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U.S. Statement: November 3, 1998

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

We thank the IPCC and Dr. Watson for the report on progress made at the Rome
workshop and at the IPCC Plenary. 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 TPCC that it seek expeditiously to complete the work on
defining the policy-relcyant questions for the synthesis report of the Third Assessment Report.
We note Dr. Watson’s statement that the IPCC and the TEAP of the Montreal Protocol could
undertake a joint workshop on CFC substitutes that affect the climate system. We support this
idea, noting that the SBSTA has an important role in this process. We will return-to this issue
[ater in the agenda.

The U.S. greatly appreciated the thoughtful and open discussion on land use and forestry
accounting issues Telated to Article 3.3 that occurrcd in Rome at the workshop., We support the
IPCC’s work on the Special Report on LUCF activities, and commend the 1PCC's progress to
date. The U.S. thanks Ttaly, the UN FAO, and all of the Partics that participated in the
productive, informative exchange. We appreciate the useful report on the workshop provided by
its co-chairs. We note that the end-product for the Article 3.3 and 3.4 discussions will need to
include new, specific inventory and reporting methodologies. We toak the first step in this
direction at our last session, Where we focused on Article 3.3. The Rome workshop took the next
step. and we aanticipate 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 INF .4, we have
a comprehensive effort undcrway, particularly for Article 3.3. We also have a time frame for
completion of thut report in May, 2000.

We look forward to building on this excellent beginning at the second workshop that will
focus on issues arising from Article 3.4, the comments submitted by Parties, and issues ansing
from the first workshop, We welcome the opportunity to host the second workshop in February
or March, 1999 in Athens, Georgia ncar the University of Georgia campus.

Additiona) activities under Article 3.4 would offer many Parties opportunilies o use
verifiable forest and agricultural activities to help meet some portion of their commilment under
the Kyoto Protocol. Some Parties have national circumstances that limit the applicability of
Article 3.3 activitics, for example Partics with rignificant agriculrural and range/pasture lands but
relatively little forest. and they could bencfit from the addition of new Articlo 3.4 activitics.
Further, many of these activities provide valuable ancillary environmental and economic benefits.
For us 1o overlook opportunities to verifiably increase long-term carbon paols on a varicty of
tand types would nat only disregard key narional circumstances, but also conflict with the
principles of the Framework Convention that call on Partics to cover all relcvant sources and
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sinks, comprisc all cconomic sectors. and take into accaunt policies and measures that gre cost
effective.

The workshop’s technical exchange can further a number of mutual goals:

The workshop would improve our collective understanding of various Parties’ particular nationa
circurnstances and their unique opportunitics 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 dralt chapters are scheduled to be completed in
April of 1999. We propose that the convening Jead authors for each chapter of the IPCC
Special Report be invited to give SRSTA a status report on their chapter. Since the
Special Report breaks new ground in the relationship between the SBSTA and the IPCC,
we should ensure that the SBSTA and [PCC experts have ample opportunity to
cominunicate. N

- The workshop will address important issucs such as methodologies, uncertainty, and
research and darta nceds for activities for consideration under Article 3.4. Some of the
activities we think should be part of the discussion arc outlined below.

n i ; d IPCC iz or

In the U.S. Submission ta SBSTA on "Methodological Issues Related to Land Use
Change and Forestry and the Kyoto Protocol,” included in FCCC/CP/1998/MISC. ], the U.S,
noted that ather activitics that should be considcred under Article 3.4 should include three broad
categories: soil carbon management of forest lands, crop lands, range lands snd pasture lands;
improvements in forest management; and conservation. Under each of these categories, a range
of potential land use practices and management systems should be evaluated for porential
inclusion under Article 3.4 by the COP/MOP. Examples of practices and management systems
that the report should consider and evaluate are:

1) SOj
. technigues and policies, including market-based incentivcs, that maintain or
increase carbon stocks in lorest, cropland. range and pasture soils
2) and fi > t
. forcst management techniques and policies, including market-bused incentives, .
that maintain or increase carbon stocks
. ways to increase long lerm carbon storage in products and reduce waste input to
landfills
3) servati i f st
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enhance the carbon stock on existing vegetated Jand and promote restoration of
degraded lands

In our August 1998 submission to the 1PCC. “Methodological Issues Related to Land Use

Change and Forestry and the Kyoto Pratocol.” we recommended that the IPCC consider a set of
objective questions in evalvating glternative interpretations of key terms. The IPCC should
consider similar qucstions 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 availablc)? .

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

What uncerlaintics cxist in our scientific understanding of the cffects of the activities on
the carbon cycle?

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

What are the greenhouse gas initigation options that are included snd excluded?

- How significant might be their potential to increase carbon stocks?

- What are their economic and environmental costs and benefits, including ancillary
effects?

Degisi COP 4

'ln-;p_r.d__gr‘ to continue our progress on resojution of land use change and forestry issues. the
United States feels that three decisions need to be made at this session:

First; As discassed during our deliberations in Born, 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.

Sccond: We aeed to decide that this workshop should address important issues
such us methodolagies, uncertainty, and rescarch and data needs for activities for
consideration under Article 3.4. Parties 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, whose draft chapters are scheduled to be completed in April ol 1999.
Convening lead authors for each chaprer of the [PCC Special Report should be
invited to give SBSTA a status report on their chapter. Since the Special Report
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breaks new ground in the relationship between the SBSTA and the IPCC, we
<hould ensure that the SBSTA and [PCC experts have ample opporiunity to
interact and communicate.

Third: We need to make a comunitrnent that the Parties will be prepared to come
to agreement on decisions rcgarding the language in Atrticles 3.3 and 3.4 of the
Kyoto Protocol at the first COP subsequent to the release of the IPCC Special
Report.

We look forward to working with the Parties on discussing land use, land use change and forestry
activities to make progress on meeting commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. .

=
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Thomas D. Peterson
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Record Type: Record

To: Roger S. Ballentine/WHO/EOP

cc:
Subject: Re: farm bureau ﬁ

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 | 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, Tellus Ser. B 48, 420 (1996);
R. F. Keeling, S. C. Piper, M. Heimann, Nature 381,
218 (1996).

R. B. McKane, E. B. Rastetter, J. M. Melillo, G. R.
Shaver, C. S. Hopkinson, Global Biogeochem. Cycles
9, 329 (199S); Ch. Korner and F. A. Bazaz, Eds.
Carion Dioxide, Populations, and Communities (Aca-
dennc Press, San Diego, 1996); J. Llyd and G. D.
fFarquhar, funct. Ecol. 10, 4 (1996). )

R. Swap. M. Garstang, S. Greco, R. Talbot, P. Kaliberg,
Tellus Ser. B 44, 133 {1992).

For example, D. S. 5chiniel e: al., Global Siogeochem

Cycles 10, 677 (1996); P. M. Vitousek et al., Ecol.
Appl. 7. 737 (1997). Tropical forest trec growth has
been shown experimentally to increase after N and P
fertilization [E. V. |. Tanner, V. Kapos, W £ranco,
Ecology 73, 78 (1992)).

We assumed that- (i) 48% of biomass is 1 the torm
~f C {based on buming experiments near Manaus,
central Amazonia [|. A. Carvalho Jr., J. M. Santos, J. C.
Santos, M. M. Leitdo, N. Higuchi, Atmos. Environ 29,
2301 (1995); j. A. Carvalho Ji. N Higuchi, T. M.
Araujo, } C Santos. /. Ceophys Res. 103, 13195
{1998)}}. (ii) that the ratio of aboveground biomass
to root biomass is 3:1 {the average value of three
studies in Brazilian Amazonia [P. Fearnside, Emissdo ¢
Sequestro de CO, {Companha Vale do Rio Docn. Rio
de Janewro, 1994). pp 95-124]). consistent with a
global analysis of root biomass allocation [M. A.
Cawns, S. Brown, E. Helmer, G. Baumgardner, Oeco-
logia 111, 1 (1997)]: and (iii) that root biomass
increased in proportion to aboveground biomass We
ignored C stocks in fine litter, dead wood, and soil.
which may also have changed.

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 ponls, which
might be expected to increase togother wiih biomass.
A combination of eddy covariance and biomass stud-
1es may provide a useful tool in the future to examine
belowground processes.

The “mussing” sink was recently estimated at ~1.4 Gt
[D. S. Schimel, Global 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 ir South
America. Southeast Asia. and Temperate and Boreal
Ecosystems, and the Oil Fires of Kuwait, ). S. Levine,
td. (MIT Press, Cambridge, MA 1996), pp. 606-617].
Deforectation in the whole Neot:opizs 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 Global Carbon Cycle, M. G.
Apps and D. T. Price, Eds., NATO AS! Ser. | Global
Environ. Change, vol 40 (Springer-Verlag, Heidelberg,
Germany, 1996)].

W. f. Laurance, Trends £col. Evol., in press.

E. Salati and C. A Nobre, Clim. Change 19. 177
(1991); A. Kattenberg et al. (1996), Climate Change
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change/Cam-
bridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 1995}, pp. 2£5-357.

D. Z. Sun, Geophys. Res. Lett. 24, 2031 (1997).
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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. Gleor, J. Mahlman, S. Pacala, J. Sarmiento,
T. Takahashi, P. Tans

Atmospheric carbon dioxide increased at a rate of 2.8 petagrams of carben 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 = 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 Pg Cvear . The rest of the world’s land suiface is poorly constrainied,

with a mear: source of 0.2 = 0.9 Pg C year™ .

A number of carbon cycle studies conducied
in tne last decade have indicated that the
oceans and terrestrial ccosystems in the
Northerm idemisphere absorb atmospheric
CO, at a rate of about 3 Pg C year™! (/-3).
Atmospheric  CO, concentrations in  the
Northain Hemisphere arc about 3 parts per
miilion (ppm, mole fraction in dry air) greater
than those in the Southern Hcmiﬂﬁ%cre. Fos-
sil CO, is released predominantly at northern
latitudes (Table 1), which shouid result in a
north-to-south decrease of 4 to 5 ppm in the
concentration of atmospheric CO, (4) A

S ran ana J. Sarnaento, Atnospheric and Oceanic
Sciences Prcgram Princeton University, Princeton, NJ
08544, USA. M. Gloor and S. Pacala, Department of
Ecology and Evolutionary Biology, Princeton Univer-
sity, Princeton, NJ 08542, USA. | 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 Caroon
Modeling Censortium, AOS Program, Princeton Uni-
versity, Princetun, NI 08544, USA. E-mail. cmc@
princeton.edu

1

Northern Henusphere sink is implied because
the observed gradient 1s smalier than this. Tiie
onginal studics disagreed on whether the sink
was predominantly oceanic (/) or terrestrial
(2). Recent studies with atmospheric 3C/'2C
ratios (5) and oxygen concentrations (6 ) ccn-
cluded that the sink is caused primarily by
terrestrial biosphere uptake. Other studies
demonstrated increased activity of sufficient
magnitude by the terrestrial Biosphere in
northern latitudes: a longer growing scason
observed in satellite measurements of surtace
color (7) and an increase over time of the
ainplitude of the anmual cycle ui canospaciic
CO_concertatiors cansed by ierrestrial veg-
ctation (&).

The partitioning of the Northern Henu-
sphere terrestrial CO, sources and sinks be-
tween Eurasia and North America may bc
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 noith-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 instcad of
~1 year for interhemispheric exchange). Sec-

16 OCTOBER 1998 VOL 282 SCIENCE  www.sciencemag.org
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ond, atmospheric sampling stations havn tra-
dittonally 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, lacal fossil
fuel emicsions, and topography (Fig. 1).

To provide improved estimates of net an-
nuai terrestrial sources and sinks, we have

developed an inverse modei. Let O(x) be the.

annual-average spatial pattern of atmospher:c
CO, caused by atmospheric transport acting
on the sea-air CO, flux, and F(x) and R(x) be
the corresponding annual-average spatial pat-
terns assoctated with fossil fuel emissions
and the scasonal rectification, respectively
(where x 15 the spatial coordinate vector).
Scasonal rectificaton results from the corre-
latton between the scasonality of vertical
mixing in the atmosphere and the scasonality
of photosyntbesis and respiration in the land
biosphere, which causes gradients i the
anmual mean CO, concentration even when
the terrestrial biosphere has no net annual
emissions (9). Assuming a terrestrial bio-
sphere wath no net emissions, the expected
annual average spatial pattern of aumo-
spheric CO, 1s O(x) + F(x) + R(x). We use
the difference between this expected spatal
pattern and the obscrved annual average
concentraiions of atmospheric CO. at sam-
pling stations [S(x;) for a station located at
x,] to estimate the magmtude and spatal
dlsmbuuon of terrestrial uptake.

We divide the land surface into N regions

and let b (x) be the global spatial pattern of

atmospheric CO, caused by aunmespheric

Latitude

C

€0's

Q
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O,

180°  120°W  60°W
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transport acting on a standard annual terres-
trial uptake of 1 Pg C within the i*™ region.
Then, the total spatial pattern caused by non-
zere terrestrial uptake is

B(x)= Z(x,b,-(x) 48

i=1

where «, is the magnitude in Pg C year™! of
terrestrial uptake in the /™ regicn, and is
estimated by linear regression (/0).

We used two separate atmospheric trans-
port models of the Geophysical Fiuid Dy-
namics Laboratory (GFDL) to calculate the
expected  spatiai pattern of atmospheric
CO.. A plumm’ model comparison study
showed significant differences in predic-
tons of the fossil CO, distribution and
rectification effect (4). The use of two dif-
terent models gives uswome measure of the
sensitivity of the results 1o differences in
the transport model. The Global Chemical
Transport Model (GCTM) uses winds gen-
crated previously by an atmospheric gener-
al circulation model (77, 12). In contrast,
the SKYHI model (72, /3) calculates wracer
transport at the same time 1t calculates the
winds and subgrid-scale mixing.

To calculate the O(x) function, we used
two different estimates of the global spa-
tiotemporal distribution of net sea-air CO,
flux. OBM is an annual mean sea-air flux
from a giobal ocean biogeochemistry mod-
cl (14). T97 1s a seasonally resolved sea-air
flux field based on estiinates from the more
than 2.1 million mcasurements of the sea-
air diffcrence of CO, partial pressure

(o] (¢ o (o]

0 60 E 120E - 180

Longitude

Fig. 1. A map of the atmospheric CO, sampling network. Sites are shown as solid diamonds. ( The
Globalview labels for the Northem Hemisphere stations are given in the legend of Fig. 3). The tall tower
sites are shown as crosses. The thick horizontal lines divide the land surfaces into thrce regions where
terrestrial carbon uptake has been estimated: North America, Eurasia-Moith Atrica, and Tropics and
Southern Hemisphere. The dotted contour lines show th= difference between predicted surfece o,

concentrations (ppm) with estimated temestriz! uptake and with North American terrestrial uptake set
to zero (model results are shown for GCTM with the T97 sea-ain fluxes).
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(pCO,) gathered over the last three decades
and interpolated by using annual mean
ocean currents from OBM (/5, 16). Pacific
equatortal (10°N to 10°S) observations
made during El Nifo periods were exclud-
ed from the estimate. The data are normal-
ized 0 1990. The total sca-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 (/7).

The two atmosplieric models and two pat-
tems of sea-air CO, flux gave us four possible
combinations. Te calculate in each case, we ran
the ammospheric model with the prescribed pat-
tern of sca-air flux for five annual cycles unul
the annual average spaual distribution of ammo-
sphenic CO, reached a steady state.

To calculate O(x). we used data on nation-
al fossil fucl consumption distributed with the
same spantial distribution us population deusi-
ty (/&8). Using this pattem of release at the
surface. we ran each atmospheric model 1o 1ts
steady state as above.

Finallv. to calculate R(x) and the b (x). a

~ 4, -

T

3 3 e Hirrerenrenn e S I i

>

o

O 2 deeeerereesdennin Feororninnann fenracnmneane IR H

&

@ H

2 1 R ETEs TR RO R ROt PERTPEEP PO RSP TR TP PE FREPEPEPPPIL

e i

£

<

£

T :

3 1 < : '— _______ H D H
2 1 (¢} 1 2 3

Eurasia — North Africa (Pg C year1)

Fig. 2. Inversion uncertainties 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-air fluxes for 1990. 797 and OBM
are two different air-sea flux estimates (see text).

Fossi! emissions

Region (Pg C ver)
Morth 8merica (>15°M) 16
Eurasia and North Africa (>24°N) 36
Tropics and Southern Hemisphere 0.7

Total 59

Ocean uptake
(Pg C year ™}

127 O8M

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 11 2.25



mode! of the terrestrial biosphere is re-
quired. We chose the Carnegic-Ames-Stan-
ford Approach (CASA) model (/9), be-
cause it predicts ecosysten fluxes of CO,
with a relatively straightforward extrapola-
tion of globel satellite imagery (normalized
difference vegetation index or NDVI Laea-
surements on a 1° grid). We calculated R(x)
by mnning cach atmospheric model with
surface fluxes from a version of the CASA
model (again until 2 steady statc spatial
pattern +was achiceved). To calculate b (x),
we ran the atmospheric model with no
sonrces or sinks of CO, except net primaiy
production (NPP) from the CASA model in
only the /™ region. This NPP was first
rescaled until the annual total was 1 Pg C.
Thus, the spatiotemporal distribution of es-
timated carbon sinks within cach terrestrial
region 1s assumed to be proportional to the
distribution of NFP. but this assumption
has littde impact on the results (sce below).
The atmospheric CO, data we used cover
the 1988 10 1992 period at a subset of 63
sampling  stations  (20) taken from the
GLOBALVIEW 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 thc
present data set does not have, a minimum of
about 10 stations per region 15 necessary 1o
obtain estimates with useful accuracy (23).
We first defined three regions, North
Amcrica north of 15°N, Curasia-North Afni-
ca north of 24°N, and all other land io the
south (Fig. 1). Subsequently, North America
was scparated into temperate and boreal
zoncs at approximately the evergreen-broaa-
leaf ccotone (51°N). Additional divisious
lead to prohibitively large estimation errors.

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

Source region

97
North America 16
Eurasia and North Africa 0.5
Tropics and Southern Hemisphere 01
Total 22

North America
Boreal 04
Temnerate 1.2
Eurasia and North Africa 0.6
Tropics and Southern Hemisphere 0.0
Total 2.2

Terrestrial uptake (Pg C year™ ')—

REPORTS

In particular, there are insufficient atmo-
spheric stations in the Southern Hemisphere
to separate Africa from Scuth Amenca.

North America is constrained by the at-
mospheric observations on three sides of the
continent (Fig. 1); a large North American
terresirial uptake is catimaed in 21t four com-
binations of atmospheric models with ses-air
CO, flux data (Table 2). Most of the North
American terrestrial uptake (70 to 100%) is
cstimated to be in the broadleaf region south
of SI°N. If the North American terrestrial
uptake were zero (that is, all of the Northern
Hemisphere’s net terrestrial uptake were in
Eurasia), the modcls would predict an aver-
age Increase of: atmospheric CO., of more
than 0.3 ppm from stations located between
tO°N and 60°N in the North Pacific to those
in the North Adantic A North American
terrestrial sink s implied by the data because
the observed gradient shows a decrease from
North Pacific to North Atlantic of aboui 0.3
ppm.

W¢ estumated standard deviations for the
estimates of terrestnal uptake by propagating
independent, identically  distributed Gaussian
station errors (Table 2). The ellipses in Fig. 2
suggest that the total Northern Hemisphere sink
1s well constrained, and that the partitioning
between North America and Eurasia—North Af-
rica 1s morc weakly constraincd. However, the
terrestrial carbon sink in North America is suf-
ficiently large to be detected with the present
observational and model constraints.

None of these crror estimates include sys-
tematic errors such as differences between
GCTM and SKYHI and between T97 and
OBM. We usc the differences octween esti-
mates trom the four modeis (Tabic 2) as an
adinittedly limited assessment of the magni-
tude of systematic errors. The range of est-

- ERTICT )
LY

mates produced by the diffcrences 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 SKYHI are 0.7 10 0.9
Pg C year™! jower 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 Northern
Hemisphere, which implics a lover terrestrial
uptake in the region.

The systematic eniors are especally large
for estimates of the terrestrial uptake in the
tropics and Souinem Hemisphere, as evi-
denced by the large differences among the
estimates shown in Table 2. The wide range
of 2.0 Pe C vear™" in these estimates is
caused by a combmation of factors. Differ-
ences between OBM and T97 account for 1.3
Pe C vear 7' (Table 2). Differences berween
SKYHI and GCTM account for 0.7 Pg C
vear™!

An alternative four-region inversion, with
only onc regior in North America but two in
Furasia-North Africa. vields marginal cvi-
dence of a weak uptake in boreal Lurasia
(0.6 = 0.4 Pg C year™*) with a morc uncer-
tain, but generally compensating source in
temperate Eurasia (—0.5 £ 0.7 Pg C year™').
However, five-region inversions (with sepa-
rate temperate and boreal rcgions in both
North America and Eurasia-North Africa)
were unstable, with standard errors of est-
mates as large as 1.4 Pg C year™'. The only
stable regicns were temperate and bcreal
North America and the union of temperate
and borecal Eurasia-North Africa, for which
terrestrial uptake estmates and errors similar
to those in Table z were obtained.

Deicection of the terrestrial CO, uptake ir
Norih Amenica and m Eurasia can be improved

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

e e - SD of the Mean and Forest
GCT™M SKYHI estimate® summary SEt area
- e - (Pz C vear™") (Pg C year™ ") (10° ha)
OBM 197 OBM
Three-reqion inversion
W7 1.7 1.7 *0.5 1.72¢5 U3
0.5 -04 -0.2 05 0.1x07 1.2
-1.1 09 -05 +0.1 -02*=09 2.1
1.1 2.2 1 - - -
Four-region inversion
-0.1 Q.5 0.1 +0.3 0204 ~0.4
1.7 1.2 13 *04 1405 ~04
0.7 —-04 0.0 *0.5 02*07 1.2
-13 09 -04 *0.1 -02*09 2.1
1.1 2.2 1.1 - - -

*The SD of the estimate was ‘ound by ascuming that the Gaussian variance equals x2/q (g = 63) (10). and that data errors from differe;n stations are mdepena.em. SDs of estimates
obtained with T97 include the sampling uncertainty for oceanic CO, exchange (15). but those obtamed with OB!1 include no oceanic uncertainty. However, the contribution of T97

error to the total uncertainty 1s small.

SD from the adjacent column and V is the SD of the four estimates in the first four columns.

+This 1s the mean of the estimates from the four combinations of atmospheric and oceanic models. The SE 15 \ a2+ V2, where « is the
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with atmosphcric measurements within or near
the continents. If the North American uptake
were zero, the CO, mixing ratios over eastern
North Anierica should increase by over 2 ppm
(iFig. 1), which would make that the best place
to cetect a source or sink proportional to NPP.
Data are available from two extremeh tall tow-
ers (>400 m) within this region (crosses in Fig.
1) for a peniod later than the 1988 10 1992
nterval considered hzre. Analyzed Witk a com-
pletely difficicnt micthod. these data are consis-
tent wrth the existenice of a large sink in North
America (24).

A detailed summary of the preseni data that
constrain the North Amernican sink (Fig. 3) 1-
lustrates how near the limit of detection the
signal is. The fit of the model 1o the absernva-
tions in the optimal case is better than 0.5 ppm
at most locations in both the Pacific and Adan-
tic. Zeroing out the North Amencan sink lowers
the Pacific model predictions and raises the
Atlantie, thereby reversing the west-to-cast gra-
dient from —-0.3 w0 +0.3 ppm (Fig. 3. note
particularly that the Adantic predictions go
from being relatively well centered around the
observations to having five stations well above
the observations). Zeroing out LEurasia raises the
model predictions 1 the Pacific and lowers
them 1n the Atantic. :

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

Fig. 3. Comparison of

Pacific Stations

REPORTS

a time. In all cases the removal of a station had
an impact of =03 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 inipact on the inversion results. In-
cluding it in the GCTM-T97 and -OBM inver-
sions reduces the Neoith American terrestrial
uptake by 0.4 10 0.5 Pg C year™! and shifts it to
Eurasia-North Africa.

The estimate of North American terrestrial
uptake was found to bc insensitive to large
changes m the North Pacific uptake, and only
weakly related to the Southern Ocean (south of
54°S) uptake. In contrast, for an incremental
change in the temperate North Atlantic sinl;, the
estimate of North American terrestrial uptake
changes by ~1.5 times as much in the opposite
direction. However, the temperate North Atlan-
tic sink had to be increased by about a factor of
S from 0.3 10 1.4 Pg Cyear™ ', to chminate the
North American sink (23).

A large North American terrestrial uptake
was estimated consistently for a range of
spatiotemporal patterns assumed for the ter-
restrial uptake (26). becausc subcontinental
terresinal 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
distributed uniformly over the forest region
south of 51°N (Table 2) (27): then, the per

Atlantic Stations

madel-predicted atmo- 6 S —_
spheric CO, concentra- . N American uptake = 0

tions ([3) with observa- 5 -

tions (1988—1992 av- .

erage) (®) at Pacific 4

and Atlantic sampling . . e .

locations between 10° § 4 . PRI N -
to 60°N. Model results & LA .o . . .
are shown for GCTM  § 5 '

with T97 sea-air fluxes, %

and with Morth Ameri- = 1

can temestrial uptake ¥ Evrasian uptake = 0

set to zero {that is, all § . v P =

Northemn Hemisphere  © s

terrestrial uptake placed O *

in Eurasia-North Afri- © 4 Y- s N

ca), or Eurasia-North * * . .

African terrestrial up- 3 o e s .
take set to zero (that is, * .. . .

all  Northen: Hemi- I e e e e -
sphere terrestrial up

take placed in North 1

America). Although the 16 20 30 40 50 20 30 40 50 60

Mace Head station (in
the Atlantic at 53.3°N)
is an outlier in all plots,

Latitude ("N)

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, ~27:03), BME (32.37, —64.65), BMW (32.27. —64.88),
CBA (55.20, —162.72), CMO (45.48, —123.97), C$J {51.93, --131.02), GMI (13.43, 144.78), 120 {28.30,
—16.48), KEY (25.67, —80.20), KUM (19.52, —15482), MHT (53.33, —9.90), MID (28.22, —177.37), RPB
(13.17, —59.43), SHM (52.72, 174.10), STP {S0.00, —145.00), pocn15 (15.00, —15C.00), pocni20 (20.00,
—158.00), pocn2S (25.00, ~154.00), pocn30 (30.00, —148.00), pocn35 (35.00, —143.00), pocnd0
(4000, — 138.00), pocndS (4500, —131.00), scsn12 (12.00, 111.00). scsn1S (15.00, 113.00), scsn18

(18.00, 115.00), and scsn21 (21.00, 117.00).
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unit area forest uptake would be 3 to 4t 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
crtor bound of 1 SD (Fig. 2), wonld be in
better agreement with the local measure-
ments. However, cven our low estimate is
much larger than 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
lcast partly due 10 regrowth on abandoned
farmland and previously logged forests (30,
37). Numerous field and laboratory studies
have suggested that terrestmal uptake is current-
Iy enhanced by anthropogenic nitrogen deposi-
tion |0.2 o 2.0 Pg C year™" globally, with
much of this in the Northern Hemisphere (33.
34)). CO, feruhization [0.5 10 2.0 Pg C vear™!
globally, with most of this in the tropics (33)],
and global warming [mostly in the north tem-
perate zone (8, 33)]. On the other hand, warm-
ng might also have reduced terrestrial uptake
by enhancing decompasition (29, 36).

Although the inversion results indicate that
the North American terrestrial uptake is iarge
enough to be detected with current data and
mode] constraints, its magnitude remains uncer-
tain and its cause unknown. Thus, the immedi-
ate implicatior: of our resnlts is the need for
additional constraints of four kinds: (i) intensive
atmospheric sampling and ecological field stud-
ics to indentify the location and cause of North
American terresinal CO, uptaie; (ir) new zimo-
spheric mcasurements to constrain estimates for
Eurasia, Soutl: America, Africa, and Austaiia;
(i1) studies to better characterize oceanic co,
uptake, particularly in the Southern Hemi-
sphere; and (iv) reduced uncertainty in atmo-
spheric transport modeling.
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North Atlantic Oscillaﬁon
Dynamics Recorded in
Greeniand Ice Cores

C. Appenzeller,* T. F. Stocker, M. Anklin

Carefully selected ice core-_::iiata from Greenland can be used to reconstruct an
annual proxy North Atlantic oscillation (NAO) incex. 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 ccated in tnz equancy vand with pericds iess than about 15 years. I
addition. variabilisy on time scales of 80 ¢ @9 years has heen cbrer,ed <inza the

rid-19th century.

The North Atlantic oscillation (NAQ} 15 onc of
the Northern Hemisphere's major multannual
chmate fluctuations and typically is described

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

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

with an index based on the pressure difference
between leeland and the Azores (/). On mul-
tannual time scales, vanations in thc NAO
have a strong impact on North Atlantic and
European chmate (2) and also on the recent
surface temperature warming trend in the
Northern Hemisphere (3). 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 ncreased (4).
Analysis of varnous NAQ indices (5) showed
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As greenhouse warming experts try to predict how much the | Atmospheric Science

world's climate may heat up in the next century, they keep
bumping up against a mystery: Where does much of the carbon dioxide (CO,) 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 CO, 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 imiplications. "There's a huge amount of skepticism about the resuit." 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 CO, levels (in parts per million) would change if there

were no terrestrial uptake in North America. Measured levels decline, rather than increase, frorm west to
east North America, however, implying a large carbon sink.

CREDIT: S. FAN £T 1L

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 clironic 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
CO, is spurring faster tree growth, for exaraple, or carbon is disappearing into soils--is crucial to

learning whether reforestation and other actions might help stave off warming (Scierce, 24 July, p. 504).
"If you understood the mechanism, you'd be in a much better position to say whether the sink w1ll
continue," says biogeochemist Richard Houghtdn of Woods Hole 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 Ptinceton, used an approach called inversion
modeling. They first gathered data on atmospheric CO, 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 CO, data 1nto two mathernatical modeis: one that estimates how much carbon the

oceans absorb and release, and another that gauges how CO,, is spread across the globe by wind currents.
When they fitted their models to the data, they found that, surprisingly, CO5 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 bigcarbon 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 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 CO, 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,” Schinel 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
rote in their paper. For example, the group threw out reading off Sable Island, Nova Scolla because the
data were unreliable, says team member Pieter Tans of the National Oceanic and Atmospherlc
Administration. Factoring in Sable Island, the sink shrinks by 30%.

Cven it the resuits do hoid up, observers note, tie CMC study's time period includes the 1991 Mcount
Pinatubc eruption, which led to cooler, wetter conditions and a much higher glebel caibon uptake than
usual. "Some of this sink must clearly be ... transient," says Martin Heimann, a modeier 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 "l 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 rescarch 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. [f 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 donit 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."
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Record Type: Record

To: Thomas D. Peterson/WHCCTF/EOP
cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
bcc:

Subject: Re: TP's on new climate article in SCIENCE ﬂ

Hi Tom--Here's how the story is playing (see below). | have notes from conversations with a dozen scientists on this paper. ft's been exp
Even Mahlman, 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, | 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. | 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 {CO2) 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 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 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.

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 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 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 Houghton of Woods Hole 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 CO2
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 CO2 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 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 Houghton. 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 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, 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 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."

More and better data, inctuding 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 poo! 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 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

IR

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

Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

cc:
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.

| 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. | also
think we should be prepared to discuss this with the Senate Ag commitee very soon, based on a
flurry of incoming calls.

Forwarded by Thomas D. Peterson/WHCCTF/EOP on 10/16/98 12:18 PM

From: Dirk Forrister on 10/16/98 11:58:36 AM
Record Type: Record

To: Thomas D. Peterson/WHCCTF/EOP

cc:
Subject: TP's on new climate article in SCIENCE

Forwarded by Dirk Forrister/WHCCTF/EOP on 10/16/98 11:59 AM
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Record Type: Record

To: Dirk Forrister/ WHCCTF/EOP

cc:
Subject: TP's on new climate article in SCIENCE

Dirk -- a head's up. This will be out tomorrow -- possibly in morning dailies.

Rosina M. Bierbaum
10/15/98 02:21:10 PM

Record Type: Record

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 CEQ and Todd for the Sarmiento paper. Thanks to Ann and Peter for quick
compilation!

DRAFT OSTP Talking Points (October 15, 1998)

Summary: 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 future, 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 CO2 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-latitude 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 eventually
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
Notc:
From: Tom Peterson
To: Climatc Staff
Subject: Farm Statc Members Mccting - Background And Q's
Dale: Oclober S, 1998
BACKGROUND:

In August Todd Stern and Roger Ballentine asked me to set up a farm siate scnate breakfast as a
part of cabinel level outreach associated with COP4. Towards that end, I have becn working with a
caalition of statc scnate stff to organize an ag/forestry members mecting, and to resolve other
outstanding concerns on administration climate policy -- many of which are contained in a serics of
letters from the ag commitiee to the administration. Carbon storage (sinks) issues have been a
promincnt concern. | have been working with a number of Whitc House and agency stalf on these
1ssues.

On September 15 this scnate staff group mct with David Sandalow (CEQ), Melinda Kimblc
(State), Jern Bere (USDA) and me to air concerns over climate policy and outreach, particularly
relating to sinks. In Lhe process they requested that we organize a membcers meeting with Secrctary
Glickman, Under Secrelary Eizenstat, and Janct Yellin -- as wcll as other follow up actions (noted
below), Effectively this reinforced our carlier decision to host 2 members meeting. At this point it
must happen in a [ew days to comply with congressional schedulcs.

Issues raised at the Septembcer 15 meeting are likely 1o be reitcrated, and included:

* Anexpression thal many members would like to support a climate change agreement, but
cannot at present due © apparent wecaknesses of the protocol on ag and forcst issues, and due
to a lack of support in agriculture and forcstry industrics 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
aggressivc outreach, if the administration gels morc serious about it in key arcas.

* 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 beliefl that intcrnational climate policics can be supplemented to deal with ag and lorestry
(including stronger action on sinks, trading, CDM, developing nations) and a desire to sce
commitment by cabinct 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, is due primarily to US persistence
during COP3 negotiations. Follow up work for COP4 and beyond is in
proigress, although COP4 is likely to focus on process agreements, and not
policy.

* Members are most focused on sinks, and belicve that the administration and Hill should be able
to agree that carbon storage is an essential part of climatc 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 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
inlernational support on sinks should dcter 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
sclentific 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 scicatific experts on sinks [rom the federal
government at relevant policy meelings, and (0 include top outside expetts on ils nomination
list to the IPCC technical pancl.

* 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 [arm slale officcs want (o 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
domestic incentives proposal. And they want hill stff to be looped into this process as
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 mecting David Sandalow requested
USDA, EFA 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

-
rd
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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 beliefl that thc administration has not yct allayed thc fears of the ag and forestry community
regarding cncrgy cost impacts and trade shifts, and needs to do so quickly with an analysis of
ag seclor impacts that demonstrates affordable pathways for action,

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

Specific requests were made for statc and USDA (o staff the issuc broadly at senior political
levels and rescarch levels including: 1) a senior political point person at USDA ; 2) cngagement
by a broad array of senior officials at USDA; 3) a dedicated policy and technical representative
on ag and forest issues at statc.

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 Scnators Harkin, Kerrey, Wyden, Daschle, Baucus, Lcahy,
Roberts and Lugar to mect with Secretary Glickman, Under Sceretary Eizenstat, and Janet Yellin
this week at a location and 1ime w be delermined. Other White House staff to attend include: Todd
Stern, David Sandalow, Roger Ballentine, and Tom Pcterson.

Additional questions that can be anticipated at this meeting include:

How serious is Secretary Glickman about this issuc and what is he planning to do to reach out
to the Hill and industry? Who is his political point person on this? Who are the Icad political
players at USDA? Are they involved in serious outreach? What arc the next stcps?

How scrious is Under Secrelary Eizenstat about agriculture and forcstry interests, and what is
he doing to deal with concerns in these industries? Who arc the other lead political players al
State? Whois the Jead technical staff on ag? What are the next steps?

Does the administration realize how critical the farm votc will be on this issue? Is it clcar that
ratification will be very difficult without it? What's the congressional strutegy in this area?

How do and forestry fit into the overall policy stratcgy by the administration? How fur along is
the thinking on how 10 treat the US ag and forest industries under a final intemational
agreement?

Does the administration rcalize that the Kyoto Protocol appears to be mastly punitive to ag and
forest interests? Whal are you doing (o develop positive incentives for these industries? How
will sinks fit into this? What about biocnergy? Ag technology?

What are you doing to keep the encrgy costs down for these industries? When can we cxpect
action in these arcas?
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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 thc industry? What is the administration doin g lo deal with tradc shi(t concerns
of US commodity producers? When can we cxpect results in this arca’?

* Who are you working with in the ag and forest industry? Have you secn 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 cxpect in your next budget proposal in this area? Any significant ncw
emphasis on conservation incentives? What about bioenergy? Other tcchnical assistance?

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

* What are we doing at a domestic level in this area? Will you include proposals for demos and
pilots in the next budget? What do you think about the view that therc is too much scientific
unccriainly on sinks to nail down an agreement? What arc you doing w deal with thesc
concerns?

*  Wili sinks be included in early action proposals by the administration? When will we see these?
What are you doing to cnsure credit for domestic sinks projects so that US money docsn’t have
o flow overseas on sinks projects?

* We've had a really rough year in the US on commadity producers - US praduction is down.,
and overseas production is up. Farmers arc in a heck of a squeeze. Climate disruptions have
hurt us. But climate mitigation looks like it could hurt farmers cven worse with high cnergy
prices. What arc you doing in the long term to help lfarmers out of this squeeze?

»  What is the administration doing to talk with ag and (orest industries about severc weather
impacts? What are you hcaring (rom ag groups about this year's severe wcather - any warming
up lo the conncction with ¢climatc?
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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: significanlty 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 COP4 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.
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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. 3899 - ica meownership Act of 1998
(Lazio (R) NY and 31 others)

The Administration supports the objective of H.R. 3899 — to improve homeownership
opportunities for all Americans. The bill would complement 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 Neighborhood 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, the Administration opposes the provisions in H.R. 3839 that would:

. Reqgu

g@_mmumg develogmgn; mgrahons or umts oﬁ !ggaj government. Tlus pmvmon
would unnecessarily restrict the Secretary's ability to dispose of property and safeguard
neighborhood and taxpayer interests. This provision would also conflict with recently
approved provisions of the 1999 VA/HUD appropriations bill which would improve the
way HUD disposes of foreclosed FHA property. Lastly, the provision would duplicate
current National Housing Act procedures for multi~family property disposition.

mortgag_g gver 3Q percen rce t. The Admmxslntxon do&e not believe that it 1s £a:r or dmble
to charge higher premiums to additionpal ARM borrowers who carry the same risks as
other ARM bon'owers

The Admmxslranon strongly oppos&s the blll's reqmrement for a spec1ﬁc “housmg 1mpact
analysis™ becanse it would duphcate 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 rules.

pmwsxon would ﬁnthet liberalize new homeownershlp opporbmltlw for low-moome
families provided by the recently enacted FY 1999 VA/HUD bill, by reducingor
eliminating the cash barrier to purchase posed by mortgage downpayment requirements.
It could prove unworkable, however, 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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: : am. The targeting of the
HOME program was estabhshed n order to supply aﬂ'ordable housmg to low-income
individuals. Any relaxation of the income requirements would dilute the targeting of
HOME funds and decrease the number of low-income famlhes that would receive
assistance.

. i e uarantee pro that is inconsistent with existin
Federal credit program standards. The Administration would support authorization
provided this bill is amended to be consistent with existing Federal credit program
standards. These standards are necessary in order to ensure the least expensive, most
efficient method of financing for credit programs and minimize Federal exposure to loss.

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

Pay-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 FY's
1999-2003.

Bk ok kW



L4

Oct-09-98 15:20 Climate Change Task Force

i

.01

White House Climate Cha.ngé"l‘ask Force |

734 Juckson Place, N.W. - Wushington, DC 20503

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION SHEET

Te ( 2.7. é From /) '
; 4 @%/r@k
- Offjce Date i
Fax AT : Fax )
v UL 4y |
Office Office ]
Number Number 395-2310

Comments: kLC % /g@{/\a 4{:%’_ %; 1)%/

S LT

Pages:

", including this cover sheet.

IF TRANSMITTAL 1S INCOMPLETE, PLEASE PHONE




Oct-09-98 15:21 Climate Change Task Force

-

Bnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

Oclober 9, 1998

Swart Eizenstat

Undcr Secretary of State for Economic, Business
and Agricultural Affairs

U.S. Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Ambassador Eizenstar:

As you and your staff prepare for the upcoming meetlings and negotiations
of the Fourth Conference of thc Parties (COP4) of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change. scheduled for 2-13 November.
1998 in Buenos Aires, Argentina, we would like 10 express our concerns
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 wecks ago, scveral members of the Senate
Agriculture Committee sent a letter to Secretary Glickman 10 express our
concerns that thc Dcparument become more engaged in this issue, both
internally and with constituents.  We are alsa concerned that this technical
area be adequately represented in high-levcl discussions and sirategy
sessions within the Administration, and that USDA or U.S. scientists with
the appropriale technical background (i.e. soil or forestry scicnce) join U.S.
dclcgations 1o lechnical mectings and workshops on thcse ropics.

We think 1t 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 (hal the knowledge of such an
individual for internal discussions and stratcgy sessions and for
international negotiatons on the wpic would be helpful in insunng that
the agricultural sector is positively incorporated into both domestic and
international approachcs to mitigaling against climate change. Together
with the signal that ths addition would send to our constituents who are
secking construcuve engagcment on this issuc, wc feel that thc benefils to
your staff in prcparations for COP4 and becyond will be a winning
combinavon for the U.S. and the agricultural sector.
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Eizenstat
Page 2 of 2

We welcome, as do our staffs, the opportunily to discuss these issue with
you in greater detail, and look forward o youi responsc.

Sincerely,

- ———

tJ
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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 CO2 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-?J00 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. Agriculture is
more sensitive to weather than any other economic sector. Decply
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 American
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 office; 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 emission and on
sequestering carbon from forestry and agricultural activities.

Outreach: USDA has met several times with Congressional staff and meets frequently
with constituent groups to discuss climate change issues. Our research staff
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 finalized their assessment of the impact of the Kyoto
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Protocol on the U.S. economy, USDA is finalizing our Senate-requested
analysis of the effects of Kyoto Protocol on agriculture. Will schedule
Congressional briefing to discuss our results.

USDA Research:  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.

Biomass: 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: 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).

Senator Wyden: 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'’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 agricuiture, 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:

Phane; (202) 720-6158
Fax: (202) 720-5437

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

Phone: (202) 720-6186
Fax: (202) 690-4915
e-Mail: manderson@oce.usda.gov
web site: http://www2.hgnet.usda.gov/oce/#gcpo
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How accurately 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. Ongoeing 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
farming systems in a landscape to carbon sequestration rates.

Is sequestering carbon compatible with other 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. Intermnational 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 |PCC 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 scientifically 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 soll 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 alsc developing models to link on farm practices
o carbon sequestration and to assess regional and national carbon sequestration rates.
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Frequently Asked Questions about Soil Carbon Sequestration
What is soll 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 tefrestrial, 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 grassiand and forestiand
to cropland (and grazing lands) has resulted in historic losses of soil carbon worldwide 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 seil erosion but also increase the organic matter
content of soils. Principal conservation strategies which sequester carbon inciude 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 winter 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.

TOTAL P.B6
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From: Tom Peterson

To: Todd Stern

Subject: Farm Statc Members Meeling - Background And Q’s
Datc: October 7, 1998

MEETING TIME AND PLACE:

Thursday, Octobcer 8, in room S-224 off the scnate {loor.

ATTENDING:

Scnators: Wyden, Harkin, Kerrey, Lugar are confirmed. Roberts, Baucus and Daschlc may drop
in. Leahy will not attend. Sta(f from all invitcd officcs may attend.

Administration: Principals - Glickman, Rominger, Eizenstat, Yellin, Stern. Staff from agencies
and Whitc House (David Sandalow has asked agencies to kecp numbers down).

FORMAT:
Glickman opens and delivers [ive minutc prescntation.
Eizenstal follows with five minutc presentation.

Discussion. All principals availablc for Q’s and A’s.

HANDOUTS:

State Department fact sheets on Kyoto und Buenaos Aires. One pager on sinks - possible (David
Sandalow review),

USDA fact sheets (David Sandalow rcview).

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

BACKGROUND:

In August Roger Ballentine and you asked mc w set up a farm statc senatc breakfust as a pact of
cabinet level outreach associated with COP4, Towards that cnd, [ have becn working with a
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caaliion of farm stale senatc staff to organizc an ag/forcstry members meeting, and to resolve other
outstanding concemns on administration climatce policy -- many of which are contained in a serics of
letters from the ag committee to the administration. Carbon storage (sinks) issues have been
prominent conccm, along with political and technical representation by the agencics, the necd for
domestic action independent of international policy, and the nced for stronger domestic outreach. |
have been working with a number of Whitc House and agency stafl on these issues.

On September 15 this senate staff group met with David Sandalow (CEQ), Melinda Kimblc
(State), Jerri Berc (USDA) and me 1o air concerns over climate policy and outreach, particularly
relaling to sinks. In the process they requested that we organize a members meeting with Sccretary
Glickman, Under Secretary Eizenstat, and Janct Yellin prior (o the end of this scssion -- as well as
other [ollow up actions (noted below). Ef {cctively this reinforced our earlier dccision o host a
members mccung.

Issucs raised at the Scptember 15 mecting arc likely tw be reiterated at tomorrow's mecting. They
included:

* Anexpression that many members would like to support a climate change agreement, but
cannot at prescnt due to apparcnt weaknesses of the protocol on ag and forest issues, and due
to a lack of support in agriculture and forcstry industries at home.

* Response: Stafl were assured that ag and forestry are policy prioritics 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 forcstry communities can be developed through more
aggressive outreach, if the administration gets more serious about it in key arcas.

* 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 belicf that international climatc policics can be supplemented 1o deal with ag and [orestry
(including stronger action on sinks, trading, CDM, developing nations) and a desire to sce
commitment by cabinct officials to do so.

° 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, is 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.

* Mcmbers arc most focused on sinks, and belicve that the administration and Hill should be able
to agree that carbon storage is an essential part of climate policy that both can support.

* Response: Staff were assured that the adininistration agrees wholeheartedly
and wants to work with the Hill and industry in this area.

* They belicve arguments against strong, comprehcnsive policies for terrcstrial sinks based on
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f‘scienlif ic uncertainty” are ared herring. As well, they do not accept arguments that a lack of
international support on sinks should deter the us from pursuing the issuc at a domestic or
intcrnational levcl,

* 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 (o includc top scicntific experts on sinks from the federal
government al rclcvant policy mectings, and to include p outside cxperts on its nomination
list to the [PCC technical pancl.

* 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 committce 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 stalc offices want (o scc 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
domestic incentives proposal. And they want hill staff (o be looped into this process as
observcrs.

* Response: Staff were asked how the administration should procced in light of
concerns about Kyoto implementation, They advised us to develop a no regrets
incentlves 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 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 thc fears of the ag and forestry community
regarding encrgy cost impucts and trade shifts, and nceds 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 werc made for state and USDA o 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 scnior officials at USDA ; 3) a dedicated policy and technical represcntative
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on ag and forest issucs at state,

Response: Staff were assured that these issues would be raised subsequent to
the meeting. Note: follow vp conversations are in progress.

Invitations werc extended to Senators Harkin, Kerrcy, Wyden, Daschle, Baucus, Lcahy, Roberts
and Lugar o meel with Secretary Glickman, Under Secrctary Eizenstal, Janet Yellin and Todd
Stemn.

w

Additional questions that can be anticipated at this meeting include:

-

How scrious is Secretary Glickman about this issuc and what is he planning to do to reach out
to the Hill and industry? Who is his political point person on this? Who arc the lcad political
players at USDA? Are they involved in scrious outreach? What arc the next steps?

USDA tasked to respond.

How serious is Under Secretary Eizcnstat about agriculture and forestry intcrests, and whal is
he doing to deal with concerns in these industrics? Who are the other lead political players at
State? Who is the lcad technical staff on ag? What are the next steps?

State tasked to respond.

Docs the administration realize how critical the farm volc will be on this issuc? Is it clear that
ratification will be very difficult without it? What's the congressional strategy in this area?

State and USDA tasked to respond.

How do and forcstry fit into the overall policy strategy by the administration? How [ar along is
the thinking on how to treat the US ag and forest industrics under a final intcrnational
agrecment?

State and USDA tasked to respond.

Docs the administration realize that the Kyoto Protocol appears to be mostl Yy punitive (o ag and
fi orest interests? Whal arc you doing to develop positive incentives for these industries? How
will sinks fit into this? What about bioencrgy? Ag technology?

USDA tasked to respond.

What are you doing o kecp the energy costs down for thesc industries? When can we expect
action in these arcas?

State, USDA and Yelllin tasked to respond.

When will we sec the ag scctor analysis we asked for last year? What is USDA doing 1o
respond to the Farm Bureau study on economic impacis? What can CEA Chair Janct Yellin do
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to allay fears in the industry? What is the administration doing to dcal with trade shift concerns
of US commodity producers? When can we expect results in this area?

USDA and Yellin tasked to respond.

Who are you working with in the ag and forest industry? Have you secn any change in views
over the past scveral 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 nex! budget proposal in this area? Any si gmficant ncw
emphasis on conservation incentives? What about bioencrgy? Other technical assistance?

USDA tasked to respond.

NRCS just published a great book on carbon scquestration on US cropland that makes a
powerful statement of opportunity in this arca. What is the administration doing on
comprchensive ag and [orest sinks policies - specifically article 3.4 and other provisions under
the protocol? When can we expect thesc additional provisions to be included in an international
agreement?

State and USDA tasked to respond.

What are we doing at a domestic level in this area? Will you include proposals for demos and
pilots in the next budget? What do you think about the vicw that there is too much scientific
unccriainly on sinks to nail down an agrecment? What are you doin g to deal with these
concerns?

USDA tasked to respond.

Will sinks be included in early action proposals by the administration? When will we sec these?
What are you doing to ensure credit for domestic sinks projects so that US moncy doesn’t have
to flow overseas on sinks projects?

White House tasked to respond.

We’ve had a really rough ycar in the US on commodity producers - US production is down,
and overseas production is up. Farmers are in a heck of a squecze. Climate disruptions havc
hurt us. But climate miligation looks like it could hurt farmers even worse with high energy

prices. What are you doing in the long term w help farmers out of this squeezc?

State and USDA tasked to respond.

What is Lthe administration doing to 1alk with ag and forest industrics about severe weather
impacts? What are you hearing from ag groups aboul this year’s severc weather - any wamming
up to the connection with climate?

USDA tasked to respond.
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Climate Change: The International Process

e The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC) was concluded in
1992, and 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
not controlled by the Montreal Protocl.”

e A sccond agreement, ncgotiations on which began in 1995, was concluded in Kyoto, Jupan
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 ix major gases); and providing for innovative market mechanisms o be used
to reduce the costs of emissions reductions.

e For the US, the magnitude of the potential sinks for catbon emissions provided by forests,
soils and vegerative 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 §
percent of the 1995 CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion.

e Recopnizing the importance of sinks, the US aggressively sought to include in the Protocol
cach of these categorics; they are contained in two scparate 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 (1n Article 3.4).

e 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.

e Curmrent efforts are underway internationally 16 better assess the scientific, technical and
methodological issues underlying the sinks issues, with a special repont anticipated to be
released by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climatc Change in mid-2000 on this issuc. 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 efforts to
lirnit emissions.

o The report will, among other issues, consider the imphcations of various definitions of
forestry (including how to count harvesting) and describe methodologies for assessing the
data and reporting requirernents for other aspects of 1and use change, including those related
to specific “projects” under various flexibility mechanisms.

e Technical experts from the government, academia and the private secior 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.

e 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 priort to its formal adoption in 2000.
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From: Tom

To: Roger

Re: Sinks

Date: Oclober 2, 1998

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

Dave Carlin and Linda Delgado are working on a members mecting with Glickman,
Eizenstat and possibly Yellin ncxt week. Invites arc going to Harkin, Leahy, Kerrey,
Wyden, Daschlc, Baucus, Roberts, Lugar. Todd will join, and I recommend that
David Sandalow, you and | join as well.

The latest international scicnce meetings on sinks held in Rome and Vienna last week
apparcntly went well for us. Therc was much heartbumn in advance over the process,
strategy and our representation. Based on an agreement, we now have a chance to
supplement our representation. I recommend that Rosina do a debrief with ag and
forcst groups, with Hill obscrvers, ASAP on this. I will talk with Rosina.

Slate is doing a serics of pre Argentina meetings with indusiry and NGQO’s that need o
include a full invile to ag and [orest groups, and specific discussion on sinks. I am
working with Melinda’s office on this.

Staff of Harkin, Kerrcy, Lugar will bc in Argentina, along with Kerrey himselt. Wc
should have an internal mecting on this with our delegation prior to the mecting, in my
view.

Hill staff complained at our meeting, and afterward, that their bosses feel ostracized by
us for spcaking out in favor of morc aggressive action on sinks. They notc that they
have not been invited to White House events on climate this year. 1 raised this with
Todd last week and he asked 1o have Wyden and others invited to the next weather
cvenl. We may need to do more than thal.

David Sandalow commissioned an internal papcr on potential enhancements o domestic
ag/forest conscrvation and biofuels programs that deliver non climate as wcll as ¢limate
benefits. Deadline is two weeks. 1t includes sinks, biofuels and technology/land
management. This paper should then bc used as a discussion ol 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 yct resolved
members concerns. Staff and membcers going o B.A. intend o keep the pressure up.
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DRAFT MEMORANDUM TO THE VICE PRESIDENT

Subject. Call To Sccretary Glickman On Climate Change
From: David Sandalow
Date: Scptember 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 predominantly negative due to strident opposition from the
American Farm Burcau 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 indcpendent duc diligencc process. Over the past year the Farm Bureau ook
advantage of this relative vacuum and represcnted ag groups cssentially by default. Its coal,
oil and transportation allies want farmers to front some of their political concerns about
encrgy prices.

A number of major commadity groups (including com, cotion, soybeans, wheat) as wcll as
somc input suppliers and provessors (including Monsanto, John Deerc and Cargil) have
indicated privately to us and our friends in the scnate that they are inlerested in bccoming
more independent and supportive on climate change. Their concerns over severc wcather,
and a general disbelicl in the Farm Bureau’s vicwpoints on somc clements of climate
change, appear to be growing. In addition, several key farm state scnators have indicated
an interest in getting more positive. This coalition includes: Daschlc, Wyden, Huarkin,
Kerrey, Roberts and Lugar.

To be clear, these groups have strong concerns about some of our work, or lack of it, on
climate change. And they are generally frustrated with an apparent lack of political
represcntation for ag in the policy arcna. But they have gone out of their way 10 indicate
that they are not locked-in to a ncgative position, and see the potential for financial gains
through bioenergy, carbon scquestration, and farming technologies. They are genuincly

concerned about the prospect of chronically severc weather, and its disruptive cffccts.
They are asking for our help in several key arcas:

e They want stronger political represcntation at USDA by the Secrelary and other senior
appointecs, including appointment of a senior political contact. Frustration is high in
this arca.

« They want stronger rcpresentation in the State Department, particularly in the [orm of
technical and policy support for Under Secrctary Eizenstat as lead negotiator.
Frustration is high here also.

 They want a morc open budgel process that allows them to help us develop expandcd
domestic climate miligation programs o bencfit the ag industry.

e They want us to complCIC Our ag SecLor economic analysis, and hold a technical mecting
with CEA and USDA to talk through our numbecrs, with a critique of the Farm
Bureau's Sparks Institute study.

« Several farm state senators want a meeling with Secrctary Glickman and Under
Sccretary Eizenstat prior to the next round of ncgotliations in Argentina in Novembcr.
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Ironically, this year’s financial crisis in agriculturc may help our work with the industry on
climate change. As you know, this settlement is likcly to involve scveral billion dollars
related to floods, droughts and disease that havce reduced US ag production in the fuce of
expanding foreign production. Whilc this is not totally attributable to anthropogenic climate
change, part of it could be rclated, 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 spokcn of the opportunity to enact preventive measurcs that could
increase farm revenues. A tny slice of the farm bailout package could easily fund the
President's request for ag climate mitigation.

Talking Points:

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

We should appoint a senior political contact at USDA on climate change as soon as
possible.

We should direct scnior appointees elsewhere at USDA to begin working out concerns
with constituency groups regarding climatc outreach in coordination with the Whitc
Housc Climatc Changc Task Force.

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

We should explore opportunities to discuss climate change and the farming crisis in
ways Lhat build support [or preventive policies in agniculture.

USDA should work with the White Housc Climate Change Task Force to start ongoing
discussions with industry and NGO’s on “no regrets” programs, including biocnergy,
carbon scquestration, and farming tcchnologies.
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WASHINGTON, DC 20510-6000

202-224-2035 Sept. 2, 1998

The Honorable Dan Glickman

Secrerary, U.S. Department of Agriculture
o Room 200A Whitten Building
;' 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

i Nations Framework Canvention 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

)::i sector, particularly in terms of the Administration's preparations for those meetings.

o 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 sequestrarion 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 Cangress in October
and the COP-1V meetings in November, we feel strongly that we should schedule such a meeting
as soon as possible ance the Senate reconvenes in September. We look forward to your
responss.,and to discussing these issues with you very soon,

Tom Harkin
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Note:
From: Tom Peterson
To: Todd Stern, David Sandalow
cc: Dirk Forrister, Roger Ballentine
Subject; Sinks Feedback
Date: 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 concemn. 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 article 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 resuited, 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 loal was better than ne 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. T have papers from AFPA, Pacific Forest
Trust and Wyden's office that summarize their views if you don’t already have them.

Responge: 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 belore
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 partics over
those exact definitions, and they may have suffercd 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.

Responsge: 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 achicve 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 (CI) 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 sciencc 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 "unccrtainty” argument
triggers:

» The balance of evidence test that led us to support binding targets and timetables in the first
place is essentially a S1 percent test - certainly not a 90 percent test - and even at that it is
full of uncertainties and caveats as indicated by TPCC.

e Response: Fair point, although the balance evidence on the 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 that 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 cxists that damages could outweigh bencefits, perhaps
dramatically in some cases. But your are correct that we do not have a crisp cause and
effect data set that satisfies a ten percent CL This is why our policies are intended to
be precautionary at this stage, versus totally remedial. But it would not be consistent
to erect a data requirement on CI’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 uncertainty,
and our overall risk analysis on this issue far from the ten percent CI level of precision
sometimes held out as a threshold for action.

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

e Oceans constitute an vastly larger source and sink in the carbon cycle than terrestrial sources,
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and our scientific understanding in this area is quite limited. [t seems inconsistent to be
overly preoccupied with uncertainty on terrestrial sources when even small changes in ocean
measurements can overwhelm terrestrial measurements.

Response: Fair point, although the reality is that the cost of waiting for full
resolution of oceans science issues could be very high if it means postponing
precautionary action on sources and terrestrial sinks. We need to proceed on both
tracks jointly.

Measurements of historical emissions include gases and activity sources that contain very
significant uncertainties - either by national location, or by gas and activity. For instance,
ruminant 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 uncertainties, and these activities
and sources were included, with our support, in the Kyoto agreement. Why not a parallel
approach on sinks? Why not an equal bias for action?

Regponse: Fair point. We should have an equal bias for action on sinks based on
current science 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. Tt is our intention to
create a parallel track on sinks, the only issues are timing and tactics, Be assured
that it is a priority.

The “too much noise in the system” argument i3 exactly what some industry groups have
used to oppose action on emissions reductions. It seems ironic for us to use the same logic in
resisting strong credits for sinks.

Response: Agreed.

A full terrestrial accounting system needs to be honest about anthropogenic as well as natural
emissions. There isn't necessarily a nice bright line separating the two, as in the case of many
landscape related emissions. It is also true that there are many emissions sources in both the
man-made and "natural” categories that don't meet a ten percent C1. The atmosphere doesn't
care whether the molecule of greenhouse gas 18 natural or anthropogenic, nor it's source or
sink status. Yet we have supported actions on the anthropogenic side and largely ignored the
natural side. Stated another way: A full terrestrial carbon accounting system has four
corners, not two: natural and anthropogenic sources on the one side, and natural and
anthropogenic sinks on the other. The lines between natural and anthropogenic in some of
these areas have been drawn out of convenience and necessity, not scientific reasons. Asa
consequence, it makes little sense to exclude “natural” emissions, or sinks, from an accounting
system. If, we do so, we ignore many significant areas.

Responge: Fair points. We need to keep an open mind about what causes this
problem and how we solve it, and not get caught in the trap of focusing only on those



Sep-17-98 13:14 Climate Change Task Force P.OB

DRAFT

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. [ believe this
has been the intent of US research efforts. 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 northern 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 ncgotiating 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 effort, not to mention an intense negotiating effort 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 [PCC 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?).

e 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
understanding that we asked for industry and NGO submissions for this list. I’m
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
ClI 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 documentation 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.



Sep-17-98 13:15

., €Climate Change Task Force

DRAFT

Response: As Dr. Lal and Dr. Lundquist mentioned at Senator Wyden’s briefing,
there is noise in the soil sinks system that varies based on ecological factors. Clearly,
climate variation itself is one of them. Unfortunately, warmer temperatures may
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 analytically
smoothed with multi-year averages (as we have done with emissions sources - witness multi-
year targets) and other more complex analytical procedures. And, portfolio risk 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 planned by the agencies with industry, NGO’s and universities. We look forward
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 it 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, Lal et al). Given that this constitutes well above half of our Kyoto commitment, it
raises the issue of "why not" pursue it.

Response: Agreed. The potential for sinks credit and enhancement in the US and
worldwide appears large and potentially manageable. So it should be a priority. We
will continue to press forward.

A given level of mscientific® uncertainty today is not likely to hold in ten years. So, the fact
that we have high uncertainty in current estimates of certain sinks today does not preclude us
from improving estimates through additional research (provided we actually do it - which is
another issue). It also does not preclude us from discounting cusrent 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.

-10
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* Response: Agreed. Discounting for 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 CI of ten percent, is neither
necessary nor appropriate as an approach to establishing a full carbon accounting system.
First, the ten percent CI 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
general 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

10
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anthropogenic emissions from the energy sector. Retums from these investments are, _
arguably, no where near the ten percent CI, and we have not included them in our economic
analysis for that reason. Technology retums 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 installinent of the $6.3 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 opportunity. 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 are 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? Can'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

11
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work together. We really appreciate your support and sugges_tioni 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.

12
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Thomas D. Peterson
© 07/17/98 10:52:31 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Todd Stern/WHO/EOP

cc: Jonathan H. Adashek/WHOQ/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. | will work up a sign off
proposal for you to review early next week if you want to proceed. After that | 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

| 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. | 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. | have also put Dan Reicher and David
Gardiner's offices on notice that we will need them involved. | 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? | 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

| 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. | 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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Global Qlimate Scence Commuunications

Action Flan
In December 1997, the Clineem Administatian agreed in Kyota, Ilpni' ® 2 trealy
o reduce grembouse g2s enlssiars to prevent what it pupors o be changes in tha
global ciisate caused by the cantinuing redease of such eaissions. The so<alled
greenhouse guses have mary souress. For emmple, wamr vapot is 3 greenhouse gas

But the Qinton Administation's actton, If eventually appraved by the US. Senate. will
mainly affoct exissions from fosil fuel (gasoline. coal. nawral gas, ete) combrustion

As the clizate charge debate has evalved, those who oppose action have argued
zairly tat signg such a ety will place the U.S. ata competitive disadvantage with
—wost other natians, and will be zemcly expensive to tmplemnent. Much of the et
w3l be botne by American consumers who will pay higher prices {or most ezergy ard
cansporation ’

The cimare change thesry being advanced by the &roaty supportess is based
primarily on forsasting models with a very high degree of uncetainty. L fact, it not
kaown for sure whethar (a) dbmatz change actually is oocurming, ot (b) Uit {s, whethe
humans really have any tnfluence onit

Dmspite thesa weaknasses in sdensific understanding, those who oppoze the
weacr have doce littie wulld & case against praciciious dcton an clrnate change based
on cha sdentfic wneceriainty. As 2 result the Clitton Administration and envizerzantel
syouds essentially have had the field to temselves. They have conduct~d an effecive
pu.‘&‘ﬁc reJagions program to convinge the American putlic at the cimare is changing,
wr huoans are at Quit and wr must o something about it Defors calamity stikes

The environmmenl grodps know they hiva beer suaceiaful Commenting afe
tie Kyole negotiations about recent media coverage of dicate change, Tom Wathen,
executve vice prexident of the National Enviranmental Truae, wrote

“..AS important 28 the extent of the coverige was the tane and ok efie. Ima
Guange-Eom just six wenths ago, most tnedia siories na lenger presented global
warlng az pusta theery oves which reasonable scendsts could didws. Most stodes
de=cridez predictions of glebal warming as the position of the averwhelming nu=ber of
maineTeacy sdendss. Trat e environmenial coounurity had, 10 a grest extent, settded
the scentlicissue with the US. media is e atter great sucens that tegan petaps
sveral Donths earlier dut bemte appareni dusing Kreto.”
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usa the scierce wndepinning the global diguare change theory has net beern
Mm;':cﬂcn'vc!y in the rc:."; ot tucugh odux vehicles reaching the Amercan
public thuze is widespread ignotance which works In aver of the Kyot treaty and
against the best irterwsts of the United States. Indeed, the putlic has been Hghly
receptive 2 the Qintan Adminiszaton’s plany. Theze has been little_ if any. pv_.v_.bl.l;
resisance Or praasure applicd te Cangress o ~Sect the Teaty. 8x0C by those “ioside
g Beltway” with vested inferesS. -

Mcrecver, om the political viewpoink it is difficult for the 'Urd!ad Seaees to
pose the treaty solely an excnoge graunds, valid as the ecomomic Jssues age. It
akes it too easy foz othes © portnay tha Urdted States as putting preservatan of its
own: Ll{estyle abova the greater concemnd of marddnd. This argenent, (o furm, {orees ouX
negokiatars (& make eancessians that have not bean weil thought Buough, and in e
end may do far giore haon than good. This is the process that unfolded at Kyoto, =nd 5
very lixely o be regeated {n Suenss Alzes in Novemnber 1998

The advocans of global wasmring Fave been seccessfal on the basis of sidillfully
misreprasenting the :Cence ind e et of agreeTiEnt on the sdence, witle indusgy
and jts parouss eeded e scence and Sught on the conomic isues. Yetif wean
s tha? scemce does not suppor? the Kyoto treafy = which most thug climate sIerBsS
relieve to be the case — this puts e Urited Shatss in 3 seonger woral position and fre

I's negotiaters from the ne=d o make CONTm=SicTs As & efense against paeved selfsh
ECORODUC CORSENS.

Upon this mbleay, the Clooal Climate Scence Copmmunicatans Tewm (GCCI)
developed an scdan plan to nfort the Aserican public that sdenicz does not Suppcrs
the predipitaus actions Kyow wowd dictare, themeby providing a dlimate for the right
policy dedsians to be made, The 2am corsidersd resulis frem a rew public opirton
survay in developing the plan

Chrariton Remcarch's susvey of L1060 “in‘ermed Aericans” sugg=s Cat while
amedicans aorently perceve disar change to be a great Exeal, public opinion is cpen
ta change on climata sdence. When informed Gt “some sgendsss believe there T not
enough evidence to suggest that [what is called Zlobal climare change] is 2 lang-2ra
change du:e ko hu=an behavioe and acuvites,” 58 peroznt of those surveyed sald they

were more likely o oppose tie Kyore teaty. Moreovss. half the respondent harbored
doyies about climate sdence.

GCSCT members whs centbuzd to trz development of the plan are A John
Adams: fehn Adams Assodetes; Candace Crandal Sencs and Envicongnenal Policy
Projece David Rethdard, Comeytar Fer A Corsmuctve Tamorrows Jefhey Salmon, The
Marahall Insgnute; Lee Garigan, Envizonmenial Isswes Caundl Lymn Bouchey and
Myren Es=!l Frontets of Freedoc: Petz: Cleary, Azercans far Tax Referwn: Randy
Randal. Exxon Cams.; Rober: Gewri The Séudem Company; Stasen Kneiss, Chevsan

Cop: Sve Milloy, The Advaeraat ¢f Sord Sazm= Comitian: and Jeseh Walzem
American Pecoleun ez i

Toe actan =lan s datailed on e (cllowirg vig=.
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Clobal Climate Sciernce Communications
AcHon Flan
Project Goal

A majority of the Amecan public inchuding industry lesdship, recognizes
that signibcant unaertainties exist {n H=ats sclenae, and therefore raises questions
amony; thosa (v.g Corgress) who cuxt the funzre US. course an global dimate change.

Progress will be measured toward thz gual. A measurement of the public's
perpeciive e dimatx sclence will be taken before the plan it launched, and the same

reasiyenrent will be taken At ohe o7 MIOTE as-yet-ro-beed ezgmined intesvals as the plan *
is implenentad. ] .

Victory Will Be Achieved When

e Averige Gtizens ~undershnd” (recognize) wncerainges in dimgte scence;
recognition of unceRintic becemes patt of the “convanional wisdom™

. Medla “undersunds” (fecogrizes) uwcer@intdes in cimate sz

- Media covesage refect balance on cli=ate science and recegnitas of the validity of
viewpoints *hat challenge thz carmait “canventional wisdom”

+ Indusoy seniar lendemhip Undersmnds urcertaing=s {n cimate scexe, making
them stronger ambassador to hose wha shupe cicua pelicy

«  Those premotng the Kyo treary o2 the basis of extant scieace aepear © be ous of
touch with reality. '

Cuzzent Reality

Unle: “dimate change” beccies 2 nop-issue, mewning Tt the Kyato propesal
is deseated and these 15 No fusthes initasves ta thwar the threat of climaze change,
there may be 0o TwWIent when we can declire victory for our efforts. twill ke
(===sary to extablish meayuresrznss for the science eXort te ack progress towazd
achieving tha Zoal and scatezic success. )
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Strategies and Tadics

1 Nauona) Media Relatioas Program: Develop 1d implemant 2 ratianal mediz
relations pragram to inform the media aboat nacertainues in clithate scenan;
o genemate national, regional and loal medigiaverige on the .den.ﬁ.ﬁ:
ancertiinties, and thereby educriz 2ad infora the publlc, stimalating them to
raise questions with palicy makes.

Tactics: Thse s will ke undertaken betwesn now and the pext cimate menting &
Buencx Afrss. Argentina, in November 199, and will be continuec theseafiey, as
appropriate. Activities will be launched as soon as the plan is apgroved, fuading
obminad, and the necessary IESoUrce (e.g. public relations counsel) arranged and
deployed Inall cases, tarvleal izplegvntation will te fully (atezrated with other
clements of this action plaz, met expecially Statrsy T (Natioral Climate Sdence Da

»  Idersify, =it and tradn » team of five independent sdertists to pastidpate in
media cutreach, These will be indtviduals whe do ot havea long Msbory of
visibility and/or parddpation in the dimate change debate. Rather, tis team will
consist of new faces who will add their vaiers 1 those recognized sc edsts w0
already are vocal

» Devrlopa éobal imate scieroe nfermation Kt for wediz ircluding ?eaz-revinwed
papes ‘hat undecit the “ceaventenal wisdam” o cligate sclence. This Kralso
il belude undesstzadable commuriadons, induding simple fact sheets that

prsant sdentific urceruindes in language thaz the rediz and publiccan
understand,

.  Conduc briefings by msdia-trained sentsts for scEnee writers in the top 20 wadia
merker, using the infarmation Jits. Distcibute the ("ommation kit lo dally
e spapess tatonwide with ffe of sdenliss B brief reporitcs 3t ead) papes-
Develop, disseminate radio news releases feanaing sclentish natiormvide and ofie
scentisls to appear on radio talk shows agwss the coungy.

.  Produce. distribute 2 seady stream of diraw sderce or—wtion via Acsimile and
ermadl 1o science writers around the CcOUnS?. .o

Produce, distribute wia syndicats and ditectly 0 newspap=ss nacomwide a seezdy
siredrh of ep-ed columnns 20d lereess o the eitor authored by scenzs.

Convince one cf tha major news national TV feumalisss (e g., Jolm Stwasel) =
praduce 2 regort exauning the scertg und=rpiniirgs of de Xyon Treaty.

O:giriza promete and conducs thrtughn gristoos orzani=htiens a e of
cazip s/ cImmunicy worksneps/dedans on cimatz sdexs in 10 mos: impor=nt
3o during the prried mid-Augus: tucuzh Oclober. 19986.
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Consider sdvertising the ssentific unceraintics in selec? markes o suppart
national regional and local (e g.. workshops/debates), as appropriate.

National Media Pregtam Budget - $600,000 plus paid advetising

1L

Clobal Climate Science [nformation Souxce Develop and Implementa
program & Injert credible sclence and tcientiSe actountadility jnto the global
climate debate, thereby rulsing questions aboutand vadercusting the
~prevailing sclentific wisdom.” The strategy veill have 3o added beneflt of
providing a platform for edible constructive aiticsm of the epposition’s
position on the sdence.

Tacsics: As with the Nationa! Media Reladons Program, these activitias will be
widsrtaken between now and the next diguars mesting in Buencs Alres, Argentina. m
Novembe 1998, and will congdnue thereafter. Initiaves will be launched as scan as e
plan is approved, funding cbrined. and the necacaary rezources arranged and
deployed.

Establisk a Giobal Qlimate Scieace Data Centes. The GCSDC will be established in
Wazhingron as a non-profit eduational foundation with an advisory boare of

d dimate sciendsts Nwill be safied niHally with professiorals an loan

from various campaniss and assarations with 2 major interest in the dimate issue.
These execstives will bring with them knowiedge and axperience in the following
aens: :

Overall Nistory of climate reseasch and e IPCC procss;

Congrmsiansl relations and knowledpe of where individual Senaton stand en
e cliznate issue;

Knowledge of key climate sdientists and where thay stand:

AbLlity ro-{dentify and recuit o many as 20 respected dimae scentists to seve
on the scanse edrisory bourd;

Knawledgn and expertisa (n sedia relations and with esabiished relatorshics
with saextee wd giergy writers, columnists and editorial wribes;

Experrise in grasarcots organization: aad

Campaipn organization ard adminisaaticn

The GCSDC wAll be led by a dynamic senjor eveculive with a major personal
commirment & the gaals of the carpaign and e3sy access to business leacess at the
CEO level The Center il ke sun cn a day-toda2y basis by an executive direcior
with roponsibility {or ansuring argets are met. The Centzr will be funded at a lavel
that will pemit it W succe=s. ircluding fundlag for research conzack that cuay be
deened appropriate to £ll gaps in dimate sSence (e g, 2 complare sdeiic citque
of the [PCC research and ily corcusions).

P.O7

[@oo7/010
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+  The GCSDQ will become a one-stop resouree on climate science for members o
Cengraas, the media, industry and all othuss cancemed. It will be in constant
contact with the best climate scienrists and ersure that their findings and views
recgve appropriate arentlon. It will provide thaz With the logistical and moxal
support they have been lacking. In shot, it will be a sound scientific altesnative
the IPCC. Ib functions will incude :

- Previding as an easlly acsssible danbase (ncluding a welnmite) of all
rraingceam dimate scece information.

- ldendfying and exablishing ccoperatve relaanships with 3l major setists
whose research in tis field suppacts o pasition

-~ Establishing cooparative relatensiips with other malnsereams sciendific
organizations (e g., meteorologlss, geophysidsts) te Sring thaly perspectives ™
bear an the debale as appropriate. _

~ Developing epparturitis to parimize the impact of sdenBie views tonsdste
with ours with Congress, the madla ard othet key audiences.

— Monltaging and sexving as and eaxly warming syaten for scientific developments
writh the potendial to impucton the  cllmaoe sclence debate, pro and con

~ Responding to daims frea the sciznnEc alardsts and media '

— Providing granm for sdvecacy on clizate sciance, a3 deemed approgriate

Global Climate Scienze Data Centes Budge! - 35,000,000 (spread over two
y€ass cinimam)

gL  National Direct Qutreach and Education: Develop and loiplament a disect
auteach program 'o inform and educaty mambes3 of Congress, stat officials.
industy Jeadership, and school teachenstudents about uncesaintesin
dimate sdence. Thia strategy will enabl: Congzas, sate officals and
industry Jeaders will be able to taise tach sefioun qucstions about tha Kyeto -
Tuaty’s scientifc underpinnings that American policy-makess not only will
refuse to endorsc it they will seek o prevent progres taward implemantation
2t the Beenos Alres meeting in November o7 thraugh other ways. [aforming
teachers/students about ncertainties in cimate science will bzein to erecta
barrier agalnst further efforts (o impase Kyoto-like measures in the futare.

Tacsics: Informing and educating members of Cangress. sace oMicials and Indusay
teaders will be idertaken as soa as the planis apptoved, funding is obtained, ard the
nessssary [escurcs are arayed and Al conznve Boough Buencs Alres and for Le
loresteable futuse. The texchess/students cukeach program will be ceveloped and

laurches in early 1959. [nall cazes, mcdcal implamenta Som will be fully integrassd witn
othes clements of this acdon plan

~ Develop and conduct thzaugh the Clobal Qimate SSence Dan Conmr saer<e

briefings for Congress, gevernors, sate lemisharers, and irdusty lezdess by Augst
1998.

-  Develop informaton Kt cn cima® sacwce usgeTed spenifically at te rreds of
gOvemment nificialh ard LidusTy leads, 10 be wed N conjurczian with and
ses axarely from the m-perzan briefings to fu =her dizseminare infagoaon an
climats s ace wroemindes and thereby aon hese influendals to raise semcus
Questions on thr sdeee lurue.
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. Crzanize undes the GCSUC a “Scency Education Task Graup” Bt will serve a3 the
pount of cutreach to the Nationa) Scieuss Teachers Astodation (NSTA) and other
influsntizl scisnce edncaton arganizations. Work With NSTA e develop school
rmaterials that presen a edible. balancnd picture of climate sciencs foruse in
daswraoms nationwride.

« Diswibute educatianal matesials directly 1o scirols and ucugh grassraot
orgamizations of dimate sGece partus (companits, orginizatiens dat partcipat=
in this effert). '

Natioaal Dizex: Ouireach Prognm Bacget - $363,000

IV. Fundlag/Fand Alleatdor: Develop and lmplement program fe obtain
. funding, and to allocate funds to ensate that the  program it is camried out
effectively. )

Taciex Ths stzaswgy il be imolemented a3 soon as we have the go-ahread to procead.

»  Pobential fumding scrarces were identified a1 American Petroleum Ingtitiats (AFT) and
1ts mambers; Budners Round Table (BRT) and its memdes, Edison Elacwic Institute
(EED) and i members; Independent Patreleum Associatan of America (IPAA) and
its members; and the Naffonal Mining Assodation (NMA) azd is merbers

« Polential fund allocitors wese identifed 2= 8¢ American Legislagve Exchange
Coundl (ALEQ), Comuenitrer For A Constactive Tomerrew ((FACT). Compettive
Ercerprise Institure, Fronters of Freadom. and The Marshall Institure.

Total Fonds Required to Implement
Program through November 1998 — SZ000,900 (A sigrificart partian
. of funding for the GCSDE will be
deferred untl 1999 and beyond)

Measurements

Variows metis will be used to rack progress These medsusemenss will have to
be dee=mined in Aathing oul te acdon plan and may irdude

«  Baseling public/government offical oplnion surveys and periedic fallesr-up
survey= on e percentage of Amarians and goverrmen offidals who rrcognize
significant uncermaindes m dimate sdmnce.

*  Yrackdng the percent of ourdia wr3cles that raise questiors about cimace sience.

Number of Meambers of Congr=is exposed 0 0w materials on clmam saence.

Nusmbe of comumnuni@dens on cigure siaxe received by Meambers of Cengress
oot their tonstitueT s,

Nuanber of radio talx zhow apoeaarees by scients s cuatioring e “prevailicg
wsdom” on dinam saience.
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. N\'::n.bu of schacl teachess/ students reached with our Inforsation on dimate N
QenLr

o  Number of scietice writers briefnd and who 4 :
oy repaTt upon cimale scencey

* Toml Judience exposad to newspaper, radio, television crveage of sdance



' ,’4’ 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 | understand it, uses very expansive definitions for the three terms 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.



peterson_t <peterson_t @ btgcinema.com>
06/11/98 04:32:58 PM

Record Type: Record

To: David B Sandalow/CEQ/EOP, Julie Anderson <mcneilly | @ btgcinema.com>, Jim Rubin <risley_p
@ btgcinema.com>
cc: Roger S. Ballentine/WHOQO/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 COP3
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 COP4 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 CO2 reductions, and greatly appreciate your insights in this
area. For your information, | 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. | was
particularly intrigued by your paleo-climate data that shows a dramatic drop in CO2 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.



Wnited Dtates 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. Ina
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-Chernomyrdin 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 agriculture in the
scientific strategy for mitigating atmospheric greenhouse gases and look forward to working with

you on this important matter.
Respectfully,

B Wit — Lt s Zok,
Senator Ron Wyden Senator Patrick J. Leahy

Senator Richard G. Lugar Senator Tom Harkin

| .8
}tor ame ords

Sgnator Barbara Boxer nator Dianne Feinstein

C S tm—

/i goch L
Senator TinfJohnson nat bmas A. Daschle
::ﬁatty Murray -ﬁ or Joseph I. Lieberman




R #  Thomas D. Peterson
© 08/04/98 10:13:18 AM

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:

e ag is a priority for the 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

e 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

e 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
Coverdell *
Santorum™*
Roberts™*
Grassley*
Gramm, TX
Craig

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

Kerrey*



e Johnson*
e Landrieu*

Others

e Wyden*
e Dorgan*
e Durbin*
e Ford*

e Warner
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From the Te lePort Of.' Tom Peterson

|

Date: Friday, May 22,1998 Number of Pages: 17

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

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

This Task Force draft reflects input from USDA, and could be used as a
discussion draft for next Tuesday's meeting with USDA, State and White
House on ag/foreslry oulreach. Lel me know if addilional backup malerials

would be helpful. Tom
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' DRAFT

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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DRAFT - Ag/Forestry Outreach Plan

 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 7
* state and local groups

,6®~_’_, e e e ,‘._,Aw\\ /
&reﬁmal 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’sand A’s

* media background
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e 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
e EPA

e DOE

= NOAA
- DAl

e  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

IL. Agriculture - Second Tier

Conservation NGO’s

WRI
Soil and Water Conservation Society
Wildlife Management Institute
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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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Forestry - first tier

{Z05/22/98

®5:01 PM

Producers, Manufacturers, Associations

IL

Georgia Pacific

Weyerheuser

Champion

International Paper

American Forest Products Association
American Pulpwood Association
National Woodland Owners Association
Kafus Industries

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

fan7
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Appendix 2: Key Policy Issues

©5:02PM

Il

IT1.

IV.

VI.

Economic Impacts Of Mitigation

energy and fuel prices

other input prices (chemicals, fertilizers, seed, etc.)
farm income

trade shifts

interest rates

GDP

Risk Of Inaction

2X, 3x, 4x CO2 scenarios
severe weather

soil moisture

ecosystem disruption

water and landuse tradeoffs
regional dislocation
worldwide production effects

No Regrets Actions

nutrient management
soil conservation
water conservation
reduced till

Sequestration Opportunities

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

Trading Opportunities

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

Technology Opportunities

biomass

feedstocks

chemicals and fertilizer efficiency

land management systems

water management systems

fuel and electricity efficiency

waste systems/methane recapture and cogeneration

0on7
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VII. Renewables Opportunities

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

Il

ITI.

IV.

Industry consultations

* informal discussions - ongoing?

» policy and program barriers - iming?
* no regrets programs - timing?

*» technical education - timing?

« credit for early reduction - timing?

Budgets

« FY 1999 ongoing?

» FY 2000 summer startup?
* Alternative Hill/NGO packages ongoing?

International Policy Input And Review

* Pre Argentina meetings - summer, fall?
* Argentina/COP4 - fall?

* [PCC 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?

Special Events

White House exchanges with Todd/Katie/Eizenstat/Rominger - June, July?
» agriculture first tier

* forestry first tier

e agrculture 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?

10
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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

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 - timing?

e Administration briefs - timing?

11
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Event Calendar (TBD):

May?:

June?:

July?:

August?:

September?:

October?:

November?:

December?:

12
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Appendix 4: Educational Package

IL.

ITI.

Cabinet/Subcabinet Speeches And Inserts

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

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 potential 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
» feedefficiency

* 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 matenals
(validators, etc.)

14
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VI. Website(s)

* key issues
* calendar of events
* links to White House, USGCRP, DOS, NOAA, DOE, EPA, etc.
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Appendix 5: Suggested Outreach Teams

I. Congress

= Members: Glickman, Rominger, Eizentstat, Kimble, Moler, Witt, Baker,
Stern, McGinty

e Staff: Kimble, T. Karl, K. Collins, J. Glauber, M. Anderson, D. Riecher, D.
Swinks, D. Gardiner, R. Ballentine, T. Peterson, A. Morris

IL. Industry

* CEO’s - Glickman, Rominger, Eizenstat, Moler, Witt, Baker, Stern, 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

IV. 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

16
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Note:

From: Tom Peterson

To: Todd _

CC. Shelly, Dirk, Roger _

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

Action: Revi_ew and Comment

Date: 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.

I’ 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 policy 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 muddled message. Asa
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 1n 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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Technical Consensus Building

¢ Technical Workshops - Create a series of analytiéal workshops to address

technical issues (economic impacts; climate impacts; technology; renewables;

-sequestration; trading). 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. '

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 2000 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.

t9
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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. [ 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 varlablllty

« 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 and 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 than 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 techniques (reduced use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers); renewables
production (bioenergy 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 2000 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 SO2 program and others; a review of the emerging options market; and
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
addresses the concemns 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 education value of the event. Regional and trade

5
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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 provndes 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 OMB 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. Il'ldustrly 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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From the TelePort Of’ Tom Peterson

% Date: Tuesday, May 19, 1998 Number of Pages: 17

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

Memo: Todd: This is the package Julle Norton provided Stu’s people in advance of
his appointment with Bob Kerrey and the ag/forestry groups last Thursday.
Julle asked me to provide the attached talking points and background; I sent
advance drafts to Roger, EPA and USDA. USDA sent additional background
materials to Julle 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
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TO: Under Secretary Eizenstat
FROM ¢ H - Julie Norton, ILMO for OES
RE: Bob Kerrey (D-NE)/John Kerry ¥(D-MA) Agricultural

Meeting; May 14*®, 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,

Alsc 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 1 - Talking points

Tab 2 - Background and participants list

Tab 3 - Monsanto no-till farming paper

Tab 4 - Center for Rural Affairs paper -
Tab 5 - Successful Farming magazine article

Tab 6 - Leahy/Wyden “Dear Colleague”

Danz
[doo2

United States Department of State
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Talking Points And Background For Climale Change Meeting With Senalors
Bob Kerrey (NE) And John Kerry (MA) - 12 Noon, 5/14

'l‘.!”"‘n!, E!!iu”-

The administration is commilled to [inding win-win policies [or agriculture and (orestry
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 theac issues.

We would also like to work with you to get on the same page on basic climatc change
science, policy and economics issues as they relate o agriculture and [orestry, 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 Clumate Change Task Force plans to include
both agriculture and forestry in discussions on voluntary commitments and early
reducrions. 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 4
number of key policy arcas. including an analysis of thc ccoriomic cffeets of climate
policy on agriculture al 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 spccial arcas 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 [or US farmers and lorest
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 projccis based on forestry conservation have
been underway as success(ul demos under the JI program since 1953, 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
policics.
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Background

Farm groups have been largely opposed to the Kyoto Protocol and generally
Tesistant to climate miligation policy. The American Farm Burcau has been particularly
harsh, and is working in concert with coal, oil and car companies (0 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 1o avoid focus on high emissions
industries. In the past industries have sncceeded using this same strategy to defeat major
Icgislative proposals, including the biodiversity convention and the clevation of EPA to
cabinel stalus.

Not zll farm groups are as strongly opposed. The National Farmer's Union (an
assaciation of commaodity crop producers in the northern grear plains and northern
midwest) has been less stridenl. They have withdrawn participation in the GCC oppusition
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
variery of other groups. Spccialty crop producers arc lcss organized and less opposcd at
present. Some are concemed aboult the shift of micro climates upon which Lheir production
1 based,

Forcst industrics have been less strident in apposition, although they remain
seriously concerned as a high emissions sector. Many have been involved 1n the Industges
[or the ['uture Program at DOL, 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 tinns have made great strides in using waste
fiber for fucl 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
fernlizer), sceds and cquipment.  Thesc industries and their individual companics are
diverse in views on climale 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 Ingtitute is stridently opposed. John Deere has
been cautious and hoping to avoid the issue,

['orest conservation NGO’s have been strong supporters of mitigation actions due
to land conservation opportunitics 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 industrics with whom they hope to strucmire win-
win policy relationships. They have suceeeded 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 I'orest Trust has been particularly active and supportive. However, like
the others, they believe the Kyoto Protocol is badly {lawed on the sinks issue and needs

2
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scrious overhaul. They point out that the protocol cxempts forcstry cmissions, which arc
responsible [or 15 percent of worldwide emissions, while smaller emissions calegories are
not exempl. 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 {roin
harvest and only counts sequestration from “rcforestation.” In addition, it restricts credit
[or reflorestation since 1990, and therefore excludes actions taken 10 manage stands
reforested before 1990. Georgia Pacific is adamantly opposed to this provision, sincc most
of its land was reforested prior to 1990. They also strongly opposc the lack of credirt for
conservation and management, and want company level credit for sequestration projects,

I'arm 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 - whilc 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 acticle 3.4, Nonetheless, some, such as the Jowa
Farm Bureau, arc starting to form CO2 trading programs or demo secuestration projects.
They are also working with Brokers (such as Cariton 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 CO2
reduction options a few months ago). ‘I'he 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 cvolves. In this regard itis similar to the junk bond markertin its life stage,
Most of the options arc going to agricultural soil conservation, not forests. They are
lypically structured as annual options at $.10-.25 per wn (pre Kyolo prices), with surike
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 stike prices are discounted for risk,
but it js 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 consultartion and credit for early action. Some members may
want to legislate this pathway as a way to encourage intemational policy to converge. They
do not want to wait [or inlcrnational policy to yicld an idcal 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 rccently named as the new director, and will chair [JSDA s climate task force that

includes representalives [rom the US Forest Service, Natural Resources Conservalion
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 agnculture and forestry needs and opportunities. It will
build on a rather large investment base on thesc issucs over the last few years. Tn addition,
the While House Climale Change Task Forces is formulating 2 White House/inleragency
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outrcach plan thatis ncar complction. EPA, DOF, NOAA and other agencies will be
involved with USDA’s agriculiure and forestry plans as well, One of Margo’s key starlup
goalsis to get USDA more effectively represented in domestic and international policy
formulation at the interagency/White House level. The White Honse Climate Change Task
Force 1s 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 impacls.
[tis in progress. The Senate Ag commitiee requested this analysis early last year. The
analysis will be based on macro analysis by CEA/NEC (Janet Yellen's testimony).
Because production agriculiure has a low energy cost profile (about 11 percent of overall
production cXpenses are energy related according to USDA’s annual agiicullure outlook)
the effects of the Kyoto Pratocol, with the supplements Dr. Yellen assumed, will probably
have very little economic effect on farmers. To the extent that the markel for renewables is
improved and technology for energy efficiency accelerales, 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 1o gain competitive
advantage. [lowever, some major commedity praducers are not yet under Annex B, and
this leaves some groups concened. USDA will also point out that the energy cost
exposure of [arm 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 ycar. USDA has
ke]pt a low profile undl lately. In the future, agriculture will receive a smonger focus and be
folded into domestic industry consultation and White House outrcach. There may be a
need to elevate its profile in the international policy input process.

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

A

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 itis
likely to be beneficial anyway. This view is strongly articulated by the Washingron farm
lobbies, but much less so elsewhere,
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Has been relatively positive about climate mitigation
opportunities and heavily involved in administration dialog,

Onc of the most strident environmental NGO’s. Has been
rclatively cool to sequestration credit and trading programs.
Favors morc maditional approaches, particularly CAFE.

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 policy
issue is a desire to roll back the “freedom to farm™
provisions of the 1996 farm bill.

Essentially crealed 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 inarketplace that isn’t tied so exclusively to
government action. Has heen supportive of climate
mitigation generally bul includes many skeplics. Want
more in our domestic budget to support renewables.

Undccided on climalc mitigation. Many skeptics and ultra
conservalives in group, bul also very progressive on
policy. Is starting a CO2 trading group focused on soil
conservation. Being heavily courted by the coal industry to
make the Jowa Primaries a occasion for the defeat of Kyoto
protocal.

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

Suppoartive of mitigation in general.

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

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

Union of Concerned A relatively sirident and highly informed NGO that has
Scientists strongly supported technology and renewables policy.
Supports sequestration credits, although has some concern.

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

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

DI Leading NGO proponent of trading programs and market
flexibility. Strongly suppordve of sequestration. Very
active with indusiry outreach, including agriculture and
forestry.
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The Role of Conservation Tillage (No-Till) in Reducing the Amount of
Greenhouse Gases (CO2)

Agricultural soils in the U_s. haye lost between 30 and 50 of the soil organic
marter (carbo:z) m the last 100 Years due (¢ intensive cultivation, prumarily tillage.
Much of the earbon in agriculrgre ecosysrems recycies within the carbon cycle, but

--there has been a fer soj loss that ends Up as carbon djoxide in the atmospliere.

Sehlesingar, W H, 1985 Changes in soll earbon sterage and assecigred Fropetties with disturbance and recavery, P.
194-220. In J.R. Trobalha and D.E: Reichle {eds.) The nging carban eycle: A global analysis, Springer-Vcrlag_

New York,

Houghcon RA. Hebbie JE, Melilla M, Mere B. Peterson B, Shaver GR. and Weodwell GR (1953) Changes in the
earbon conlent of terrestriaj biota and solls between 1860-1980° A net releaze o' CO2 to e ammasphere, Erologiz)
Mone 33235262 .

Post WM, Pen; TH, Enamuel WR, King AW, Dale VH and Deasgelis DL (1950) The Giobal Carson Cycle. am
Scientist 78:310-726 . |

- Carbon diokide i3 the fina) decompositien product of sail organic matter and js

» .
released to the atmosphere following intensive tillage. Research has shown that

moldbeard plowing caused migre than S imes the short-rerm carbon dioxide loss
compared 1o plots not tilled in g 19 day study. The carbon loss after the moldbeard
plow was mare than the net carhon input from the Preceding wheat crop. Other
forms of less intensive tillage were intermediate in carbon dioxide loss. These resulrs
illustrate management options-ta reduce agricultare’s contribution to the
greenhouse effect and point 10 needed research,

Rei¢osky DC xnd Lindegom M3 (1253) The cffect of % tillage method on shor-term carben dioxida flux From eail.
Agron J 83:1237-1243 : .

Reivosky DT (1993) Sodl variability and carbon dioxide loss atter moldbeard plowing. Chap, 63 Pp 847-865. In:
Rodent PC, Larsan WE and Rue R (2ds) Proc 8erand Iny Canf an Stte Specific Magagement for Agrit Synems
Am Ser Agron. Madisen, W] ’

Reieagky DC and Lindstram My (1995) Impact of fall tillase 2ad shortterm eaghen dioxide fux PP 177187 In: La)
R Kimble J, Lavine F and Stewart BA (eds.) Sojl and Oloba] Change Lewis Fublishers Chelsea, Michigan

There are 290 million acres of U.S, cropland that can be used 1o sequester carbon to
approach pre-agriculture levels. Agriculture ean partislly help offser fossil fuel
sources of carbon dioxide that results in a “Win:win” seenario for the environment.
Conservation tilage and “no-ti” methods can save carbon 1o enhance soif and ajr
qualiry that conwibute fo improved environmental quality.

Cemservation Technolegy lafarmagen Centez, 1220 Perjer Driva, Reom 170 West Lefayere, IN ¢7506.1 383

‘'sequester 9s much as 0.18 tow/acresyear of carbon or the equivalent of 0.66

ton/acre/year of CO2. Hence, the amount of atmospheric CO2 that can be
sequestered with an acre.of no-tif) is equivalent to not burning 20 gallons of gasgline,

Tillage and greanliouse. dec Lo i
May 6, 1998
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Ssil Water Conservatjon Society, 751SN.E. Ankeny Roed, Aakeny, Jows 50019764

Ancther positive impact from no-till is the reduction in foisil fuel use. Because ng-
tll requires fewer rips across the fiald to SFOW 2 crop, switching from canventiana]
rillage to na-till ean reduce foel use by at lease 3.5 sallons/acre. On a 1,040 zcre
farm this would reduce fossil fuel use by 3,500 gallons.

., Cenxervation Technglogy in.r'u:maxinn Center, 1220 Pogter Drive. Reom 170, West Lafayene. IN 479061343,

Soil organic matter is the Iargest global terrestriai carboq poo! and is a source of the
carbon dioxide, methane and arher greenbiouse gases. Qver the pext 30 years,
conversion from intensive conventiona) till te conservation till or no-till in the U.S.

Soit Water Canservation Saciery, 7515 N.E. anksny Road, Askeny, LA 500)-576<

Kern IS and Jolineon MG (1991) The impact of sendervatian tillase wse o soil 234 simosphene carbon i the
contiguous United States. US EPA Repert EPA/600/3-51/055. 28 pp

Ren, 1.8, and M.G. Johnson, 1993, Copservation tillege impacts on nacians] soil mnd azmospheric carben levels Soi]

Potential climate change can be related 1o man’s activities that incraase atmospheric
carben dioxide which causes S0% of the greenhouse effect, Agricultural soils have .
the parential 1o store or equester gearly the S0 to 80% of the carbon lost due 2o
intensive tillage ‘over the lasr 100 years. Conservation tillage and no-tl methods
offer promise for reducing agriculture’s carbon dioxide contriburion to climate
change, but need more research to reduce tillnge-indyuced losses.

Bowmen, 1990; USEPA Repors, 1990,

Schletinger, W.H. 1585, Changes in $oil carbem Storage and aaseciated proparties with distarbeace ond recavery. P,

194-220.In J.R, Trabatha and D.E. Reichle (eds.). The changing curban cyele: A glebal analysis. Springer-Veriog,
New Yerk, . _ . :

Concliision: -
‘ﬁ-_—

éurre_nt s;':'j-é.htiﬁc data strongly gu'gguts that sustainable Agriculturg] practices,
such as no-till, can have 3 significantinfluence in sequestering atmospheric CO2 in

the soil organic martter. The scientific evidence suggests that the adoption of no-till
on a significant number of cerop land (30%) wauld have a positive impact in )

- preventing the development of glabal warming.
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What is needed:

cta

* Assurance thar agricultural Practices such as no-tilf farming is recognized as a

viable sequestering solytion 1o reducing atmospheric CO2 in the Climate
Change Treary.

Came . ————

.* Support legislation that will

provide inceatives for grawers who adapt and
maintain environmentally fr

ieadly farming practices such as no-till.

—— — b

* Support legislation that will allow ratianal CO2 credit tradin

g schemes among
both the private and public sector.

» Additional research dollars to fand research to determine the trye impact that
various rillage practices have on Sequestering atmospheric CO2,

fund pracrical research to develop and fine tune
viable conservariop tillage syst

: ems thar overcome agronomie barriers to CT
. . growth Le, coldAwet solls; ¢¥op rotation; disease/insect managemeant, etc.

~

f Tillage and greeahousc doc
. May 6, 1998
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Agricultural Solutions to Global Warming

Martin Kleinschmit, Bow Valley. Nebraska

Farmers have a lot at risk as the global climate heats up. Farmers also have alat
to gain, like lower input costs, reduced weather and financial risks, and better soil
quality, by participating in the salution w0 global warming.

' Climate medels of global warming indicate increased temperatures and esratic
weather which will lead to higher temperatuzes, more numerous droughts, and periods
of excessive moisture. This will threaten crops, raise production expenses, and increase
risk of financial and agronomic failure.

Whether or not there is a treaty on global warming, the US needs a national
energy policy to curtail fossil fuel usc, reverse greenhouse gas concenfrations, and
continue to produce a safe, healthy, and adeguate food supply. To protect cur food
supply, we need healthy soils high in organic matter which are able to withstand erratic

. weather patterns.

An agricultural carbon credit program, not mentioned in the treaty discussions,
will encourage farmers to captuse atmospheric carbon in the form of plants and store
it {n the soil in the form of organic matter and hamus. (Presently, most US farnland
has only half or less of its histarical 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 their land into grass or cxaps that will build
soil organié<natter and capture the most carbon. It would not require farmers to take
their land out of agricultural production. ..

Establislii‘pg grass is the most effective u;af to reduce emissions and provide a
long term ¢arbon sink at the same time. If farrnezs.are allowed to graze the grass,
carbon sequestering increases by about 6 fold over non-grazed grass and the land stays

"in agricultural production. :

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

' anything.




Tom Paterson
05/19/98

- May-13-98 12:40P C

o m'WU

/etam
e

} L0
xible

Li]

iles

e

™ 202-243-1170

11:48 82026472504

FRY. 19, 1W98 3:09R

-------------------------------------------------------------

o Illinois farmer. Jirn Kinsella, has the best

idea for ag policy in decades. He wants the

government o reward farmers for doing the
right thing~building soil humus. Thar would help
lessen the patenuial of global warming. _

His concept would not be a giveaway. The Global
Climaic Change Trealy would require developed
countrigs ta rax fuels chet 4dd carbon dioxide to the
armoesphere. or to buy “carbon credits” fram nations,
such as Russia, where fuel use has dropped.

Kinsella praposes that, instead of relying complete-
ly ofi that approach, the governmen reward farming
practices that wap 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.

Kinsella, a no-till farmer wha in 20 years has dou-
bled topsoil organic martter on one farm from 1.9% o
3.9%, sces no-till as the best carbon trap. But he
would also give credit for carbon added to seil with
manure, sludge and landscape waste. A 1¢ per gallon
gasoline tax would easily raise enough to pay 2¢ for
every pound of carbon mapped in the soil,

On Kinsella's farm that’s nearly $30 per acre for
com. (He describes his Soil Humus Improvement
Programn-SHIP-on page 50 of our March issue.)

Good science supporte good stewardship

In the past, agriculture and foresmry were big con-
tributars to the buildup of carben dicxide in the
armesphere, The Woods Mole Research Center est-
mates that over 150 years, up 0 a fourth of the new
CO; in the earth’s atmosphere came from clearing
forests and plowifigsod. ANer the tum of the centu-
ry, fossil fuels pulled ahead as the biggest source;
today. agriculture may add as little as 25%.

Planting new trecs and grasses, as we've done with
the Conservation Reserve Program, is the fastest way
te ke carbon back out of the armiésphere. Bur with
the right farmiag pracdces, “we have a chance to
resiore and bring some af the carbon levels back up.”
says Dan Reicosky, a USDA s0il scientist in Marris,
Minnesota. Research shows that brogdeast illage
breaks down humus very fast. Carbon restored by a
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decade of CRP grasses can be lost in 2 year. No-till
farming helps conserve and restore what's been
depleted—40% or more of the humus in virgin sails:
In the short run, Kinsella's idea could be blocked
by Republican oppositian to the global warming
weary, which is also opposed by the Farm Burcau.

Concept needs to be droadened and cefined

And it's tog narrow. No-ull farmers aren't slone in
working 1a restore native soil fartility. Organic farm-
crs like Del Akerlund of Valley. Nebraska. are among
those who praceded them.

Akerlund’s sandy-loam soil was doun w0 0.5%
«organic matter when be changed farming praérices in
1967. He rucked in tons of manure from packing
plants and rotated crops with posture and oat-clover-
hay. Today some pastures are up to 7% OM and crop
ficlds have 3%. Looking back. Akerlund says he goL
the biggest boost from rotating with thick-rooted pas-
rure and hay-a view supporeed by Dennis Keeney. a
soil scientist who heads Jows. State University's

. Leopold Center for Sustinable Agriculture.
Federal policy should encourage such long-term
‘rotations and grasstand farming, toa. Tricky issues of
faimess and compliance remain 1o be worked our.

But Kinsella's basic idea of making agriculture un
asser against global warming is sound. That general
concept hay support from Senate Ag Camsmiteee
ehair Dick Lugar and Deputy Ag Secrewry Richard
Rominger. Kinsella deserves a hearing in Washington
for an idea that can be part of the solution. When |
descnbed his concept of paymeats for captured car-
bon © Del Akerlund (who's no fan of farm pro-
grams), he said. “It's about time.
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Wnited States Semate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

May 11, 1998

Dcar Colleague:

We plan to scnd the attached letter to Presidept Clintwn. The lewer urges clagficarion of existing
language regarding forestry and agriculrure in the lutesl prutocol t the climare change weary. We
ask the President to promote domestic policy initiatives that eucuurspe invesmnent in the credible
and cost-effective mitigation capacity of forestry and agricultural siuks tu reduce cxcess amospheric
carbon dioxide concentrations. We belicye that fair macker competition sbhould detcrmine which
technologies and strategies are employed to reduce grecnhousc gascs.

Forestry and agricultural management strategies are proven and cost-effective methods for reducing
atmospheric greenhouse gas concentrations and provide ancillary environmental benefits as well
anch as warershed protection, soil conservation, and reduced storm water ranoff,. We urge the
adoption of credirs for domestic forestry and agricultural managerment and conservation strategics
and development of standardized accounting methnds for carbon sequestration. '

We hope that you will support us in our efforts to bring clanty to the next iteration of the elimate
change Teary scheduled for discussion in early June. If vou would like to si gu this letter, please have
your suff contact Dave Verardo (4-3430) in Senator Wyden's office or Susanne Flesk (44242) in
Senator Leahy's office by May 22, 1998.

Respectlully,

B, tuyghin— 2= Zeead,

\

Senator Ron Wydcen Senator Panick J. Lealy
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Nuited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510

May 11, 1958

The Honorable Rill Clinton
President

The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Presjdeny;

The latest protocul to Lhe climare change weary that was negotiated in Kyorn was an important
step towauds iulerpativnal collaboration in addressing the environmental effacts nt rising
concenmations of preeulivuse gascy in the aomosphere, It conld be improved, however, hy
cacouraging investment in the uanual inilipation capaclry of forestry and agricultural sinks. In a
market-bascd system that cncourages the uust cosi-eective methods for reducing ner emissions
of carbon, forestry and apricultural carbon siuks urc a prufitable pathway to reducing excess
atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases.

Forestry and agriewlnuse play a significant role in scquestering attuosplietic carbon and economic
analysis shows these stategies to be cost-cffeetive. With costs of $2-520 per tow of cacbua,
domestic forest conservation and management strategics achicve not only greenhouse gas
matigation but, a host of other euvironmental benefits such as protection of warcrsheds, water
supplies, and enneal wildlife and fish habitat, increased soil ¢onservation. and reduction of storm
warer ninoff and landslides. :

Unforumately, ambiguous langhage. in the Kyoto Protocol sppears to foreclose the highly
effective, credible, and low-cost option of resncing carbon dioxide emissions through improved
foresty and agriculrural management and conservannn practices. Withour clarifying existing
language. the wealy may have ypintecJded negative impacts nn wital torest resources and acally
inurease forest-based carbon emissions, both in this country and ahmad. Such meentives are
coultary Lo a number of narional policies and international programs such as the Narthwesr
Fovest Plaw, the Clean Walcr Act, the Bndangered Species Act. the Internarional Tropical Timber
Agrecment, the Mouueal Prucess, the Gore-Chemomyrdin agresments and the recendy convened
Intergovermmental Forwn vn Furests. Consequently, the effectivenass of the weary can be
enhanced by stmplifying e language (0 enuble the use of foresty and agriculnural pracrces.

We urge you to prometc domestic policy initfatives aud seck clarlficatives (o exisgng Prorocol

. language that would catablish comprehensive accountng for forestry aud agricullure and enable
the jssuing of eredit for domestic forest and agriculnire wanagement and conservation stralcpicy.
Furthermore, we recommend directing the Envirorumentnl Prorection Agency and the Dcpaxtm.:nt
of Agriculture to help provide srandardized methodologies and accounting piinciples for carbon
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sequestration winch urc key (o establishing the credibility of any achon undertakes 1o raitigate
cicess atmospheric geeenlvuse gases, To this end, we srongly encourage development of pilot
Projects Investigating the effectiveness of wanagement approaches in selected forests and fields
of the Unitcd States. Asreflected by e sense of the United Stares Senate and expressed in a
Wyden arnendmept to the IY 1999 Seuate Buduc( Resolurion. these elemenrs should ba aroang
our initiatives to foster cost-effective and perfuruance-basad methodologies to reduce
greenhouse gasses.

We appreciate your nttention 1o our call for expanding tlic rule vl [orests and agriculmire in the

scientific strategy for mitigating atmaspheric greenhouse gascs und lovk forward to working with

You on this important motter,

Respertully,

Cn Weton—— %51‘9

Senaror Ron Wyvden Senator Patiek J. L
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From the TelePort Of.' Tom Peterson

Date: Monday, May 11, 1998 Number of Pages: 13

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

Memo: This is the draft ag/forestry outreach plan I sent to USDA and EPA for
comment last week. I'd like to firm it up for Todd this week if possible. I
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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DRAFT

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’sand 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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* Producers And Related Associations - commodity crops, livestock, biomass, specialty

crops
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Appendix 1: Target Groups

National Cattemans’ s Association
National Grange

Cotton Council

Rice Federation

National Wheat Farmers
National Corn 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

@05/11/98
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* Pioneer Seed

* AgriBioTech

» National Ag Credit
* others? '

Conservation NGO’s

= WRI

* Soil and Water Conservation Society
» Wildlife Management Institute

* Sustainable Ag Coalition

* Henry Wallace Institute

* DeltaLand 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
Trade Media

* Farm Journal Publishing
* Farm Progress Companies
» others?

Regional Media

* Desmoines Register
* Chicago Star and Tribune
* eftc.

Forestry

®11:56 AM

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

* Georgia Pacific
* Weyerheuser

[4/13
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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

* Trade Media

American Forestry
SAX Publications
efc.

Regional Media

?

®11:57 AM
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Appendix 2: Key Policy Issues

* Economic impacts of mitigation

* energy and fuel prices
* interestrates

« GDP

* farm income

= trade shifts

» other?

* No regrets actions

= Nutrient management
* Soil conservation

= water conservation

* reduced till

* other?

* Resource impacts of inaction

s 2%, 3%, 4x CO2 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
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= energy efficiency for fuel and electricity use
* other?

* Renewables opportunities

* biomass plantations
* waste
» other?



Tom Peterson /! 202-343-1093 Z05/11/98 ®11:58 AM Msn3
' DRAFT

Appendix 3: Key Federal Process Opportunities

* Industry consultations

» credit for early reduction

e policy and program barriers

* noregrets 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

e White House exchanges with Todd, Katie, key agency reps; target key
industries, NGO’s and Hill staff
* firstin 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
* interestrates

 GDP

* farmincome

* trade shifts

« other?

* Noregrets actions

* Nutnent management
* Soil conservation

* water conservation

* reduced till

* other?

* Resource impacts of inaction

= 2%, 3x, 4x CO2 scenarios

* effects of severe weather

* tradeoffs/interactions with other resources (e.g. water, landuse)
= regional dislocation

* worldwide production shifts

e 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

* Dbiomass

» 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.

e 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’sand A’s - key domestic and international issues ...

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

»  Media Guide?

10
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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?

11
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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?

12
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From the TelePort of: Tom Peterson

Date: Wednesday, May 13, 1998 Number of Pages: 7

To: Roger Ballentine, WH Legislative

| Fax Number: 202 456-2604
Memo: FYI: draft talking points and background 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.

D7
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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, o1l 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 concemed about the shift of micro climates upon which their production
is based.

Forest industries have been less stndent in opposition, although they remain
seriously concerned as a high emissions sector. Many have been involved in the Industres
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 CO2 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 CO2
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 agrnicultural 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 recenfly 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

3
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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.
Itisin progress. The Senate Ag committee requested this analysis early last year. The
analysis will be based on macro analysis by CEA/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 itis
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

Sierra Club

National Farmers Union
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Iowa Farm Bureau

Sustainable Agriculture
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Has been relatively positive about climate mitigation
opportunities and heavily involved in administration dialog.

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

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 policy
issue is a desire to roll back the “freedom to farm”
provisions of the 1996 farm bill.

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 thatisn’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.

Undecided on climate mitigation. Many skeptics and ultra
conservatives in group, but also very progressive on
policy. Is starting a CO2 trading group focused on soil
conservation. Being heavily courted by the coal industry to
make the lowa Primaries a occasion for the defeat of Kyoto
protocol.

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

Supportive of mitigation in general.

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

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

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

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

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.

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

07



