic and international policy 
formulation at the interagency/Wliite House level. The White House Climate Change Task 
Force is in the process of substantially increasing outreach in this area as vvell.

One of USDA’s primary research tasks is a sectoral analysis of economic impacts.
It is in progress. The Senate Ag committee requested this analysis early last year. The 
analysis will be based on macro analysis by CHA/NHC (Janet Yellen’s testimony).
Because production agriculture has a low energy cost profile (about 11 percent of overall 
production expenses are energy related accoiding to USDA’s annual agiiculluie outlook) 
the effects of the Kyoto Protocol, with the supplements Dr. Yellen assumed, will probably 
have very link economic effect on farmers. To the extent that the market for renewables is 
improved and technology for energy efficiency accelerates, the effects could turn positive.

The primary criticisms of the USDA analysis will he reliance on what are deemed 
overly optimistic scenarios by Dr. Yellen, including the feasibility of an intemational 
trading program and the probability of getting meaningful commitments from key 
developing nations. USDA will point out that most of our competitors for major 
coimnodities, like wheat, are in Amiex B and tlieiefoie not likely to gain competitive 
advantage. However, some major commodity producers are nor yet under Annex B, and 
this leaves some groups concerned. USDA will also point out that the energy cost 
exposure of farm input suppliers is also relatively low.

The administration’s outrench efforts to agriculture have not been highly systematic 
to date, although the White House Climate Change Task Force has been involved in 
discussions with many associations, companies and NGO’s over the past year. USDA has- 
kepr a low profile imtil lately. In the future, agriculmre will receive a stronger focus and be 
folded into domestic iiidustiy consultation and White House outicach. There may be a 
need to elevate its profile in the international policy input process.

The suite of key policy issues affecting agriculmre and forestiy include; economic 
impacts of mitigation; renewables and biomass; technology opportunities, including energy 
efficiency; trading programs; carbon sequestration; climate change impacts.

Most of the farm industry is in the dark on the outiook for .sevcre weather events 
and soil moisture problems under future climate change, However, the farm community is 
apparently beginning to feel more uneasy atout the peculiar weather the US is experiencing 
and no longer writing it off to natural variation or E Nino. The party line from opposition 
groups has been that agriculture can adapt to any future change in climate, and that it is 
likely to be beneficial anyway. This view is strongly articulated by the Washington fann 
lobbies, but much less so elsewhere.
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A llendee ProHle

Monsanto Has been relatively positive about climate mitigation 
opportunitic.s and heavily involved in administration dialog.

Sierra Club One of the most strident environmental NGO’s. Has been 
relatively cool to sequestration credit and trading programs, 
Favors more traditional approaches, particularly CA^,.

National Farmers Union Has been on GCCs support list and helped fund “it’s not 
global and it won’t work” ads, but pulled support and 
dropped from the list recently. Mas indicated a strong 
interest in helping the administration. Other main policy 
issue is a desire to roll back the “freedom to farm” 
provisions of the 1996 farm bill.

Renewable Fuels Association Essentially created by Archer Daniels Midland. Has
focused primarily on grain ethanol policy in the past, but 
this is changing with new cellulosic technology and a new 
energy marketplace that isn’t tied so exclusively to 
government action. Has been supportive of climate 
mitigation generally but includes many skeptics. Want 
more in our domestic budget to support renewables.

lowaFann Bureau Undecided on climate mitigation. Many skeptics and ultra 
conservatives in group, but also very progressive on 
policy. Is starting a C02 trading group focused on soil 
conservation. Being heavily courted by the coal industry to 
make the Iowa Primaries a occasion for the defeat of Kyoto 
protocol.

Sustainable Agriculture 
Coalition

Supportive of mitigation in general, but has not been in the 
loop of administration outreach and policy formulation..

Clean Fuels Association Supportive of mitigation in general.

National Com Growers A mixed group at the individual level. Ethanol interests 
predominate. Have progressive and supportive 
representation and have given some positive overtures.

Governor Nelson’s Office Has backed Bob Kerrey in his interest to be moderate and 
consti-uctive, particularly on renewable fuels and carbon 
sequestration.
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NRDC A relatively strident and highly informed NGO that has 
strongly supported technology and renewables policy. 
Supports sequestration credits, although has some concern.

Union of Concerned 
Scientists

A relatively strident and highly informed NGO that has 
strongly supported technology and renewables policy. 
Supports sequestration credits, although has some concern.

International Paper Has been mixed. Supports forest sequeslralion, technology 
and renewables approaches. Concerned about energy 
impacts. Willing to talk and be constructive.

Shea and Gardner James Woolsey has been actively arliculating concerns 
about national energy policy and security, and advocating 
stronger incentives for renewables (such as ethanol) and 
other measures to reduce foreign oil dependence.

EDP Leading NGO proponent of trading programs and market 
flexibility. Strongly supportive of sequestration. Very 
active with industry outreach, including agriculmre and 
forestry.
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Agricultural Solutions to Global Warming
Martin Kleinschmit, Bow Valley. Nebraska

Famiers have a lot at risk as the global dimate heats up. Farmers also have a lot 
to gain, like lower input costs, reduced weather and financial risks, and better soil 
quality, by participating in the solution to global winning.

■ aimate models of global warming indicate increased temperatures and erratic 
weather which will lead to higher tempezatuies, more numerous droughts, and periods 
of ex:cessive moisture. This wiU threaten crops, raise production expenses, and inaease 

risk of financial and agronoinic failure.

Whether or not there is a treaty on global wazsutig, the US needs a national 
energy policy to curtail fossil fuel use. reverse greenhouse ga.n concenbatioiis, and 
continue to produce a safe, healthy, and adequate food supply. To prob2ct our food 
supply, we need:healthy soils high in otganic matter which are able to withstand erratic 

., weather patterns.

An agricultural carbon credit program, not mentioned in the treaty discussions, 
will encourage fanners to capture atmospheric carbon in the form of plants and store 
it in the soil in the form of organic matter and humus. (Presently, most US farmland 
has only half or less of its historical level of organic matter.) Raising Organic matter 
levels reduces crop susceptibility to weather fluctuations and reduces input costs.

Carbon credits can be given for any crop that sequesters carbon. This kind of 
program can compensate farmers to plant ti^eir land into grass or crops that will build 
soil organid4natter and capture the most caiboi\. It would not require farmers to take 
their land out of .agricultural production.

EstablisKing grass is the most effective way to reduce emissions and provide a 
long term carbon'sink at the same time. If farmers are allowed to graze the grass, 
carbon sequestering increases by about 6 fold over non-grazed grass and the land stays 

in agriculturai production.

Carbon credits require no new technologies. They could be implemented today. 
The program could be operated through the USDA Farm Service offices and financed 
through a one cent per ^Jlon tax on gasoline (or equivalent for alternative fuels). It 
would be a payment for a common good service instead of a payment for not doing 

' anything.
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BUSINESS Dan Lank^r, Business Edilof

Jk D Illinois farmer. Jim JCnsclla, has che best 
idea for ag policy in dcEsdes, He wants (he 

XJL government to regard farmers for doing (he 
right thing-building soil humus. That would help 
lessen the. potenual of global warming.

His concept would not be a giveaway. The Global 
Climate Change Treaty would require developed 
counoice to tax fuels add carbon dioxide to the 
aimosphere. or to buy '‘carbon ciediis" from nations, 
such as Russia, where fuel use has dropped.

Kinsclla proposes that, instead of relying complete­
ly on that approach, the govemmenc reward forming 
pncuces that trap carbon in the soil in the form of 
soil humus. In the short run, that could be cheaper 
and more effective than other ideas in Washington.

Kinsclla, a no-tij] farmer who in 20 years has dou­
bled topsoil organic matter on one farm from 1.9% to 
3.9%. sees no-dlJ as the best carbon trap. But he 
would also give credit for carbon added to soil with 
manure, sludge and landscape waste, A ic pdr gallon 
gasoline tax would easily raise enough to pay 2e for 
every pound of carbon trapped in che soil.

On KinseUa‘s farm that's nearly S30 per acre for 
com. (He describes his Soil Humus Improvemcm 
ProgrartH-SHl?-en page 50 of our March issue.)
Good science supports good stewatdship

In (he past, agriculture and fotEsny were big con- 
tribuiors to the buildup of carbon dioxide in the 
armosphere, The Woods Mole Research Center esti­
mates that over 150 yean, up to a fourth of (he new 
CO] in the eatih’s atmosphere came from clearing 
forests and plewiA^od. After the mm of che centu­
ry, fossil fuels pulled ahead as the biggest source: 
today, agricuiiufe may add as little as 2%.

Fluting new trees and grasses, as we've done wjih 
the Conservation Reserve Program, is the fastest way 
to mice carbon back out of the atmosphere. But with 
the right farmiog praedees, "we have a chance to 
restore and bring some of the carbon levels back up.” 
says Don Keieosky, a U50A soil teientisi in Morris. 
Minnesota. Research shows that broadcast tillage 
breaks down humus very fast. Carbon restored by a

B U S t N £ S S

m
fdrtnerhas 

ea that could 
Tdi^i soil, fight 

and
arm income

decade of CRP grasses can be lost in a year No-till 
fanning helps eoiueive and restore what's been 
depleted—40% or more of the humus in virgin soils: 

In the short run. Kinsella’s idea could be blocked 
by Republican opposition to the global warming 
treaty, which is also opposed by the Farm Bureau.
Concept needs to be broadened and refined

And it's too naiTow. No-iill fanners aren't alone in 
working to restore native soil fertility. Organic farm- 
cn like Del Akerlund of VaUey. Nebraska, are among 
those who preceded them.

Akerlund's sandy-loam soil was down to 
organic matter when be changed fanning practices in 
1967, He trucked in tons of manure from packing 
plants and rotated crops with posture and oat-dover- 
hay. Tbday some pastures are up to 7% OM and crop 
fields have 3%. Looking hack. Akcrlund says he got 
the biggest boost from rotating with thick-rooted pas­
ture and hay-a view supported by Dennis Keeney, a 
soil scientist who heads Iowa State Univenity's 
Leopold Center for Sustainable Agriculture.

Federal policy should encourage such long-rerm 
' rotations and grassland farming, too. Tricky issues of 
fairness and compliance remain to be worked our.

But Kinsella's basic idea of making agrieuliure an 
asset against global wanning is sound. That general 
concept has'support from Senate Ag Committee 
chair Dick Lugor and Deputy Ag Secretary Richard 
Romingec Kinsclla deserves a hearing in Washington 
for an idea chat can be part of the solution. When 1 
described his concept of payments for capturod car­
bon to Del Akerlufld (who’s no fan of farm pro­
grams). he said. “It's about time." ^

Sendee to agriculture pro/eefr • More leaves, loss dust.. .27
Growing more dollar sigrv... 74 • Cows an crabgrass . 22

• t^ay entrepreneur looks at fhe future .23• W ways to stretch grazing season .. 20 • Tips from a top grass manager... 24
■tUCCeSS^UL F«R«PNG, 4Pni(. 19M
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lUnittiJ States ^matt
WASHINGTON. DC^OSlO

May 11.1998

Dear Colleague;

We plan to send the attached krtci' to PrcsiJcoL Clinton. The letter urges clanficanon of existing 
language regarding forestry and agriculruic in the latest protocol ro the climate change treaty. We 
asl: the Presidenr to promote domestic policy initiatives iLai ciicuurage investment in the credible 
and cost-effective mitigation capacity of forestry and agricultui'al sinks tu reduce excess atmospheiic 
carbon dioxide concentrations. We believe that foir market competirion should deicrmiiit: which 
technologies and strategies are employed ro reduce giccnhouac gases.

torestfy and agricultural management stogies are proven and cost-offcetive methods for reducing 
3tmosphenc greenhouse gas concentiations and provide ancillary environmental benefits as well 
.siirh a.s warershed protection, soil conservation, and reduced stOrm vw-aler runoff. Wc urge the 
adoption ot credits for domesric forestty and agncultutal management and consarvildon stmtegics 
and development of .standardiTed ar,eoiinrin.g methods for carbon sequestration.

We hope ihai you will support us in our efforts to bring clanty to the next iteration of the climate 
change treaty schediUed for discussion in early June. If you would like to sign this letter, please have 
your suiff contact Dave Verardo C4-3430) in Senator Wyden’s office or SiLsanne Klee.k (4-4242) in 
Seuaiot Leahy’s office by May 22.1998.

Respectfully,

---- -
Senator Ron Wyden
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'EniM States Benatt
WASHINGTON, DC 20510 

May 11,1998

The Honorable: Rill (Jinfnn 
Presidcnr 
The While House 
Washington, D.C,

Dear Mr. President:

The iaiesL uivtooul to ihe climate change treaty that was negotiated in K.yorn was an impoitant 
step towaida iuternaiional cuUaboration in addressing the environmental effects nr rising 
concentrations of greeuliouac ^ascs in ihe aanosphete. It could be improved, howwer, by 
encouraging invcstnient in the uaruia] millnalion capacliy of forestry and agricultural sinks. In a 
market-based systestn that encourages the luosi cosi-t'Uccti've mcdiods for reducing net etras-sions 
of carbon, forestry and agricuhma] carbon sinks ar c a profitable parhway k) reducing excess 
atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases.

Forestry and agriculture play a significant role in sequestering atUiOspheiic carbon and economic 
analysis shows these strategies to be coat-cfFcctivc. With costs of S2-S20 per ton of carbon, 
domestic forest conscivaTion and management strategics achieve not only greenhouse gas 
mitigation bur, a host of other environmental benefits such as protection of watersheds, water 
.supplies, and crincal wildlife and fish habitat, increased soil conservation, and reduction of sromi 
water n in of rand landslides.

Unfomioacely, amhigimu.s language in, the Kyoto Protocol appears to foreclose the highly 
effective, credible, and low-cost option of rediiring carbon dioicide emissions thiough unproved 
forestry and agricultural management and cnn.scrvHTmn practices. Withoiu clarifying 
language, the treaty may have unintended negative impacK on vitnl threst resources and actually 
lucroase fortst-based carbon emissions, both in country and ahmad. Such incentives are 
couU'iuy to a number of national policies and iniemational progiams such as the IMoTthwRST 
Forest Plan, the Clean Water Act, the Endangeied Species ACL the InTeniflrional Tropical Timher 
Agreement, the Moutieal Piuccss, ihc Gore-Chemomyrdin agreements and the reccnay convened 
Intcrgovcmmeutal Foi uju un Forcsls. Consequently, the effectiveness of the trea;^ can be 
enhanced by simplifyuig die Luiguage lo enable the use of forestry and agriculturi practices.

We uigo you to promote domestic policy initiatives aud seek clarifiirdLluo!; lo existing Protocol 
language that would cjtablisb comprehensive accounting for foiestty aud agriculiutB and enable 
the issuing of credit for domestic forest and agriculture management and conscivatiou sti-^tcgia. 
Furtheimore, we recommend directing the Envixorimcntnl Protection Agency ond the Department 
of Agriculture to help provide standardized methodologies and accounting piiueiplcs for carbon
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scquestratipu vvliicL ure key to etablishing the credibility of any action nndertakea to roitigalB 
CXCC33 atopsphenc gteeijjpusc gases. To this end, wc strongly encourage rinv^opment ofpUot 
p«jcc^ mv^ganng tlic cffecuvcncss ormanagemenT approaches in selected forests and fields 
^thc United States. As icflccred by U« sense of the Uruced States Senate and expreAsed in a 
Wyden amendment to the TY 1999 Senate Budget Resolution, these elements should be amang 
our mmauvea to foster cost-eflfccrivc and peifuimauce-based methodologies to reduce 
greenhouse gasses.

We appreciate your nttenfitm to our call for capauding die ivk of forests and agriculture in the
scientific Stntegy for mitigating ataospheric greenhouse gascs arid look forward to workinE with 
you on this ijuportant mutter.

Ke.spertllilly,

Senator Ron Wyden SenatorPatrickJ. Leahy '
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From the TelePort of: Tom Peterson

V

Date: Monday, May 11,1998

To: Roger BaUentine, WH Legislative 
Fax Number: 202456-2604

Number of Pages: 13

Memo: This is the draft ag/forestry outreach plan 1 sent to USD A and EPA for
comment last week, I'd like to firm it up for Todd this week if possible. 1 
thought this would be a good time for your initial review, and I'll plan on 
getting you a second draft pending your comments and those of the agencies. 
Whatd do you think? Tom
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Agriculture and Forestry - Climate Outreach Plan

General goals: Develop a more accurate understanding of the issue among key 
constituencies and the public. Develop positive commitments for action among key groups 
in key geographical areas.

Implementation: Provide objective, policy-relevant information on key issues to areas 
and entities in greatest need. Structure effective dialog on key policy and education issues. 
Work with key industry sectors, leaders and individual companies on to correct 
misperceptions, develop smart policy options, and develop greater appreciation for the 
risks of inaction.

1. Target groups - agriculture and forest producers (and related associations), 
processors, wholesaler/retailer groups, input suppliers, conservation NGO’s, state and 
local groups, congress, trade media (appendix 1)

2. Key policy issues - economic impacts of mitigation, resource impacts of inaction, 
no regrets actions, sequestration opportunities, trading opportunities, technology 
opportunities, renewables opportunities (appendix 2)

3. Key federal process opportunities - industry consultations and credit for early 
reduction: FY 99 and 2000 budget discussions; international policy development 
feedback(appendix 3)

4. Interagency analytical/research plan - economic impacts, resource impacts, no 
regrets, sequestration, trading, technology, renewables (appendix 4)

5. Educational package - cabinet speeches, speaker’s notes, fact sheets, Q’s and A’s, 
media guide (appendix 5)

6. Calendar - POTUS/VPOTUS events, Glickman speech, other cabinet events, actions 
by subcabinet and agency experts (appendix 6)

7. Interagency outreach team - White House, USDA, EPA, DOE, NOAA teams to 
brief congress, industry, NGO’s, media (appendix 7)
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Appendix 1: Target Groups

Agriculture

Producers And Related Associations - commodity crops, livestock, biomass, specialty 
crops

National Cattemans’s Association 

National Grange 

Cotton Council 
Rice Federation 

National Wheat Farmers 

National Com Growers 

National Farmers Union 

National Farm Bureau 
Renewable Fuels Association 

Business Council For Sustainable Energy 

others?

Processors

Cargil 
ADM
National Food Processors Association 

Perdue 

Tysons
American Meat Institute 

Proctor and Gamble 

General Mills 

others?

Wholesale/Retail Groups

• Grocery Manufacturers Association
• Agricultural Retailers Association
• others?

Input Suppliers - agriculture related groups

• Southern States
• Agway
• Cenex
• Monsanto
• DuPont
• Fertilizer Institute
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■ Pioneer Seed
• Agri Bio Tech
• N ati onal A g Credi t
• others?

• Conservation NGO’s

• WRI
• Soil and Water Conservation Society
• Wildlife Management Institute
• Sustainable Ag Coalition
• Henry Wallace Institute
• Delta Land Trust
• Farm Foundation
• others?

• State And Local Groups

• National Association of Ag Commissioners
• National Governors Association
• National Chambers of Commerce
• others?

• Congress

" Senate Ag
• Senate Budget
• House Ag
• House Approps

• T rade Media

• Farm Journal Publishing
• Farm Progress Companies
• others?

• Regional Media

■ Desmoines Register
• Chicago Star and Tribune
• etc.

Forestry

• Producers, manufacturers, associations - pulp and paper, board and beam, biomass

• Georgia Pacific
• Weyerheuser
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• Champion
• International Paper
• American Forest Products Association
• National Association of State Foresters
• American Pulpwood Association
• National Woodland Owners Association
• Kafus Industries
• others?

• Conservation NGO’s And Professional Societies

• Society of American Foresters
• Wildlife Management Institute
• Izaac Walton League
• American Forests
• Pacific Forest Trust
• The Nature Conservancy
• National Association of Consulting Foresters
• others?

• State And Local Groups

• National Association of Forestry Commissioners?

• Congress

• Senate Ag
• Senate Energy
• Senate Budget and Approps
• House Ag
• House Interior
• House Approps

• T rade Media

• American Forestry
• SAX Publications
• etc.

Regional Media
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Appendix 2: Key Policy Issues

Economic impacts of mitigation

• energy and fuel prices
• interest rates
• GDP
• farm income
• trade shifts
• other?

No regrets actions

• Nutrient management
• Soil conservation
• water conservation 

■ reduced till
• other?

Resource impacts of inaction

• 2x, 3x, 4x C02 scenarios
• effects of severe weather
• tradeoffs/interactions with other resources (e.g. water, landuse)
• regional dislocation
• worldwide production shifts
• other?

Sequestration opportunities

• forests - above and below ground (management, conservation, etc.)
• agriculture - above and below ground (soils, crops, grazing lands, set asides, 

etc.)

Trading opportunities

• domestic policy based
• international - CDM, Annex 1; current protocol definitions vs. expansions 

under article 3.4

Technology opportunities

• biomass
• feedstocks
• chemicals and fertilizers
• land management systems
• water management systems

5
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■ energy efficiency for fuel and electricity use
• other?

Renewables opportunities

• biomass plantations
• waste
• other?
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Appendix 3: Key Federal Process Opportunities

Industry consultations

• credit for early reduction
• policy and program barriers
• no regrets programs
• education within industry ranks

Budgets

• FY 1999
• FY 2000
• Alternative Hill/NGO packages 

International policy input

• Argentina
• Beyond

Special events by White House and Departments

• White House exchanges with Todd, Katie, key agency reps; target key 
industries, NGO’s and Hill staff

• first in two weeks
• periodic sessions to follow

• Technical Conference Series - experts from both sides compare data on key 
analytical issues; target industries and Hill staff; regional locations

• science and risks of inaction - general, agriculture and forestry
• economic impacts - macro and sectoral
• policy solutions - technology, renewables, energy efficiency, 

sequestration, trading, etc.

• Ag weather event/conference - target state and university ag climatologists, 
industries, trade media; regional location

Long-term educational programs

• extension programs?
• conferences?
• workshops?
• demonstration projects?
• others?
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Appendix 4: Interagency Analytical/Research Plan

Economic impacts of mitigation

• energy and fuel prices
• interest rates
• GDP
• farm income
• trade shifts
• other?

No regrets actions

• Nutrient management
■ Soil conservation
• water conservation
• reduced till
• other?

Resource impacts of inaction

• 2x, 3x, 4x C02 scenarios
• effects of severe weather
• tradeoffs/interactions with other resources (e.g. water, landuse)
• regional dislocation
• worldwide production shifts
• other?

Sequestration opportunities

• forests - above and below ground (management, conservation, etc.)
■ agriculture - above and below ground (soils, crops, grazing lands, set asides, 

etc.)

T rading opportunities

• domestic policy based
• international - CDM, Annex 1; current protocol definitions vs. expansions 

under article 3.4

Technology opportunities

• biomass
• feedstocks
• chemicals and fertilizers
• land management systems
• water management systems
• energy efficiency for fuel and electricity use

8
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• Other?

Renewables opportunities

• biomass plantations
• waste
• other?
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Appendix 5: Educational Package

cabinet speeches - Glickman and others

speakers notes - overheads and handouts for White House and agencies

• general domestic issues
• general international policy issues
• ag specific issues

fact sheets

• climate science - enhanced version of “state of knowledge” targeted to resource 
managers

• agriculture and forestry emissions by greenhouse gas and by sector
• agriculture and forestry sequestration potential by sector
• resource impacts - production, resource tradeoffs (water, forest systems), 

severe weather, beyond 2x scenarios, geographical maps, etc.
• economic impacts - energy prices, trade/export shifts, labor, household income, 

interest rates, etc.
• trading - domestic, international opportunities and needs
• technology - renewables, efficiency, sequestration, etc.
• voluntary programs/no regrets actions ...
• others?

Q’s and A’s - key domestic and international issues...

• international process, timetable and input process
• domestic process, timetable and input process
• others?

Media Guide?
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Appendix 6: Calendar

POTUS, VPOTUS - event/announcement? Fall harvest event in the Mid West? 

Cabinet - Glickman speech, Glickman/Witt/Baker event?

Subcabinet - events and speeches?

Industry Consultations?

FY 2000 budget discussions?

International policy feedback sessions?

Staff - conferences, workshops, seminars, briefings, press?

Congressional hearings and briefings

Press events? Regional ed. boards? Trade ed. boards?
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Appendix 7: Interagency Outreach Teams

Congress

members; Glickman, Rominger, Collins, Stern, McGinty, Eizentstat, Moler, 
Witt, etc.?
staff; Roger Ballentine, Tom Peterson, Keith Collins, Joe Glauber, Margo 
Anderson, Dan Reicher, Denise Swinks, etc.?

Industry

• CEO’s - Glickman, Rominger, Forrister, Stern, Eizenstat, Moler, Reicher, 
Gardiner?

• VP’s and managers - Forrister, Peterson, Fidler, Collins, Glauber, Anderson, 
Wolcott, Kuch?

NGO’s

CEO’s - Glickman, Rominger, Forrister, Stern, Eizenstat, Moler, Reicher, 
Gardiner?
Staff - Forrister, Peterson, Fidler, Collins, Glauber, Anderson, Wolcott, Kuch?

Media

background - ?
on record - Glickman, Rominger, Collins, Eizenstat, Stern, McGinty, 
Forrister?

What about reps from; USFS? NRCS? NOAA? EPA? DOE? FEMA? DOI? 
USGCRP? Other White House?
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From the TelePort of: Tom Peterson

V

Date: Wednesday, May 13,1998

To: Roger Ballentine, WH Legislative 
Fax Number: 202456-2604

Number of Pages: 7

Memo: FYI: draft talking points and backgroimd for Stu's meeting with Senators
Kerrey and Kerry tomorrow at 12 noon (SH 708). Tom
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Talking Points And Background For Climate Change Meeting With Senators 
Bob Kerrey (NE) And John Kerry (MA) - 12 Noon, 5/14

Talking Points

The administration is committed to finding win-win policies for agriculture and forestry 
that minimize energy price impacts and encourage real opportunities for revenue 
enhancement through carbon sequestration, renewable energy development, technology 
growth, energy efficiency and no regrets actions. We would like to work with your 
groups to get on the same page on these issues.

We would also like to work with you to get on the same page on basic climate change 
science, policy and economics issues as they relate to agriculture and forestry, and 
correct any misperceptions that may exist.

The State Department would like your input as a part of our international policy 
feedback process, and the White House Climate Change Task Force plans to include 
both agriculture and forestry in discussions on voluntary commitments and early 
reductions. The administration is also open to talking about how we make the most of 
current budget requests, as well as upcoming budgets.

USDA has recently reestablished its climate change program and is working on a 
number of key policy areas, including an analysis of the economic effects of climate 
policy on agriculture at the request of the Senate Agriculture Committee. Results will 
be shared with industry and NGO’s. The low energy cost profile of farm production 
(energy expenses are estimated at 11 percent of total by USDA) suggests impacts are 
likely to be low overall. USDA’s analysis should identify the potential for excessive 
impacts in special areas if they exist.

The trading programs in the Kyoto Protocol hold the potential to substantially reduce 
climate mitigation costs for the US. They also open doors for US farmers and forest 
landowners to sell credits on a world market. We would like to work with industry and 
NGO’s in the US to resolve technical and policy hurdles to additional agreements on 
trading and sequestration issues.

We are confident that we can get supplemental agreements on trading and sequestration, 
and that these programs will work. Many projects based on forestry conservation have 
been underway as successful demos under the JI program since 1993. Other countries, 
including Japan, are actively scoping out sequestration projects and committed to 
making budget and project based trading work. An options market for agriculture and 
forest sequestration is emerging in the US in anticipation of domestic and international 
policies.
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Background

Farm groups have been largely opposed to the Kyoto Protocol and generally 
resistant to climate mitigation policy. The American Farm Bureau has been particularly 
harsh, and is working in concert with coal, oil and car companies to oppose the protocol. 
These groups have targeted climate change as a key issue in ‘98 and 2000 campaigns, and 
are trying to position it as a farmer issue in order to avoid focus on high emissions 
industries. In the past industries have succeeded using this same strategy to defeat major 
legislative proposals, including the biodiversity convention and the elevation of EPA to 
cabinet status.

Not all farm groups are as strongly opposed. The National Farmer’s Union (an 
association of commodity crop producers in the northern great plains and northern 
midwest) has been less strident. They have withdrawn participation in the GCC opposition 
campaign and are talking with the administration about constructive approaches.
Renewable energy producers have also been more supportive, including the National Corn 
Growers Association (due to ethanol), the Renewable Fuels Association, and a garden 
variety of other groups. Specialty crop producers are less organized and less opposed at 
present. Some are concerned about the shift of micro climates upon which their production 
is based.

Forest industries have been less strident in opposition, although they remain 
seriously concerned as a high emissions sector. Many have been involved in the Industries 
For the Future Program at DOE, and have been pleased with the process. Similarly, some 
key industries (such as Georgia Pacific) are prominent members of the President’s Council 
of Sustainable Development. Forest product firms have made great strides in using waste 
fiber for fuel on site, and also recycling waste heat for power.

Agricultural input suppliers are more energy intensive that farming per se, and far 
more concentrated in power and profit. They include chemicals (pesticides, herbicides, and 
fertilizer), seeds and equipment. These industries and their individual companies are 
diverse in views on climate mitigation, although most seem skeptical and concerned. 
However, Monsanto has been very positive in private. DuPont has been mixed but good in 
key areas. On the other hand. The Fertilizer Institute is stridently opposed. John Deere has 
been cautious and hoping to avoid the issue.

Forest conservation NGO’s have been strong supporters of mitigation actions due 
to land conservation opportunities with sequestration. The Nature Conservancy, the 
Pacific Forest Trust, American Forests, and others have been very active with the 
administration, on the Hill, and with key industries with whom they hope to structure win- 
win policy relationships. They have succeeded in winning over most of the climate NGO’s 
to support of sequestration, but the Sierra Club, Greenpeace, and some others remain 
skeptical or outright opposed on the grounds that sequestration credit represents a 
“loophole” for the US.

The Pacific Forest Trust has been particularly active and supportive. However, like 
the others, they believe the Kyoto Protocol is badly flawed on the sinks issue and needs
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serious overhaul. They point out that the protocol exempts forestry emissions, which are 
responsible for 15 percent of worldwide emissions, while smaller emissions categories are 
not exempt. They also point out that the narrowness of definitions (which do not include 
management and conservation) are a problem. Conceivably, the protocol rewards the act of 
clearing and replanting, versus preservation, because it does not count emissions from 
harvest and only counts sequestration from “reforestation.” In addition, it restricts credit 
for reforestation since 1990, and therefore excludes actions taken to manage stands 
reforested before 1990. Georgia Pacific is adamantly opposed to this provision, since most 
of its land was reforested prior to 1990. They also strongly oppose the lack of credit for 
conservation and management, and want company level credit for sequestration projects.

Farm groups and farm conservation NGO’s are conceptually supportive of credit 
for soil conservation sinks, but very disappointed in the Kyoto language that puts this off 
to future negotiations - while counting agriculture emissions against them (the opposite of 
the language on forestry). They are watching the administration very closely to see if we 
make a serious attempt to change this via article 3.4. Nonetheless, some, such as the Iowa 
Farm Bureau, are starting to form C02 trading programs or demo sequestration projects. 
They are also working with Brokers (such as Carlton Bartels of Cantor Fitzgerald and 
Richard Sandor of Centre Financial Products) to start an options market.

Apparently the speculative market for sequestration is growing fast. Carlton Bartels 
reports selling large volumes of options (one investor bought seven millions tons of C02 
reduction options a few months ago). The market is emerging as a diversified options 
market in order to manage risk, with investors betting that some options will make the 
grade as policy evolves. In this regard it is similar to the junk bond market in its life stage. 
Most of the options are going to agricultural soil conservation, not forests. They are 
typically structured as annual options at $. 10-.25 per ton (pre Kyoto prices), with strike 
prices at $3-4 per ton. Options rates appreciated by a factor of ten after Kyoto, even 
though agricultural soils were essentially left out. The strike prices are discounted for risk, 
but it is not clear exactly what the discount rate is (and therefore the true cost per ton 
compliance figure).

Activity in the options market leads some congressional members (such as Bob 
Kerrey) to believe the administration has underestimated the opportunity and value of farm 
conservation credit for climate mitigation. They would like USDA to press forward with 
demos and research to sort out the technical issues. They would also like the 
administration to included a comprehensive set of sequestration policies in its domestic 
program as a part of industry consultation and credit for early action. Some members may 
want to legislate this pathway as a way to encourage international policy to converge. They 
do not want to wait for international policy to yield an ideal domestic approach.

USDA has reestablished its climate program under competent and committed 
leadership recently in the Office of the Chief Economist (Keith Collins). Margo Anderson 
was recently named as the new director, and will chair USDA’s climate task force that 
includes representatives from the US Forest Service, Natural Resources Conservation 
Service and other offices within USDA. The new climate office reports through Keith to 
the Secretary and Deputy Secretary. Keith and Margo are formulating a plan for research, 
education and policy that addresses agriculture and forestry needs and opportunities. It will 
build on a rather large investment base on these issues over the last few years. In addition, 
the White House Climate Change Task Forces is formulating a White House/interagency
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outreach plan that is near completion. EPA, DOE, NOAA and other agencies will be 
involved with USDA’s agriculture and forestry plans as well. One of Margo’s key startup 
goals is to get USDA more effectively represented in domestic and international policy 
formulation at the interagency/White House level. The White House Climate Change Task 
Force is in the process of substantially increasing outreach in this area as well.

One of USDA’s primary research tasks is a sectoral analysis of economic impacts.
It is in progress. The Senate Ag committee requested this analysis early last year. The 
analysis will be based on macro analysis by C^/NEC (Janet Yellen’s testimony).
Because production agriculture has a low energy cost profile (about 11 percent of overall 
production expenses are energy related according to USDA’s annual agriculture outlook) 
the effects of the Kyoto Protocol, with the supplements Dr. Yellen assumed, will probably 
have very little economic effect on farmers. To the extent that the market for renewables is 
improved and technology for energy efficiency accelerates, the effects could turn positive.

The primary criticisms of the USDA analysis will be reliance on what are deemed 
overly optimistic scenarios by Dr. Yellen, including the feasibility of an international 
trading program and the probability of getting meaningful commitments from key 
developing nations. USDA will point out that most of our competitors for major 
commodities, like wheat, are in Annex B and therefore not likely to gain competitive 
advantage. However, some major commodity producers are not yet under Annex B, and 
this leaves some groups concerned. USDA will also point out that the energy cost 
exposure of farm input suppliers is also relatively low.

The administration’s outreach efforts to agriculture have not been highly systematic 
to date, although the White House Climate Change Task Force has been involved in 
discussions with many associations, companies and NGO’s over the past year. USDA has 
kept a low profile until lately. In the future, agriculture will receive a stronger focus and be 
folded into domestic industry consultation and White House outreach. There may be a 
need to elevate its profile in the international policy input process.

The suite of key policy issues affecting agriculture and forestry include: economic 
impacts of mitigation; renewables and biomass; technology opportunities, including energy 
efficiency; trading programs; carbon sequestration; climate change impacts.

Most of the farm industry is in the dark on the outlook for severe weather events 
and soil moisture problems under future climate change. However, the farm community is 
apparently beginning to feel more uneasy about the peculiar weather the US is experiencing 
and no longer writing it off to natural variation or El Nino. The party line from opposition 
groups has been that agriculture can adapt to any future change in climate, and that it is 
likely to be beneficial anyway. This view is strongly articulated by the Washington farm 
lobbies, but much less so elsewhere.
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Monsanto Has been relatively positive about climate mitigation 
opportunities and heavily involved in administration dialog.

Sierra Club One of the most strident environmental NGO’s. Has been 
relatively cool to sequestration credit and trading programs. 
Favors more traditional approaches, particularly CAFE.

National Farmers Union Has been on GCC’s support list and helped fund “it’s not 
global and it won’t work” ads, but pulled support and 
dropped from the list recently. Has indicated a strong 
interest in helping the administration. Other main jxilicy 
issue is a desire to roll back the “freedom to farm” 
provisions of the 1996 farm bill.

Renewable Fuels Association Essentially created by Archer Daniels Midland. Has
focused primarily on grain ethanol policy in the past, but 
this is changing with new cellulosic technology and a new 
energy marketplace that isn’t tied so exclusively to 
government action. Has been supportive of climate 
mitigation generally but includes many skeptics. Want 
more in our domestic budget to support renewables.

Iowa Farm Bureau Undecided on climate mitigation. Many skeptics and ultra 
conservatives in group, but also very progressive on 
policy. Is starting a C02 trading group focused on soil 
conservation. Being heavily courted by the coal industry to 
make the Iowa Primaries a occasion for the defeat of Kyoto 
protocol.

Sustainable Agriculture 
Coalition

Supportive of mitigation in general, but has not been in the 
loop of administration outreach and policy formulation.

Clean Fuels Association Supportive of mitigation in general.

National Com Growers A mixed group at the individual level. Ethanol interests 
predominate. Have progressive and supportive 
representation and have given some positive overtures.

Governor Nelson’s Office Has backed Bob Kerrey in his interest to be moderate and 
constructive, particularly on renewable fuels and carbon 
sequestration.
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NRDC A relatively strident and highly informed NGO that has 
strongly supported technology and renewables policy. 
Supports sequestration credits, although has some concern.

Union of Concerned 
Scientists

A relatively strident and highly informed NGO that has 
strongly supported technology and renewables policy. 
Supports sequestration credits, although has some concern.

International Paper Has been mixed. Supports forest sequestration, technology 
and renewables approaches. Concerned about energy 
impacts. Willing to talk and be constructive.

Shea and Gardner James Woolsey has been actively articulating concerns 
about national energy policy and security, and advocating 
stronger incentives for renewables (such as ethanol) and 
other measures to reduce foreign oil dependence.

EOF Leading NGO proponent of trading programs and market 
flexibility. Strongly supportive of sequestration. Very 
active with industry outreach, including agriculture and 
forestry.


