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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT ﬂ
8}

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET ,
Washington, D.C. 20503-0001 \/ﬁ\/f

Friday, September 11, 1998

—

LLRM ID: EHF581

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

TO: Lagistative Lialson Officer - Sea Distribution below
FROM: E. Holly Fitter (for) Assistant Director for Legislative Reference
OMB CONTACT: Robert J. Tuctillo
PHONE: {202)395-5809 FAX: {202)395-5836
SUBJECT: STATE Qs and As on Global Climate Change - Second Set of Rep.

Sensenbrenner Questions

DEADLINE: 3:0 PM Tuesday, September 15. 1998

in accordance with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us if this
ttem will aftect direct spending or receipts for purpases of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title
X!l of the Omnibus Budget Raconciliation Act of 1990,

COMMENTS:
DISTRIBUTION LIST

AGENCIES:

32-ENERGY - Bob Rabben - {202) 586-6721
33-Environmental Protection Agency - John Reeder - {202) 260-5414
Council of Economic Advisers - Liaison Officer - (202) 395-5084
19-Council on Environmental Quality - Judy Jablow - {202) 456-6448
7-AGRICULTURE - Marvin Shapiro (LRMs & EBs) - (202) 720-1516
61-JUSTICE - L. Anthony Sutin - (202) 514-2141

25-COMMERCE - Michael A. Levitt - (202) 482-3151

95-Office of Science and Taechnology Policy - Jeff Smith - (202) 456-6047
118-TREASURY - Richard S, Carro - {202) 622-0650

EOP:

Todd Stern :
Jonathan H. Adashek
David B Sandalow
Rasina M. Bierbaum
Michele Jalin

Julie M. Andarson
James W. Rubin
Robert N. Weiner
Cheryl C. Andersan
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\
LRM 1D; EHF581 SUBJECT: STATE Qs and As on Global Climate Change - Second Set of
Rep. Sensenbrenner Questions ‘ '
RESPONSE TO
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL
MEMORANDUM

If your response to this request for views is short (e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by
e-mall or by faxing us this response sheet. I the response is short and you prefer to call, please call the
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave a message with a legislative agsistant.
You may also respond by: ' .
{1) calling the analyst/attorney's direct lina {you will be connected to voice mail if the analyst does not
answar); ofr |
{2} sending us 8 mema or latter
Please include the LAM number shown abova, and the subject shown below.

TO: Robert J. Tuccillo Phone: 395-5609 Fax: 395-56836
Offica of Management and Budget
Branch-Wide Line {to reach legialative assistant): 395-4686

FROM: {Data)

{Name)

| {Agency)

({Telephone}

\

The following is the response of our agency to your lrequest for views on the above-captioned subjact:
Concur '

_____ No Objection

. No Comment

______ See proposed edits on pages

Other:

T

FAX RETURN of pages, attached to this rasponse sheet
| -
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DRAFT - DRAFT -- DRAFT

Response of the Department of State to

Questions Posed on August 7, 1998 with regard to the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

by |

F, James Sensenbreaner, Ir.

Chairman

Committee on Science

House of Representatives

1. Should the IPCC consider proposed changes in its rules before it considers the
Chairman’s proposals regarding the Synthesis Report?

At its 14th Plenary (in Vienna, September 28 - October 3, 1998) the IPCC will
embark in eamest on its Third Assessment Report on Climate Change, which the IPCC
cxpects to complete in 2001. In this effort, the IPCC and its U.S. Chairman are secking
to produce the best, most objective scientific assessment posaible, They are also seeking
to ensure that the IPCC's scientific assessment ia relevant to the questions and concems
being raised by policy-makers around the world. If not objective, the IPCC’s scientific
assessment will quickly be repudiated; if not relevant to policymakers, it will not provide
an informed and authoritative scientific basis for policy decisions.

- To carry out its Second Assessment Report, the IPCC adopted rules of procedure
to help organize and structure the assessment process and to avoid ad hoc decisions. The
rules of procedure were intended to fhcilitate and improve the scientific assessment effort.

As the IPCC embarks on its Third Assessment Report, it s ressonable gnd
desirable for the [PCC to revisit its rules to decide whether the approach adopted to serve
a previous assessment effort remains valid and should continue in the new ore.

It is also reasonable and desirable for the [PCC to adopt an approach that best
achieves its objectives of scientific objectivity and policy relevance, Past pructice and
precedent will cegtainly be instructive, but neither should preciude the IPCC from

adopting new approaches or procedures which may better serve to meet the IPCC's
objectives.

For these reasons, it would seem appropriate for the IPCC first to decide on the
approach it will take -~ for example, on whether it will produce a synthesis repert along
the lines of that proposed by the IPCC Chairman — and thereafter to adopt rules or
guidelines for how that document should be prepared,



SEP-11-1998 15:11 OMB-LRD/RDI _ 202 395 S691 P.04-20

2. Should the United States insist on line-by-linc spprova! of the Synthesis Report?

In his proposal for a new approach to the Synthesis Report, the IPCC Chairman
has urged that it consist of two parts -- a short summary for policymakers and a longer
underlying report. He has suggested that the summary for policymakers be approved
line-by-line by governments. He has also suggested that the longer underlying report be
submitted for acceptance by governments but not approved line-by-line.

The Chairman’s proposal, much of which has already been sgreed by the [PCC at
its 13th Session (Maldives, September 1997) is an outgrowth of current practice in the
IPCC. Under it, each of the IPCC's three working groups (i.e., Working Group I on
Science, Working Group II on Impacts and Adaptation, and Working Group IIT on
Mitigation) prepares a short summary for policymakers and an longer underlying report.
The summaries for policymakers are approved line-by-line by govemments. The longer
underlying reports are submitted for acceptance by governments, but not line-by-line
approval, The different status of these summarieg for policy makers and the underlying
reports is oleasly indicated in the IPCC publications themsclives.

The reason for this bifurcated approach - line-by-line government approval of the
summaries for policymakers, but government acceptance of the underlying reports - is
two-fold. First, the sheer volume of information (hundreds of pages) contained in the
underlying reports makes it impossible for governments to approve that material line-by-
line at a plenary mecting. Second, the individual chapters of the underlying reports are
prepared by small drafting teans that consist of scientists and other experts, While the
drafting team must take into account a vast number and range of written comments
submitted first in an expert peer review process and later in a combined
expert/government review process, the drafting teams are ultimately responsible for the
cantent of their chapters. If dissatisfied, govemnments can express their views at working
group meetings, differing viows can be notad in the chapters themaelves, and ultimately
governments can refige 10 accept the working group’s underlying report. However,

governments cannot compel the scientists and experts on the drafting team to alter their
conclusions.

This approach reflects the dual nature of the IPCC itself, and the need to
accommadats two kinds of concerns -~ the IPCC is a scientific and expert body, but it is
also an intetgovernmental body. On the one hand, the IPCC must strive for high
standards of scientific integrity and objectivity; on the other hand, the IPCC must ensure
that it has and maintains the confidence and suppoct of goverments in its work.

In proposing a new approach to the Synthesis Report, the IPCC Chairman noted
that the previous Synthesis Report was largely a summary of the three summaries for
policymakers of the working group reports. As such, it added little to the information
already contained in those summarieg for policymakers, and was not as useful as it might
have been in addressing the questions and concams most relevant to policymakers.

>
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Thus, the IPCC Chairman has urged (and governments have agreed) that the [PCC
seek to identify a serics of key policy questions early in the effort to prepare the Third
Assessment Report. Those questions will be considered by govermments at the IPCC’s
14th Plenary and will be provided to the IPCC Working Groups to bear in mind as they
begin their assessment work. The Working Groups will be asked to include in their
reports scientific and technical information that may bear on these key policy questions.
To be clear, the working groups will address the full range of scientific and technical
issues surrounding global climate change, but in addition they will bear in mind the key
questions relevant to polioymakers as they undertake their assessment work.

Once the working groups have completed their draft reports, a separate drafting
teamn would begin work on the Synthesis Report. Under the Chairman's proposal, that
drafting team would be gelected by the IPCC Bureau and consist of the working group
¢o-chairy, other members of the [PCC Bureau, and additional experts. The Synthesis
Report would seek to address the scientific and technical aspeets of the key policy
questions previously identified by the IPCC. It would synthesize and integrate
information already contained in the IPCC working group reports.

In considering the Chaitman’s proposal at the IPCC's 13th Plenary (September
1997 in the Maldives), the IPCC supported his effort to make the Synthesis Report more
relevant to policy-makers. At the same time, 2 number of governments
concem about how to ensure that the Synthesis Report would remain policy-neutral and
avoid policy prescription, and some insisted that the only way to ensure this result would
be to require line-by-line government approval.

Like others, the United States supported the efforts of the IPCC Chairman to
make the Synthesis Report more relevant to policy-makers, and we also agreed that it
should remain policy-neutral and avoid policy prescription. Consequently, the United
States tabled an amendment to the Chairman’s proposal. Under the U.S. proposal, the
IPCC Plenary would consider and agree on the list of key policy-relevant questions prior
to embarking on the Third Assessment Report, and this list of questions could only be
modified thereafter with the approval of the IPCC Bureau. The [PCC largely agreed with

this portion of the U.S. amendment, except that it decided that any changes in the list of
key policy-relevant questions should be made only with the agreement of the full IPCC,

In addition, the United States proposed that the ful] IPCC Bureau (with
representatives of some 28 countries, including the United States) serve as an cditorial
board with respect to the underlying portion of the Synthesis Report. In that capacity, the
full PCC Bureau) would review all wriiten comments en the draft submitted by experts
and governments, consider how the drafting team proposed to deal with those comments,
and determine whether the approach proposed by the drafting team responded adequatsly
to the issues raised. Ifnot, the Bureau would be authorized to attach a dissenting view,

In this way, the United States sought to support the objectives of IPCC Chairman
while providing greater assurance that the underlying portion of the Synthesis Report

2
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would be produced in a process that ensured lts objectivity and integrity. Unfortunately,
this portion of the amendment proposed by the United States did not win the acceptance
of all participants at the [PCC’s 13th Plenary. Thus, the issue of how the Synthesis
Report will be approved (as well as the amendment proposed by the United States)
remains on the IPCC's agenda for further consideration this year in Vienna,

Because line-by-line government approval of the underlying portion of the
Synthesis Report envisioned by the [PCC Chairman at a plenary session is not realistic,
we continue to believe that other approaches can be found that will maks the Synthesis
Report more policy-relevant but provide gavernments sufficient assurance of its
objectivity and integrity. As suggested in your letter, one alternative may be to shorten
the length of the Synthesis Report so that governments could approve it line-by-line at an
IPCC plenary session, but there may be other alternatives as well. For example, the IPCC
Bureau might undertake line-by-line approval of the underlying report, which would
subsequently be submitted to the full [PCC Plenary for its acceptance,

As we approach the IPCC’s 14th Plenary, we are cognizant of the concerns that
have been expressed. At the same time, we remain opea to approaches and altematives
that will resolve those concerns while still enabling the IPCC to make its Synthesis
Report more relsvant to policymakers.

3. Does the United States support the Chairman’s'proposals for changes in the IPCC's

approach to the Synthesis Report which would have it address a broad range of policy-
relevant questions, and why?

Yes, as stated abovs, we support the Chairman’s proposals for changes that would have
the Synthesis Report address 2 broad range of policy-relevant questions. We agree that
there s little value in having the IPCC prepare & summary of the summaries -- 8 summary
of the three summaries for policymakers of the working group reports. We sce a clear
need for the IPCC, as part of its full scientific and technical assessment of climate
change, to prepare a report that is as relevant to the questions and concerns of
policymakers ag posaible, consistent with the critical need for the IPCC to maintain its

 scientific integrity and objectivity.

Moreover, we consider the use of policy relevant questions defined by
governruents prior to initiating the Third Assessment Report to be a useful organizing
tool for presenting the material and information contained in the working group reports in
a way likely to Be more useful to policymakers. We agree, however, that the IPCC must
remain policy-neutral, that the Synthesis Roport should be based on information
contained in the working group reports, and that the Synthesis Report should not
introduce policy recommendations, In other wards, we agree that the Synthesis Report
should remain a scientific and technical document, and not a policy report,

i
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4. What are those policy-relevant questions? Has the U.S. reviewed all of those
questions and concurred in them? How? When?

The [PCC asked the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC), through its Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technologieal Advice
(SBSTA), to identify questions relevant to policymakers that should be considered by the
IPCC in preparing its Third Assessment Report. The SSBSTA held an informal meeting
with the IPCC during its session in November 1997. Annex IJ of the Report of that
session contains an appendix (Appendix II, copy attached) that lists key policy issues
identified by Parties during that informal meeting. The SBSTA thersafter invited Parties
to submit to the UNFCCC secretariat before January 20, 1998, additional information on
key policy issues to be addresscd in the Third Assessment Report. Submissions received
from Parti¢s (the United States made no written submission) were compiled and
circulated prior the SBSTA session in June 1998 (copy attached). The list included in the
SBSTA report of November 1997 together with the compilation of additional
submissions from Parties have been provided to the IPCC and will be considered by the
IPCC at its 14th Plenary, where it will adopt a final list of key policy-relevant questions.

3. When will the Synthesis Report be prepared, be subject to review, and be released?

The IPCC has not yet reached firm decisions on all of thess matters, and the issue
of how the Synthesis Repart will be approved will be considered again at the IPCC’s 14th
Plenary. We understand that the IPCC intends to begin preparation of the Synthesis
Report as soon a8 initial drafls of the working groups reports are completed, that the draft
Synthesis Report (both the summary for policymakers and the underlying report) should
be submitted for simultaneous expert and govermnment review as soon as posaible after the
working group reparts have been adopted, and that the Synthesis Report should be
released as closely as possible to release of the working group reports, probably in mid-
to late 2001. Becausc the Synthesis Report will synthesize and intagrate information
contained in the reports of the [PCC's three working groups, it is inevitable that thers will
be some delsy between finalizing those working group repons and finglizing the
- Synthesis Report.

6. Will the Synthesis Report be prepared as part of the Third Assessment Report, and if
not, what will be its purpose? '

Yes, the Synthesia Report will be prepared as part of the IPCC’s Third
Assessment Report.

7. Is the IPCC creating a new repart that is separate from the assessment?

5



SEP-11-1998 15:12 OMB/LRD/RDI _ 202 395 5891 P.98/20

No, because the Synthesis Report will synthesize and integrate information
contained in the reports of the IPCC's three working groups it will necessarily be part of
the IPCC's Third Assessment.

8. Why are the IPCC Rules of Procedure proposed to be designated as “Guidelines”, and
does this change mean or imply that such “Guidelines™ are not binding on the IPCC, its
Chajrman or the lead authors?

As noted in the response to the first question above, the IPCC adopted rules of
procedure to help organize and structure its scientific and technical agsessment effort and
to avoid ad hoc decisions. Once adopted, the IPCC (including its Chairman and the lead
authors) secks to follow its rules or guidelines so as to conduct its work in an arderly
manner, to provide experts and governments sufficient time in which to review and
comment on [PCC drafts, and to promote transparency.

First and foremost, however, the IPCC is a scientific assessment effort undertaken
by ovex.2,000 of the world’s pre-eminent scientists and experts, nearly all of whom
contribute their time and expertise without compensation, The IPCC's rules or guidelincs
are designed to facilitate their work, not complicata it,

As we understand it, the proposed re-designation from [PCC Procedures to IPCC
Guidelines is intended to indicate that, while such procedures are expected to be
observed, insistence on meticulous compliance would be inappropriate given the massive
scale and complexity of the [PCC assessment effort. Still, as noted, the IPCC has a
strong interest in ensuring that its procedures are carefully observed because any material
lapse inavitably invites criticism of the IPCC and can call its work into question. This
interest is the same, whether the title is procedures or gnidelines. :

9. If the IPCC’s Guidelines are binding, what does this proposed change in title mean or
imply, and does the United States support this change?

The United States supports the change because, as noted above, it has no practical
significance with respect to the rights of parties or the integrity of the IPCC process.
Further, the United States believes that technical or minor procedural irregularities that do
not materially affect the integrity of the process should not be used to call into question
the work produce of the IPCC,

o

TOTAL P.@7
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Questions Submitted by Science Committee Chairman F. James Sensenbrenner, Jr. to the
Honorable Stuart E. Eizenstat on August 7, 1998

QL. Annex B to the Kyoto Pratocol lists the 39 Patties subject to Protocol's Article 3
commitments, and this list includes Croatia, I.ithnania, Slovenia and the Ulkrnine. However, a
table of calculations ("“Total carbon dioxide emissions of Annex I Parties in 1990. for the
pux-poeas of Article 25 of the Kyoto Protovol™), which was not adopted in Kyoto as part of the
Protocol was prepared by the FCCC Secretariat and Included as page 60 of dccument
Fccc/CPUSSIATAGG. 1. That table lists only 34 of the Annex B Pasties, and does not include
Croatia, Lithuania, Slovenig, Ukraine and the Eurmpean Union.

Q1.1 Please explain why these four Parties (Croatia, Lithuania, Slovenia and the Ukraine) are not
included in the Secretariat's table of calculations. :

Al.l These countries were not included because they had not submitted any data with
regard to their 1990 emisslons; thus, the Secretariat could not provide data as it did for the
other listed countries. Note that both Ukraino and Lithoanis kuve sabsequenty submitted
their communications: Ukralne in February 1998, and Lithaanla in March 1998,

Q1.2 Iunderstand from Dr. Janct Yellen's testimony and her recent report (*The Kyoto Protocol
and the President's Policies to Address Climate Change: Administratiun Economic Analysis?”)
that in order for the United States to meet its Kyoto target at “2 relatively modest” it will need 1o
rcly heavily on emissiuns trading under the Protocol with such countries as the Ukraine. Please
indicate what effect of the emissions of these four Partics, particularly in the case of the Ukraino,
will have on the ability of the U.S. to mest its obligations.

A.1.2 The CEA analysis does not provide any specific, disaggregated information about
thesc countries, However, estimates regarding the advantage of ncinding the former Soviet
Unlon (FSU; including Ukraine) as well as countries in Eastern Europs in an emissions
trading regime are significant. CEA’s analysis suggests that their inclusion reduces the
cost of permit prices by appraximately 72% below costs should the US be required to
undertake all emission reductions domestically. Projections of the TEA suggest that the
carbon emissions of the FSU and Eaytern Europe will be at or below 1990 levels at least
through 2020. No specific country projections for Ukraine have been prepared.

Q2. During the June 1998 Bonn meeting of the FCCC Subsidiary Badics, there wers discussions
on the issue of Turkey joining the FCCC a3 2 non-Annex ] Party. The United States and others
seemed to suggest that developing countries that are also OECD members have an obligation to

becoue Amnex B members to the Kyoto Protocol and be subject to all of the commitments of the
Protocol. |

Q2.1 Please identify all deve.lf:vping countries that are OECD members.

-
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A2.1 The following countries are members of the OECD: Australia, Austria, Belgiom,
Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, ltaly, Japan,
Korea, Loxembourg, Mexico, Netheriands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spaia,
Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom, and the United States.

Q2.2 What are their obligations as OECD members to become Annex B Parties and accept the
commitments of Annex B Parties if they want to continue to be OBCD members?

A2.2 The participation of a country in the OECD does not obligate that country to assume
commitments under the UNFCCC nor under Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol, nor is :
acceptance of such commitments a prerequisite for retaining OECD status,

Q2.3 What, if any, sanctions or enforcement mechanisms can be imposed by the OECD in this
tegard?

A2.3 OECD does have the ability to adopt decisions that are binding on its member states.
However, we are not aware of any existing sanctions or enforcement mechanisins that have
been imposed to date within the context of the OECD, and would expect it to be even more
unlikely that sanctions might be imposed on member states for obligations incurred (or not
incurred) under g non-QECD agreement. Thus, while technically feasible, we believe the
imposition of sanctions to be extremely uplikely, (consalt with L/EUR - Keith Lokan; ext
76915) '

Q3. Senator Hagel and I have asked you to define the term “meaningful participation from key
developing countries” which has often been used by the Administration befors and after Kyoto.
It is a phrase that is not found in Senate Resolution 98. Your April 1998 replics to the Senator
on this issue were as follows: :

Climate change is a global problem that requires 2 global solution. Current projections show that
developing country emission will surpass those from Industrialized countries by 2030 ot sooner.
The problem of climate change cannot be solved unless developing countrics take measures
themselves to limit greenhouse gas emission.

In determining what developing countries ought to do. we should be aware 0101 the
circumstances of developing countries vary widely, along a kind of continuwn Some today are
very poor: their gresnhouse gas emission are negligible and ars likely to remain so/or the
foreseeable future. Others, whose greenhouse gas emissions are fairly substantial, are relatively
well off. Some are poor on a per capita basis, but their greenhouss gas emissions today rivel or
surpass those of the advanced industrialized nations Still others have already joined ranks with
the industrialized world In the OBCO but have not yet fully accepted the added responsibility for
protection of the global environment that comes with their new status. '
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“We found In Kyoto that even among the industrialized countries it was necessary tn recognize
the individual national circumstances faced by those differently situated in order to reach
agreement. notwithstanding nur common purpose. Similarly any uniform. inflexible approach to
the “meaningful participation of developing countries” is unlikely to prevail.

“The term 'developing country’ encompasscs a8 wide range of nations which are at varinus stages
of industnialization and contribute differently to global emissions. Accordingly, there is no one-
size-fits-all approach to measuring develnping country participation. Clearly a country with pee
capita high GNP or one that emits a proportionally large share of global emissions should be
expected to do more than onc that is poor or whose emisslons are negligible. China and India in
terms of their contributions to global emissions, the size of their populations and their rates of
economic growth, are clearly key countries in the effort to contro] global gresnhouse gas
emissions.”

“The Protoeol's Clean Development Mechanism will ulso promote cooperative projects between
industrialized and developing counties designed to limit emission in developing counmies. And
developing countrics may take a quantified emission limitations commitments under the
Protocol's amendment procedure that will enable them to participate in emissions trading with
industrialized countries. But these elements alone do not amount to the meaningfisl participation

- that the Prasident has called for as 3 prerequisits for submission of the Protocol to the Senate tor
approval. More must be done to bring key developing countries more fully into the global
responss {u clinule change.™

These replies are both vague and rather non-responsive, On July 16, 1998, the Dow Janes
International News Service reported that “South Koroa tells Japan it is 1¢ady to volunzarily
reduce greenhouse gas crissions from 2018, despite not being obliged Lo do so under an
agreoment adopted at last Decernber's UN., Climate Change Conference.”

Q3.1.1 Has South Korea informed the State Department that it will adopt new commitments as a
developing country and comply fully with the provisions of the Kyoeto I'rotocgl?

A3.1.1 Na, the Republic of Korea has not so informed the State Department.

Q3.1.2 Is any such commitment including the reported 2018 “base year” which has not been
with your definition of the phrasa “mesningful participation™?

A3.1.1 No. In our view newly industrialiced aations, such as Korea and Mexicn, should

adopt emissions growth targets for the first commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol,
ive.y 2008-12.

Q3.1.3 How would South Korea adopt such 2 commitnent?

A3.1.3 It deponds upon what is meant by adopting "such a commitment". A State could
decide to take certain domestic steps related to climate change, irrespective of any
International obligation to do so (for example, by enacting relevant legisiation).
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Alternatively, it could seek to reflect its intended actions in the form of an igternationai
obligadon, If such an obiigation were to be reflected as part of the Kyato Protocol in
particular (as opposed to another international agreement), it could potentially be
incorporated in a gumber of different ways (1¢¢ answer to 3.1.4 below),

Q3.1.4 Please sxplain the process by which the Conference of the Parties (COP) and COP
serving as a meeting to the Protocol wounld incorporate this commitrpent into the Protocal.

A3.1.4 If the Kyoto Protocol were already in force, the COP serving as the meeting to the
Pratacol (the "COP/MOP") could, pursuant to the amendineat procedure set forth in the
Protocol, adopt an amendment reflecting 2 quantitatve obligation on the part of a State
not currenily listed in Annex B. If, as in the example given, the obligation related to 2
commitment period beyond the first one, it conld be incorpnrated into the same
amendment in which the obligatlons of existing Annex I Parties with respeer to future
commitment periods will be incorporated.

If it were desired (0 modify the Kyoto Protocol before it enters into force, the COP could
theoretically adopt a modifying instrament that would have the effect of modifying the
Protacol as of its entry into force. However, concerning the particular example given, it is
more likely that an abligation relating to a commitment period beyond the first one Would
be incorporated into the amendment reflectiug the obligations of all other Annex I Parties
for subscquent commitment periuds.

Q3.1.5 What other countries besides South Korea have made similer commitments since
December 19977

A3.1.8 No countries other than those listed fu Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol have made

commitments to adopt quantified emissions limitation or reduction commitments since
December 1997,

Q3.2 Do you agree that countries auch es South Korea, Tuiwan, Brazil, South Afinca, Singapore,
Thailand, Mexico, Malaysia, and Indonesis, as well as China and India are “key” developing
coualrics for purposes of the “participation” called for in Senate Resolution 987

A3.2 Senate Resolution 98 does not differentiate between key developing countries and
other develaping countries. We agree, however, that the particvipation of countries such as
the Republic of Korea, Brazil, South Africa, Singapore, Thalland, Mexico, Malaysia,
Indonesia, China nad Indin — and the example set by them « will be critical In dealing
mesuingfully with the threat of global warming,

Q3.3 Itis my understanding that, at tha June 1998 Bonn mecting of the FCCC Subsidiary
Bodies, the U.S. delegation was thwarted in its efforts through several avenues to ensure that
new emission limitation and reduciiva commitments for developing countries would be on the
agenda for the November meeting of COP-4. In fact, the G-77, and China opposed an agenda
itesns in this regard by the hoat country Argenting, and the efforts to link the item to the Turkey

. 4
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issue were not productive. Moreover, on the last day of the Bonn session, the Indonesian
delegate, speaking for the G-77 and China, said that "COP-4 should not be distracted by issues
which are extraneous to the letter and spirit of the Convention, namely through introductions of
any new commitments for the developing country Parties.” While I can appreciate that you may
be conducting discussions about this issue with China and with other nations, the results, if any,
are not evident in the Convention proceedings. What is the Administration's timetable for
gaining these commitments as part of the Protocol?

A3.3 Bringing developing countries more fully into the global response to climate change 1s
m—mplex and difficunit task that is complicated by the very different national situations
faced by developing countries. In our view, newly industrialized and advanced developing
countries should be encouraged to adopt voluntary commitments to limit the growth in :
their greenhouse gas emissions in the first budget period (2008-12). At the same time, other
developing countries should aiso be encouraged to take meaningful actions to improve
energy efflclency, switch to fucls that produce fewer greenhouse gases, increase the
percentage of renewable forms of energy production in their national fuel mix, slow
deforestation, preserve and protect greeuhouse gas sinks and reservoirs, ete. In addition,
developing countries In a pasitiou to do so should be encouraged to support the efforts of
less fortunate countries to respond to global warming. We anticipate that many more
developing countries should take on quantified emissions limitation abjectives in the
commitment period that will begin after 2012, '

4. Atthe June 1998 Bonn meeting of the FCCC Subsidiary Bodies, the Subsidiary Body for
Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) adopted the following conglusion (paragraph 2 of
document FCCC/SBSTA/1998/CRP.3):

“It {SBSTA] understands the meaning of Article 3.3 in the Kyoto Pratocol to be as follows: The
adfustment to a Party's assigned amount shall be equal to verifiable changes in carbon stocks
during the period 2008 to 2012 resulting from direct human-induced activities of afforestation,
reforestation and deforestation since | January 1990. Where the result of this calculation is g net
sink, this value shall be added to the Party's assigned amount. Where the result of this
calculation is a net emission, this value shall be subtracted from the Party's assigned amount”
[emphasis supplied] :

Article 3.3 of the Kyoto Protecol states:

"The net changes in greenhouse gas emission by sources and removals by sinks resulting from
direct human-induced land-use changs and forestry activities 1 limited to afforestation.
reforestation and deforestation since 1990 measured as verifiable changes in carbon stocks in
eéach commitment period, shall be used to meet the commitments under this Article of each Party
included in Annex I. The greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks associated
with those activities shall be reported in a transparent and verifiable manner and reviewed in
accordance with Articles 7 and 8.” (emphasis supplied)

|/
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4.1 It appears that SBSTA, apparently with the support of the U.S. delegatior, is attempting t
change the Protocol by “conclusion.” I also note that it is my understanding that despite ¢lear
instructions to the contrary by the Senate t0 your Department, the Parties to the COP adoptcd a
“no reservation” clausc in Article 26, which would apparently preclude the Senate from adosting
reservations a8 a condition of advice and consent to ratifivativn (sce “Treaties and Other
International Agresments: The Role of the United States Senate”, A Study prepared for the
Cummitiec on Foreign Relations, United States Senate by the Congressional Research Service,
Library of Congress. November 1993, S. Prt 103-53. page xxix). However, in this action by
SBSTA, the Parties have apparently concluded that they may change the Protocol to their liking
even hefare any country ratifies it, by this informal, non-bindiny prucess, rather than by
amendment pursuant to Article 20.

Q4.1.1 Please identify the provision in the Protocol that authorizes much changes by conclusion
or decision by any Subsidiary Body or the COP. :

A4.1.1 The SBSTA document you refer to does not represent a binding decision.

First, Article 3.3 doev nul suthorize an Interpretive decision. Secound, in no sveut would
SBSTA (as opposed to the COP or COP/MOP, whichever were anthorized) have the
authority to take such s decision.

Q4.1.2 I note that some Articles ol the Protocol call for guidelines, rules. etc., while others (e.g.
Article 3.3) da not. Do the Parties have authority in the Protocol to adopt guldelines. miles,
modalities, interpretations for provision or Articles that do not specificaily authorize guidelines,
rules, etc., and if 30, please explain the basis for that view and indicate which body under the
Convention or Protocol has this authority.

Ad.1.3 You correctly note that some Articles of the Protocol expressly call for further
decisions on rules, ete. to be taken, while others do not. In the case where s Protocol
provision expressly mandates or authorizes a farther decision, it depeads upon the context
of the provision whether such a decision would be legally bindiug. However, in the case
where sach a decision is not expressly mandated or authorieed, there Is no guestion that
any decision taken by the Partles in that regard would not be legally binding.

4.1,3 Must the SBSTA decision to change the term “since 1990” to “since January 1,1990" be
adopted by decision of the FCCC Conference of tho Partics (COP) to b valid? Can that be done
before the Protocol enters into force? -

A4.1.3 It is unclear what your question intends by the term "valid." As noted in the
response to question 4.1,1 above, Article 3.3 does not authorize a binding decision, even if
such a decision were taken by the COP serving as the meoting of the Parties (u the Protocol

("COP/MOP"). Thus, even if the SBSTA document were later approved by the COP/MOP,
it would not be binding upon Parties.
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Q4.2 When and if the Kyato Protocol is submitted to the Senate for advice and consent to
ratification, will the Senate be considering the Protocol as adopted on December 11, 1997 of
with such subsequent changes, and how will the Senate be made aware of such changes?

Ad.2 1f any decisions were takea that would be binding upon Parties, the Senate would
certainly be made aware of such decisions for purposes of its consideration of the Protocol.

Q4.3 Ts the SBSTA setting a precedent to be followed for other provisions in the Protocol, such
as the term by 2005” in Article 3.2. and the word “supplemental” in Article 17, that some might
want to “clarify” through this mechanism?

A4.3 No, the SBSTA is not setting a precedent for other provisions:

— As a threshold matter, for the reasons noted abave in the response to 4.1.1, the
SBSTA document does not represent a binding decision.

—~ Specifically regarding the term "by 2008," this term is not amenable to a binding
decision by the COP or COP/MOP. In any event, the term, which uses the word
"by" (as opposed to "since") and appears in a different context, would need to be
interpreted on its own merits.

= Specifically regarding the term "supplemental,” this term is also not amenable to
& binding decision by the COP or COP/MOP. Although the COP is expressly
authorized to define the relevaut principles, modalities, rules and guidelines for
emissions trading, it is clear from the provision (ineluding its negotiating history)
that the COP is not authorized to further define (or quantify) the term
"supplemental.”

Q4.4 What are the consequences for the U.S. of this change?

Ad4.4. The change reforred to Interprets the text “since 1990” of Article 3.3 to be

considered inclusive of the year 1990 ~ that is, beginning on January 1, 1990 and not on
December 31, 1990. The United States supported this interpretation for two principal
reasons:

(1) it belped assure a maore robust data base (recogﬂlzlng the reality that many countries

have good data for 1990 activities, but may not have recorded equally good data In
1991); and .

(2) It allowed the United States to count afforestation, refﬁrestndon and deforestation

activities implemented in 1990 to cogut against our budget perlod commitment (noting
that these actions total several million metric tons of emissions offscts).

) >
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The net benefits identified were considered were significant both the overall system and to
the United States, and were supported by the United States in Bonn.

Q4.5 What analysis did the U.S. perform prior to Bonn to assure itself that this change is in the
best economic and environmental interests of the U.S.? Please provide that analysis,

A4.5 The analysis was simple: the delegation was aware that the activities deseribed in
Article 3.3 contributed to a net decrease in CO2 emissions; thus, we sought to have these
actlons counted against the U.S. committent. A more accurate global accounting of net
emissions and a reduced cost to the Untied States resnited from this position. No further
analysis was considered necessary to adopt this position.

Q5. In addition, SBSTA madg the following requests:

"The SBSTA requested the secreiariat to organize a workshop prior to the fourth session of the
Conference of the Parties (COP-4) with participation by experts including those nominated by
the Intgrgovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), possibly coincident with an [PCC
expert meeting. The purpose of the workshop will be to consider data availahility based on
definitions used by Parties and international organizations including their implications, in
relation to Article 3.3 and to consider any further inputs to the IPCC, including to the report
referred to in paragraph 5 below. It also agreed to plan a second workshop after COP-4 10
Jocus on issues arising from Article 3.4 and document FCCC/SBSTA/1998/INF. 1, the comments
submitted by Parties and issues arising from the first workshop. It requested the secretariat to
report at the initial workshop at the ninth session of the SBSTA, "(paragraph 4 of document
FCCC/SBSTA/1998/CRP.3)

“The SBSTA requested the IPCC to prepare and provide information to the SBSTA and the COP,
in particular a special report as defined by IPCC procedures, on land-use, land-use change and
Sforestry, in order to enable tha COP to take decision on land-use change and forestry, in order
10 enable the COP to take decisions on recommendations on these issues to the Conference of the
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties 10 the Kyoto Protocol at its first session. The
special report should address the methodological, scientific and technical implications of the
relevans articles of the Protocol particularly Article 3. The special report should consider the
anthropogenic implications of full carbon stock accaunting, set the averall scientific context Jor
considsration of land-use, land-use change and forestry activities, and consider the initiol list of
sctentific and technical questions contained in FCCC/SBSTA/1998/INF.1 and comments
provided by the Parties to the secretariat by 15 August 1998." (paragraph S of document
FCCC/SBSTA/1998/CRP.3)

Q5.1 Iunderstand that the U.S, supported the need for these wotkshops and was even willing to
fund all or part of them. Please explain:

Q5.1.1 Why these workshops are noeded and degirable for U.S. purposes.
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AS.1.1 It was clear from the discussion in Bonn that different members of the international
community held different views on the interpretation of Article 3.3. In order to achjeve 2
more tragsparent and common understanding of how the land use change and forestry
provisions of the Protocol are to be implemented, it was considered necessary to come to 2
common understanding of the language - and the best way to such common views was
thought to be through a serles of technical and policy relevant workshops.

Q5.1.2 When they are scheduled.

AS.1.2 To date, only the first of the workshops has been scheduled; it is to be held in Rome
(Headquarters of the Food and Agriculture Organization) from September 23-25, 1998, We
anticipate a second workshop in February 1999; neither the precise date nor venue for that
sesgion have yet been set.

Q5.1.3 What effort will be made in the U.S. to ensure broad participation by interested persons
in the private secror,

A5.1.3 The Administration has widely solicited names of technical experts to participate in
the technical portions of the workshop — nominsating individuals with academie,
environmental organizational, and private sector backgrounds to participate, as well as
those from within the government, We have also held consultations on the issues of land
use change and forestry with members of forest and forest products industries, seeking to
fully understand both thefr concerns, and possible proposals to address these concerns.
Finally, the Subsidiary Body for Scieatific aud Technological Advice, which is co-
sponsoring the meeting with the IPCC, Is open to all accredited observer organizations to
the FCCC, Members of the private sector are thus able to attend the workshop as
observers as long as they register appropriately.

Q5.1.4 The estimated costs to conduct these workshops and the extent of U.S. finding,

AS.1.4 We do not have an estimate of the cost to hold the workshop. However, we do know
that much of the meeting cost is being borne by the FAO (which is to host the session),
while the participation of experts (particularly from developed countries) is being
supported by nominating governments. We have requested additional detail on gctual
meeting costs from the FCCC Secretariat. The United States has offered to host the second
workshop; we anticipate 2 meeting cost of approximately $50,000 to support this sessfop.

Q5.2 Flease identify and provide the relevant “definitions used by Parties and international
organizations.” Have the definitions of “afforestation, and deforestation”™ been defined in the
U.S.? Ifnot, why not, and if so, please provide them,

AS.2 Attached is a paper prepared by USDA’s Forest Service that has examined the
international literature on forestry related definitions. As can be seen, a wide varlety of
interpretations exist for each term. The Administration has not taken a decision on which
deflnitions should be used for purposes of the FCCC process; we are currently engaged in a
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process to evaluate the alternatives, and to determine which would be the most
appropriate,

Q5.3 Please explain the nature of “decisions on land-use changes and forestry™ that you believe
should be considered and taken by the COP.

AS.3 Net greeuhouse gas emissions from land use change and forestry are currently
inadequately documented ~ both because of poor guidelines for reporting on these sectors,
and because of uncertaintics with regard to actual net emissions. In the Administration's
view, a work program must be developed both to improve our underlying nnderstanding of
the science of the emissions by sources and removals by sinks from these sectors, and to
develop proper reporting guidelines for inventorying such emissions and removals. The
CQOP, working through the SBSTA and jointly with the YPCC, is expected to agree on a
regime for properly monitoring and reporting on these emissions. Initial decisions on this
work program were taken in Bonn at the eighth session of the SBSTA; these decisions, and
additional recommendations are likely to be approved by COP-4 in Baenos Alres, and final
agrecment, based on the outcome of this work program are likely to be agreed at COP-5
and COP-6,

Q5.4 When do you contemplate such decisions to be made?

A3.4 We anticipate decizsions on land use change and forestry being taken iu & number of
different fora: Scientific recommendations and modifications to the IPCC guidelines
would be taken by the IPCC; technical decisions affecting the FCCC would be taken by the
SBSTA and formally adopted by the Conference of the Parties; and decisions affecting the
Protocol could be taken in some cases by the Conference of the Parties to the FCCC, and in
other cases by the Conference of the Parties to the FCCC serving as the meeting of the
Parties to the Protocol. Decisions could be taken by the IPCC at plenary sessions over the
mext several years, decisions by the SBSTA conld be taken at thelr next session (on the
margins of COP-4 on Buenos Aires in November 1998) or in meetings in 1999 and
subsequently. We do not auticipate formal decisions proposing to establish agreed
definitions for “afforestation”, “deforestation” or “reforestation” to be taken unti! at least
COP-S in late 1999,

Q5.5 Please provide a copy of any U.S, “comments” provided to the Secretariat with respect 10
paragraph J of document FCCC/SBSTA/1998/CRP.3 3 ¢cited above,

AS.S Attached plnsé find a copy of the U.S. comments submitted the FCCC in response to
the request of FCCC/SBSTA/1998/CRP.3. :

Q5.6 As to the Special Report, I understand that the IPCC has already developed a “Proposed

* Timetable” that will result in its issuance in June 2000, which is close to the issuance of the

Third Assessment. Indeed a July 9, 1998 document, No. 18036/ M/IPCC/SRLFC, provides a
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very extensive “Draft Qutline™ for the Special Report and states that “broader issues will be
addressed in the relevant Wotking Groups of the IPCC Third Assessment Report (TAR)".

Q5.6.1 What are those “broader issues” that are not covered by the *Draft Outline™?

AS5.6 The special report on land use, land use change and forestry is to cover a wide variety
of topics, as evidenced by the draft outline. Its focus is specific, and principally related to
operational questions of how to define aspects of land use chauge and forestry, and based
on these definitions, to propose guidelines for reporting on such activities to promote
consistency and compatibility of accounting systems. Thus, topics such as definitions for
afforestation, deforestation and reforestation are included, as are discussions of additional
activities in the land use area (e.g-, arable land, pastoral and forest land management, and
restorstion of degraded lands). Furthermore, the report is envisioned to tnclude a section
on reporting guidelines, In fulfillment of an IPCC focus on developing appropriate
reporting guidance on all aspects of climate change inveatorylng activities, In support of
this operational aspect, the report will also include a2 section on global issues - including an
introductory section examining carbon reservoirs and accountiug systems, the role of
carbon fertilization, and global trends in land uge and Jand uge changes.

Ta contrast, the IPCC Third Assessment Report has a different focus: it is to consider
underlying scientific and technical questions related to the carbon cycle jtself — including
current efforts to improve the modeling of the cycle. Itis also to broadly consider issues
celated to impacts of and adaptation to climate changes, as well as mitigation options,
including with respect to land use, land use change and forestry. Thus, the TAR s not
operationally focused, nor specifically responsive to a specific FCCC request,

Q5.6.2 Why couldn't all of these issues, including thoss for the Special Report, be covered by
the TAR and thus obviate the need for a new and costly report within the ambit of the TAR?

A3.6.2 The TAR is not structured to address specific operational questions. Rather, it is
focused on assessing underlying scientiflc issues, Issues of operational relevance, such as
those envisloned to be part of the Special Report, would thus not be covered. Furthermore,
the SBSTA, at is most recent session in Bonn in June, 1998, decided that it was important
to have specific answers to operatjonal questions prior to the completion of the TAR (not
envisioned until 2001). It thus made a formal request to the IPCC to undertake a special
report; IPCC procedures indicate such a report would be completed by Iate 1999. Costs
for such work are anticipated to be relatively smafl — and mostly met through in-kind
contributions of participating governments, '

Q5.6.3 What s the urgency for the Special Report, particularly if the Protocol is 1ot ratified and
entered into force by 20007

A5.6.3 The Admiuistration believes that the Protacol is a strong and appropriate step in
the international effort to mitigate the serious threat of climate change, even recognizing

that it does not fully address all important issues, including the meaningful participation of
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developing conntries, and some procedural and methodological questions. 'We are thus
seeking, as a priority matter, to work on those aspects of the agreement that remain
unfinished ~ including issues related to land use change and forestry. Inasmuch as these
questions are not specifically connected to the Third Assessment Report of the IPCC, it
seemed appropriate to have them move forward on independent timetables - each
according to the needs of their respective organizations. The IPCC’s report has been set on
a year 2000 timetable to meet the needs of a full assessment; there was no reason to delay
the special report on sinks as it could be readily completed more expeditiously.

Q6. An Article in the July 28, 1998 edition of Air Daily quotes Acting Assistant Secretary of
Statc Melinda Kimble as saying that the negotiations on rules for implementing the Kyoto
Protocol will take at least two years, The article then states:

“Meanwhile, an environmental atiomey called a slower negotiating pace perfectly appropriate’
given the host of issues that must be resolved before flaxible mechanisms could be put in place.
For example, the so-called “operational entities” that are supposed io verify CERs [Certified
Emissions Reductions] can't be named until the Kyoto Protocol goes into effect, said the
attorney, Don Goidberg of the Center for Internationa! Environmental Law,”

Do you agree with these remarks?

Answer 6 We agree that there are a host of issues that must be resolved before the
flexibility mechanisms become operational, We also agree that this effort could take two
Years. We note, however, that the provisions of the Kyoto Protocol itself put the flexibility
mechanisms [n place. Also in our view, the Conference of the Parties under the existing
Convention can designate ‘operational entitles’ before the Kyoto Protocol enters into force,

subject to subsequent conflrmation by the Conference of the Parties serving as the Meeting
of the Parties under the Protocol.

Q7. The President, in his iuly 25, 1998 radio address on global warming issues, said;

"Flrst, I'm directing federal agencies to work more closely with private contractors to retrofit
Jederal buildings and other facilities with the best energy-saving technology at no cost to
taxpayers. Second, we 'll replace hundreds of thousands of conventional light bulbs and fixtures
with more efficient fluorescents, which will pay back in energy savings nearly five times what
they cost to install, Third, I'm directing all agencies to work toward bringing their existing
buildings up to EPA ‘Energy Star* standard of energy efficiency. And fourth, the Defense
Department and six other federal agencias will adopt ‘sustainable design’ guidelines for all new
federal buildings to reduca thelr energy use.

“Now, together these measures will save laxpayers as much as $1 biilion a year in energy costs.

They'll help to jump start markets for new technologies, and they Il protect our environment by
raducing greenhouse gas emissions. "'
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Record Type: Record

To: Alice H. Williams/CEA/EOP

cc:

Subject: Leave

Alice it is probably too late but as | was checking today's interest rates

| realized | was out on Monday, Aug. 31. Could you put me in for 8 hours

sick leave that day?

Thanks.



Record Type: Record

To: Jeffrey A. Frankel/CEA/EOP

cc:
Subject: U.S. Invitees by WG3 to IPCC Scoping Meeting

FINALLY...

(I'll write you more about this soon)

Forwarded by Adele C. Morris/CEA/EOP on 05/21/98 01:07 PM

ddokken @ usgcrp.gov
05/21/98 12:47:00 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Adele C. Morris

cc:
Subject: U.S. Invitees by WG3 to IPCC Scoping Meeting

Dear Ms. Morris -

Please pardon the brief delay.

Richard Moss asked that | forward the list of IPCC Working Group Il U.S.

invitees to the Scoping Meeting. Please note that I've requested that the
WG3 TSU provide updates to this list, since | sent my broadcast to
non-Federal U.S. scientists eligible for travel support before WG3 had
fleshed out their list. There may be additional requested U.S.
participants; however, | hope that the WG3 silence indicates otherwise.
Here's the list:

Sandra Brown*

Environmental Research Laboratory
US Environmental Protection Agency
200 SW 35th Street

Corvallis, OR 97333

541 754 4346 (voice)

541 754 4799 (fax)

british@ heart.cor.epa.gov

Jae Edmonds™

Technical Planning and Analysis Center
Battelle Pacific Northwest Laboratory
901 D Street, SW, Suite 900



Washington DC 20024

202 646 5243 (voice)

202 646 5233 (fax)
ja_edmonds @ccmail.pnl.gov

Henry Jacoby
Sloane School of Management
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
E52-444
.Cambridge, MA 02142
617 253 6609 (voice)
617 259 6855 (fax)
hjacoby @ mit.edu

William Moomaw

The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy
Tufts University

Packard Avenue

Medford MA 02155

617 627 3700 (voice)

617 627 3712 (fax)

wmoomaw @ tufts.edu

Paul D. Raskin
Tellus Institute

11 Arlington Street
Boston, MA 02116
617 266 5400 (voice)
617 266 8303 (fax)
praskin@tellus.org

Richard Richels

Strategic Development Group
Electric Power Research Institute
P.O. Box 10412

Palo Alto CA 94303

415 855 2602 (voice)

415 855 2950 (fax)

rrichels @msm.epri.com

Jayant Sathaye

Environmental Energy Technologies Division
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory

Building 90, Room 4000

One Cyclotron Road

Berkeley CA 94720

510 486 6294 (voice)

510 486 6996 (fax)

jasldc@dante.Ibl.gov

Roger Sedjo

Resources for the Future
1616 P Street, NW
Washington DC 20036



202 328 5065 (voice)
202 939 3460 (fax)
sedjo@rff.org

John Weyant*

Energy Modeling Forum

Terman Engineering Center, Room 406
Stanford University

Stanford, CA 94305-4022

415 723 0645 (voice)

415 723 4107 (fax)
weyant@Leland.stanford.edu

Please note that those with an asterisk (*) were invited by Working Group
I, but overlap and will participate in some of the WG3 sessions.

I'll let you know if the WG3 TSU informs us of any additions/deletions.
Sincerely,

Dave Dokken

Project Administrator

IPCC Working Group Il TSU
400 Virginia Avenue, SW
Suite 750 :
Washington, DC 20024
+1.202.314.2229 (voice)
+1.202.488.8678 (fax)
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O_FFICE OF THE U.S. GLOBAL CHANGE RESEARCH PROGRAM
Suite 750

400 Virginia Avenue, SW
Washington DC 20024
PHONE: (202) 488-8630 (30 4-2233
FAX:  (202) 488-8681,/(202) 488-8¢78 Internet: mmaccrac@usgcerp.gov

FROM: acken

DATE:

SUBJECT: I?

DDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDDD .MQ E?.'!DQS#QQ..w"t##.t&#t*“.t‘.*b‘#
- Tl-usfax cons:sts of page(s) including this page

...................................................................................

MESSAGE:

ot bmed en m?e& {2 \Zem?.er&qw

— P z»«q,\amd w Ko \edkr, Ko USG meads s B
Woke Ao inathiry & e TAR  anHax ‘a«
Re 27 e (Ko oRP w*\g on el
o oS | @ndh s Yoo sthed 56 wnaler )

L wemnadus —
ore  hweh "‘&%@%‘W
ad ol Weld w‘u‘m wogs Tl

3 W |\ € fwé \_\g,~ mere. o 6/(1’\
*wh, o canomes conmnty:



0i/21/98 WED 10:43 FAX 202 488 8681 USGCRP

Participating Agencies:
Department of Agriculture
Department of Commerce
Department of Defense
Department of Energy
Department of Health and

Human Services
Department of the Interior
Department of State
Environmental Protection

Agency
National Aeronautics and

Space Administration

National Science
Foundation

Smithsonian Institution

Office of Management
and Budget

Office of Science and
Technology Policy

U. S. Global Change Research Program

January 9, 1998

Dear Colleague,

@002

The United States Government has been asked to submit nominations of

experts to contribute to the Third Assessment Report of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). On behalf of the
Subcommittee on Global Change Research, I would like to solicit your
suggestions for experts the U.S. should nominate as Lead Authors,

Contributing Authors and Review Editors to participate in the preparation

of this report which will begin in 1998 and is to be completed late in the
year 2000.

As you may know, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(TPCC) was jointly established by the World Meteorological Organization
(WMO) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) to
assess available information on climate change science, impacts,
adaptation and mitigation, and economics. To date, the [PCC has
coordinated an assessment process which has culminated in the
publication of a First Assessment Report (1990), a Supplementary Report
(1992), a Second Assessment Report (1995), and many other technical

papers, special reports, and methodologies. All IPCC reports are developed

by international author teams and undergo extensive government and
expert review, involving the private sector and non-governmental
organizations. The work of the IPCC has been critical in developing an
understanding of the climate change issue worldwide, and in providing
input into the international negotiation process; the IPCC is the primary
body providing scientific and technical information into the further
negotiation and implementation of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change.

The Third Assessment Report will consist of contributions by three

Working Groups on: -

¢ Climate System
¢ Climate Change Impacts and Adaptation Options, and
* Options to Mitigate Climate Change

A Synthesis Report will be developed from the contributions of the three
Working Groups to provide a policy-relevant synthesis and integration.
The focus of the Third Assessment Report will be on information
generated since the Second Assessment Report, with special emphasis on
the regional aspects of climate change.

Office of the USGCRP, Suite 750, 400 Virginia Avenue SW, Washington DC 20024
el. 202-488-8630; Fax: 202-488-8681; E-mail: office@usgerp.gov; Web: hitp:/fwww.usgcrp.gov
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At this time, we would like to solicit your suggestions for relevant experts to
participate in the preparation of the Third Assessment Report. You are welcome to
nominate yourself. Three general categories of experts have been identified by the
IPCC:

e Lead Authors (primary responsibility for coordinating chapters and major
sections of chapters based on inputs from others and a review of the literature;
the task of the lead authors is a demanding one--the time commitment
envisaged is of the order of a month or two per year for 1998, 1999 and 2000)

o Contributing Authors (support the lead authors by preparing technical
information in the form of text, graphs, or data for assimilation into the draft
section).

o Review Editors (identifying reviewers for the "expert” review process; ensuring that
all substantive expert and government review comments are afforded
consideration; advising lead authors on how to handle contentious/controversial
issues; and ensuring genuine scientific controversies are reflected adequately in the
text.; the time commitment is approximately 6 weeks during 1999).

The U.S. Government seeks your input on experts from government, academia,
industry, environmental organizations, and other non-governmental bodies that
might be nominated by the U.S.. Once your suggestions are received, an inter-
agency process will be used to determine which go forward as U.S. Government
nominations, and how the nominations will be prioritized/categorized.

Due to the significant time commitment involved, we request that you carefully
consider the names that you suggest and, if possible, obtain their concurrence before
sending the name forward. We also plan to send forward a fourth category of
“resource persons” who might be available on an ad hoc basis to address technical
questions, participate in expert review, or attend specific expert meetings.

Note that if the U.S. Government nominates an individual as a Lead Author,
Contributing Author, or Review Editor (but not as a resource person), travel support

will be provided at government rates (coach class) through the University

Corporation for Atmospheric Research. -

Please submit your nominations, including c.v.’s using the attached form by ,
February 9, 1998. Thank you in advance for your participation. -

Yours sincerely,

w/@ .

Robert Corell
Chair, Subcommittee on Global Change Research

g)ﬁl'ce of the LUSGCRP, Suite 750, 400 Virginia Avenue SW, Washington DC 20024
2l. 202-488-8630; Fax: 202-488-8681; E-mail: office@usgcrp.gov; Web: http:/fwww.usgcrp.gov -
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SUGGESTIONS OF EXPERTS TO PARTICIPATE IN THE THIRD
ASSESSMENT REPORT OF THE IPCC

Please submit one form for each nominee along with curriculum vitae and/or one
page biographical sketch. Note that this form consists of two pages.

Full Name:
Title:
Affiliation:
Full Address:

Tel.

Fax:

Email:
Expertise:
Nominated by:

What role would you recommend that this expert play in the preparation of the Third
Assessment Report? (Please try to select one only, recognizing that this may differ by chapter).

0] Lead Author (coordination and integration of scientific/technical information)

o Contributing Author (support lead author in preparation of specific text/data)
Review Editor (ensure scientific/technical validity and balance)

Resource Person (address technical questions, participate in expert review, attend
expert meetings, etc.)

O
O_

Has this person been contacted and given concurrence to be nominated?

0] Yes
O No

Please include a curriculum vitae and/or one page biographical sketch and submit by
February 9, 1998 to: '

Melissa J. Taylor, USGCRP Office

400 Virginia Avenue, SW, Suite 750
Washington, DC 20024 -
tel: 202 314 2239/fax: 202 488 8681

email: mtaylor@usgcrp.gov

For each nominee, please also submit Page 2 which covers subject area.
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Name of Expert:

- Page 2 -

Please indicate the most appropriate subject area(s); if you are designating more than one, please rank
with 1’s indicating highest relevance/priority and 2's indicating secondary relevance/priority.

Working Group I: Climate System

The Climate System: An Overview

Radiative Forcing of Climate Change

Observed Climate Vanability and Change

Physical Climate Processes and Feedbacks

Biological Climate Processes and Feedbacks

Climate Models: Evaluation

Global Climate Models: Projections of Future Change

Regional Information: Models and Projections

Chﬂes 1 Sea Level

Detection of Climate Change and Attribution of Causes

Advancing our Un&rstan%;gg
orking Group II: Impacts and Adaptation

Forests and Forestry

Agriculture and Food Security =

Rangelands

Deserts

Soils and Land Degradation

Mountain Regions

Cryosphere

Hydrology and Water Resources Management

Freshwater, Wetland, Coastal and Marine Ecosystermns (including Fishenes)

Infrastructure in Coastal Zones and on Small Islands

Human Settlement Patterns and Conditions

Energy, Industry, and Transportation

Financial Services (including Insurance)

Human Health

Integrated Assessment

Working Group I1I: Mitigation Options '
Potential of technologies and practices to reduce green:Eouse gases from energy supply and
demand, industrial and transportation sources, waste disposal, agriculture and forestry, etc.

Potential of technologies and practices to enhance the removal of greenhouse gases, including
both biological sinks and technologies to capture and store carbon and technologies.

Barriers to etfective use, diffusion, and transfer of these technologies and practices.

Policies and policy Instruments to harness the potential of technologies and practices and to
overcome barriers, including incentives for the penetration of new technologies, national and
regional information centres, public and private sector R&D programs, fiscal instruments
(taxes, subsidy elimination, internalization of externalities, negotiated agreements, joint
implementation, emissions trading and regulation)

Global assessment of the mitigation potential of these technologies, practices and policies.

Regional assessment of the mitigation potential of these technologies, practices and policies for
all sectors and for sources and sinks, including their local and regional dimensions.

Assessment ol emission scenarios to achieve stabilization of atmospheric concentrations of

enhouse gases and of the relevant policy mix underlying these scenarios.
%osts and benefits of achieving dilferent emission prohies and different stabilization Icvels and’
costs and benefits of achieving different emission limitation and reduction profiles at a
regional level, including cross-sectoral assessment of the use of discount rates.

Assessment of the social, economic and environmental impacts of mitigation actions on all
countries, including impact on trade relations.

Assessment of decision-making frameworks involving both adaptation and mitigation
approaches, equity and sustainable development considerations, integrated environmental

assessment tools and other relevant aspects, including synergy with other regimes.

doos
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U.S. Government Nominations for the IPCC Third
Assessment Report:

Working Group II
FORESTS AND FORESTRY
Convening Lead Authors: ?aa 3 . /
oqer Sed, 0 3
Lead Authors: Ron Neilson, USDA/FS

Daniel Botkin, George Mason U
Qa*ul.slﬂh‘h—é Jayant Sathaye, LBNL
i)

s hugart, U of VA .
sk cuntrsh
Contributing Authors: Robert Dixon, US Country Studies Program

Marc Abrams, Penn State U
Neil Sampson, The Sampson Group
inda Joyce, USDA/FS
J.G. Isebrands, USDA/FS
Peter Groffman, Inst for Environmental Studies
Olga Krankina, OSU
Steve McNulty, USFS
™ Sandra Brown, U of IL/EPA
Richard Birdsey, USDA/FS
James Teeri, University of Michigan
Richard Zepp, EPA/NERL
Mitchell M. Dubensky, American Forest & Paper
Virginia Burkett, USFS poI

Review editor: Steven Hamburg, Brown U 2
, omas Loveland, USGS EROS .

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD SECURITY

Convening Lead Authors: .
e Fohn Roilly- 7 /

Lead Authors: Richard Adams, OSU & ’}. Ccononusis
Otto Doering, Purdue U

Contributing Authors: Kenneth Kunkel, Illinois Sate Water Survey
"Allen Hartwell, USDA/ARS
Ronald Sass, Rice U
David Campbell, Mich State U
Peter Groffman, Inst for Environmental Studies
Hugo Rogers, USDA/ARS
Keith Paustian, CSU
Stan Wullschleger, ORNL
John Everett, NOAA
Bruce Kimball, USDA



Review editor:

RANGELANDS

Convening Lead Authors:

Lead Authors:

Contributing Authors:

Review editor:

DESERTS
Convening Lead Authors:
Lead Authors:
Contributing Authors:

Review Editor:

Francisco Tubiello, Columbia University

Norm Rosenberg, PNL
William Easterling, Penn State U
Vern Cole, Colorado State University

Dennis Ojima, CSU/NREL
Ron Neilson, USDA/FS
Jack Morgan, USDA

Arvin Mosier, USDA/ARS
David Campbell, Mich State U
Wayne Polley, USDA/ARS
Mark Weltz, USDA/ARS
Richard Zepp, EPA/NERL

Steven Hamburg, Brown U
Linda Joyce, USDA/FS

Ron Neilson, USDA/FS

Peter Groffman, IES

SOILS AND LAND DEGRADATION

Convening Lead Authors:
Lead Authors:

Contributing Authors:

i
?

Review editor:

Peter Groffman, Inst for Environmental Studies

Hari Eswaran, USDA/Nat Res Cons Div
Thomas Loveland, USGS
Hartwell Allen, USDA

Steven Hamburg, Brown U
Michael Farrell, ORNL



MOUNTAIN REGIONS

Convening Lead Authors:

Lead Authors:

Contributing Authors:

CRYOSPHERE

Convening Lead Authors:
Lead Authors:

Contributing Authors:

Allen Solomon, EPA
Douglas Fox, Colorado State U

Roger Barry, U of CO
John Harte, UC-Berkeley
Mathias Vuille, U Mass
Jerry Brown

Frederick Nelson

John Everett, NOAA

Roger Barry, U of CO

Richard Alley

David Robinson, Rutgers U

Raymond Assel, NOAA/Great Lakes Env. Res.
Jerry Brown, Int’]l Permafrost Assoc.
Frederick Nelson, U of Del

Gunter Weller, U of AK-Fairbanks

HYDROLOGY AND WATER RE RCES MANAGEMENT

Convening Lead Authors:

Lead Authors:

t

Contributing Authors:

Review editor:

Charles Howe, U of CO
David Zilberman, UC-Berkeley

Kenneth Strzepek, U of CO
Gene Stakhiv, USACOE  Corps of Engiurs
Robert Naiman, University of Washington

Anthony Fisher, UC-Berkeley

Tom Bamnwell, EPA/NERL

Philip Chao, USACOE

Robert Wilkinson, UC-Santa Barbara
David Goodrich, USDA/ARS

Diane McKnight, U of CO

David Major, Columbia U

Rich Vogel, Tufts U

Neil Leary, EPA

James Houston

Peter Gleick

Robert Fleagle, University of Washington
Jeff Richey, University of Washington
James Shrouds, Federal Highway Administration

Norm Rosenberg, PNL



Stanley Changnon, Illinois State Water Survey
Gregory Knight, Penn State U

(a) FRESHWATER ECOSYSTEMS
Convening Lead Authors: John Magnuson, U of Wisc.

Lead Authors: Robert Brumbaugh, USACOE
Charles Coutant, ORNL
Diane McKnight, U of CO
Robert Naiman, University of Washington
Frank Rahel, U of Wyo
James Shortle, Penn State U
Peter Groffman, Institute for Ecosystem Studies

Contributing Authors: George Parsons, U of Del
Ann Fisher, Penn State U

Donald Cahoon, USGS/Nat’]l Wetlands Res. Ctr
John Harte.

(b) MARINE ECOSYSTEMS

Convening Lead Authors: John Everett, NOAA

COASTAL ZONES AND SMALL ISLANDS
Convening Lead Author§: : 6,4/5 Yohe Nesl-f.w (203> 347 - 141
. . Y .
Lead Authors: James Titus, EPA oo S |

Contributing Authors: Donald Cahoon, USGS/Nat’l Wetlands Res. Ctr.
Wilson Orr, Prescott College
Philip Chao, USACOE
Gene Stakhiv, USACOE
Virginia Burkett, USGS/Nat’l Wetlands Res. Ctr.

Review editor: James Houston, USACOE
Michael Farrell, ORNL

HUMAN _}‘ SETTLEMENTS
Convening Lead Authors: ~ Tom Wilbanks, Oak Ridge National Laboratory

Lead Authors: John Millhone
Brian O’Neill
il Orr, Prescott College

Contributing Authors: David Campbell, Mich State U
Christopher Small, Columbia Unviersity
Robert Wilkinson, UC Santa Barbara
Arun Jhaveri, DOE

>



James Parsnow, Carrier Corporation

Review Editor: James Crawford, American Standard, Inc.
Amy Glasmeier, Penn State University

ENERGY, INDUSTRY AND TRANSPORTATION

Convening Lead Authors:

Lead Authors: David Greene, ORNL
Hashem Akbari, LBNL
William Breed, DOE

Contributing Authors: James Parsnow, Carrier Corporation
Adam Rose, Penn State U
Mack McFarland
James Crawford, American Standard, Inc.
James Shrouds, Federal Highway Administration
James J. Corbett, Carnegie-Mellon ‘ .
Rafael Friedmann, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory ~~ * “td‘ -
any Ellerman , MET. _ — R
Review editor: Stanley Changnon, lllinois State Water Survey Y =
Nazir Bhagat, Department of Commerce <g—

FINANCIAL SERVICES My pub urdee Wl resirees instead 7

Convening Lead Authors:

Lead Authors: Graciela Chichilnisky, Columbia U.
Geoffrey Heal, Columbia U.

Contributing Authors:
HUMAN HEALTH

INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT

pye . I o
Convening Lead Authors:  Ted Parson, Harvard U€— Lead s editec, radhi
s lod
Lead Authors: ~ Joel Scheraga, EPAé/ Hat convend)
! Kenneth Strzepek, U of CO aunte
Brent Yamal, Penn State U
~ Jae Edmonds, PNL
Ron Neilson, USDA/FS
Robert Naiman, U of WA
_ Rich Richels, EPRI
Stephen Schneider, Stanford ~ excelAend™

. John Weyant, Stanford s, nuemny 1ead autho

Contributing Authors: Hugh Pitcher, PNL
Richard Adams, OSU
Steve McNulty, USDA/FS
Robert Mendelsohn, Yale U



Joel Smith, Hagler Bailly Services
Charles Howe, U of CO

Tom Barnwell, EPA/NERL

David Abler

Don Wuebbles, University of llinois

Review editor: Dwight Atkinson
C. Gregory Knight, Penn State University
Homg J&m‘:‘? P Michael Farrell, ORNL
2 Robert Fleagle, University of Washington

Cross cutting topic areas that don’t fit into IPCC topics

YEGETATION/LAND COVER
Convening lead author: Ron Neilson, USDA/FS

Lead authors: Dennis Ojima, CSU/NREL
Allen Solomon, EPA

Contributing authors: Thomas Loveland, USGS EROS

WILDLIFE/BIQODIVERSITY

Convening lead author:

Lead authors: Terry Root, U of Mich
Robert Naiman, U of WA

Contributing authors: Jeff Price, American Bird Conservancy
Russ Graham, lllinois Museum
Camille Parmesan
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“U.S. Government Nominations for the TPCC Third
Assessment Report:

Working Group III
:*): Possiblc Convening Leag Author

1. SECTORS

ENE UPPLY AND N ,
TJoe Edwmonds , PNL- i

Lead: x

Jobn Holdren, Harvard U.
Paul Komor, University of Colorado

__Mark Levipe, EBNE—
Rich Richels, EPRI-—""

Contributing: Christopher Bordeaux, US Country Studies
Marilyn Brown, ORNL
Rafael Friedmann, LBL (Latin America)
James D. Kerstetter, Washington State University
David Streets, Argonne National Laboratory
Michael A. Toman, RFF

Ceview Editor.  ( Toha Sheffield, ORNL ("7 5) .
Howord & rvuﬁchk'b, poe % s
INDUSTRY :
Leat Ay S
: jam Moomaw, Tufts U.
Vd gaex wileaxen, Wi —- - Shatus P“Q‘f" od? 5 l2bi 2./2/9%
Contributing: Nathan Martin, LBNL o
Lynn Price, LBNL
Ernst Worrell, LBNL
Neil elllet  Ace EE
Review Editor '
Je oy S kere,n
TRANSPORTATION
Dan Spertimg y UC Das
Lead: David Greene, ORNL
Contributing: James Corbett, Camnegie Mellon University
Leon Schipper, LBNL
James Shrouds, Federal Highway Administration
Review Editor Cin

Gesrat Cads, Chaates AV fesoc.

MarRa 2 mmiartin Chre b ZCW%WN‘;-;_
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Landss MekKellar, TLASA Sent @ma,&‘
Lead: Hashem Akbari, LBNL
Jobn Millhone, DOE
Brian O’ Neill, EDF
Contributing: Marilyn Brown, ORNL
James G. Crawford, American Standard, Inc.
Nathan C. Martin, LBNL
Lynn Price, LBNL
Review Editor: Arun Jhaveri, DOE
AQR]C[JLIUBE ,
Tohn Reilly USDA W
Lead: Keith Paustian, Colorado State University
Contributing: Neil Sampson, The Sampson Group
Ronald L. Sass, Rice University
Review Editor: Norm Rosenberg, Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
b
FORESTS/BIOTI ON-
ey Marland, 0 RNL
Lead: Sandra Brown, EPA ™ *
Jayant Sathaye, LBNL__ Roger Sea\J‘ b PFF
7/
Contributing: Richard Birdsey, USDA

Bill Hohenstein, EPA

Robert Dixon, US Country Studies

Mitchell Dubensky, American Forest & Paper Association
Olga Krankina, Oregon State University

Zhu Hua Ning, Southern University

Neil Sampson, The Sampson Group

Ronald L. Sass, Rice University

Kenneth Skog, USDA

Review Editor: Steve Hamburg, Brown U.
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Il MECHANISMS (not meant to be complete or fully cross-
matched with sectors above)

T LOGY TRANSF @not Adephon omd B fusion)
Lead: Paul Komor, University of Colorado

Jayant Sathaye, LBNL

TomelbankS, ORNL AdA_M J&%L/ anws u.

Contributing: azir Bhagat, DOE
- rry Goder, Stanfrd U. /
RCView Editor Bl. n ?u_\k&rsonj ORN L. -

[

EVALUATION OF MITIGATION TECHNOLOGIES

Lead: John Millhone, DOE

Contributing: Marilyn Brown, ORNL
Douglas Fox, Colorado State U. (for Asia)
Dan Lashof, NRDC
James R. Parsnow, Carrier Corporation
Jerry Pell, US Country Studies
Roger Streets, Argonne National Laboratory
Alan C. Schroeder, DOE

Review Editor:
= QUESTRAT0 A
EVALUATION OF-S-I-N-KS-TECHNOLOGIES
Lead: Stuart Gaffin, EDE___ @reat Sohngen, Shto Sk
Contributing: Vittorio Canuto, NASA Goddard
Dan Lashof, NRDC '

POLICY INST BQMFEETS

PrncC .. ‘Dog‘ o :K’e :
Lead: Robert Stavins, Harvard U. a— excellenk CosvenTy lead “

Dortch Monrgomny, Chonles RAVET AssoC .
Contributing: David Abler, Penn State University

Nazir Bbagat, DOE

Christopher Bordeaux, US Country Studies

Nick Demos -

~Henry Jacoby, MIT__>
federick Rueter, CONSAD

Richard Schmalensee, MIT

Jonathan Wiener, Duke University

Robert Wilkinson, UCSB

Mary Beth Zimmermar, DOE

Jason Shogren, University of Wyoming

Review Edi ; o
eview Eautor 2‘ C«"\ gc_kn'\ “.Qen% MI.T-  :<".' Lo ., >
P : . o

VT S ST
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Lead: Don Wuebbles, U of Tlinois

Hugh Pitcher, Pacific Northwest National Laboratories

Contributing: John Holdren, Harvard University
Henry Jacoby, MIT
Dan Lashof, NRDC
Brian O’Neill, EDF

John Weyant, Stanford

- vvwe

Review Editor John w%o.n-\- , S@\p-w& W
STABILIZATION PROFILE EVALU ATION
Lead Pich Fickds, gPRT
Ray Prince, DoE
Contributing: Richard Schmalensee, MIT
Henry Jacoby, MIT
John Weyant, Stanford
Greg Unruh, Tufts U.
Raymond Kopp, RFF
Review Editor Adele Moveis, cEA
A F MIT N _ACTIO 7
Lead: Adam Rose, Penn State University W@, Tae Edmonds
e——
Contributing: Paul D. Guthrie, ICF/SAIO < Bich RICHES
Henry Jacoby, MIT Peter wiloxen
Warren Piver, NIEHS
John Weyant, Stanford
Tom Wilbanks, ORNL
Review Editor: Dwight Atkinson, EPA
Nazir Bhagat, _
Mk Toran_ RE*
DEC N- 1 gj SA KS -
gRer, TrUSW
Lead: John Weyant, Stanford Jam Shogren U. of Wyom fla—
Contributing: Christopher Bordeaux, US Country Studies

Henry Jacoby, MIT

Frederick Rueter, CONSAD Research Corporation
James Shortle, Penn State University

Joel Smith, Hagler-Bailly

Gene Stakhiv, USACOE

Review Editor Wenry JaceloL, metT
Chanles Kbl Smd UCQ, i Burlrra



