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摘　　要
此行主要目的為出席「國際氣候預測研究院」第7屆理事會，IRI最近在國際發展方面有不少的突破，包括參加「八國高峰會(G8)」的周邊活動，和UNDP/GEF達成合作協議，以及和WHO、WMO等國際組織共同參與聯合國大會的相關活動。事實上，許多國際支援團體或組織都有類似於IRI的「氣候應用」構想，只是沒有足夠的執行能力，因此經由上述國際活動的機會，IRI相當程度的開拓了許多未曾考慮過的國際合作空間，面對這些機會，IRI在計畫管理上必須有新的作為，這是此次理事會的重點議題。其它議題包括新任理事任命與成員的輪替問題、IRI的重要人事案報告、重要計畫進度報告、預算使用說明等。
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一、目的

此行目的為出席國際氣候預測研究院(IRI)第7屆全體理事會議。為了本報告的完整性，有關IRI的背景資訊簡單整理如下：

成立IRI最初的想法係源自於1989年，美國所推動「熱帶海洋暨全球大氣(TOGA)」計畫(1985-95)的成果檢討會議，當時與會的科學家認為，該計畫所建立的熱帶海溫監測網具有實用價值，足以發展對「聖嬰現象」敏感地區的短期氣候預測應用，並且可以創造龐大的實質經濟效益。美國前總統布希並曾於1992年巴西里約熱內盧地球高峰會議上，正式提議成立一個國際氣候預測機構推動「聖嬰現象」的預測作業與應用。

美國國家海洋暨大氣總署(NOAA)於1995年11月6－8日在華盛頓特區召開「聖嬰預測國際論壇會議－創辦IRI」大會，該次論壇會議出席單位包括36個國家代表和21個組織代表。我國行政院科技顧問組也接獲由當時美國白宮首席科技顧問Dr. John H. Gibbons署名的邀請函，由政務委員夏漢民先生領隊出席該論壇會議並發表單位立場，隨團出席成員還包括環保署、中央氣象局和學界代表共7人。在該次論壇會議中，NOAA說明國際氣候預測研究院成立的宗旨便在於：提升社會整體了解、預期與管理季節氣候變異衝擊的能力，以增進全民福祉並保護自然環境。其發展策略是以應用研究、教育訓練、應變體系的建立為基礎，提供強調實用性與可驗證的預報資訊，建立全球夥伴以實現科技回饋社會的理想。

1995年論壇會議的結論之一是「在兩年內召開核心組織會議(Core Group Meeting)，邀請少數具區域代表性的國家和組織代表，進一步會商IRI的運作規範、國際組織架構、和經費分攤原則」。由於夏先生在論壇會議中對於創立IRI給予正面的回應，因此台灣獲邀成為IRI核心組織成員之一，其他成員還包括美國、加拿大、巴西、澳洲、日本、英國哈雷氣候研究中心、及在美國紐約的哥倫比亞大學(CU)。稍後在國內科技顧問組、交通部和國科會的協調會議中，中央氣象局正式被指派為台灣出席IRI核心組織會議的代表。

在IRI理事會正式成立以前，中央氣象局代表共出席了5次IRI核心組織會議。在核心組織運作的階段，NOAA也同時和CU與Scripps海洋學院簽訂1個3年合約，自1997年度起，以每年200萬美元的金額委託該兩單位進行IRI 核心基礎設施的設立及基本功能運作，包括一組動力短期氣候預測系統的建立與少數氣候預測應用重點示範計畫的推動。我中央氣象局於草創期結束之當年，即公元2000年11月正式加入IRI的運作，而與NOAA之全球計畫辦公室(OGP)和CU，共同成為IRI的創始會員，IRI的理事會也於2001年正式成立。

2001年10月IRI在台北召開第1次常任理事會，理事主席Michael McElroy首次說明推薦與聘請IRI理事會外聘理事的大原則，希望理事會成員能具有國際組織運作經驗、具國際聲望、並包含廣泛專長背景。因為現階段IRI組織的發展，重點在於建立此研究院永續經營的資源供給架構，持續推動全球永續發展理念，藉由極小化非預期氣候變異衝擊的實際行動，拓展並建立國際夥伴，將此研究院轉化成實質的國際合作單位。

2002年6月IRI召開第1屆全體理事會議，其後IRI維持約每半年召開1次全體理事會議，直至第5屆會議中始決定逐步調整為每9個月至一年召開1次會議。此次為第7屆全體理事會議，主要議題為「國際氣候預測研究」重要人事案、新理事人選與功能、及國際發展的新挑戰等，理事長的邀請函收錄如下。
Dear colleagues:
I'm writing to remind you of our upcoming Board meeting, scheduled for January 12 and 13, 2006. As before, we plan to meet at IRI on the first day, switching to the Columbia campus for Day 2. 
It has been a busy time at IRI over the past few months. There are a number of significant opportunities and achievements to report. On the staffing level, we now have Haresh Bhojwani on board as International Development Officer and Molly Hellmuth as Program Leader, Climate and Society Report Series. IRI will be involved in three side events at the upcoming COP-11 in Montreal, in conjunction with the World Bank, WMO and WHO. As you know, the status of IRI within Columbia University has been raised to that of Institute. This provides Steve Zebiak and his senior administration with significant additional autonomy. Important opportunities are in the works for possible collaborations with a number of national and international organizations, including DFID and GEF (involving UNDP, UNEP and the World Bank). I hope to write to you in more detail on these activities prior to our meeting.
Sir Crispin reports that the approach inviting Sir Mark Moody-Stuart to join the Board was unsuccessful. I think we would all agree that identifying a suitable business leader and persuading him/her to join the Board would still be a good idea, and I would appreciate any suggestions you might have on this possibility.
We have had some preliminary discussion as to potential agenda items for our meeting. As usual, Steve will give us a general status report on the health of the Institution. We will include also some specific briefings on a number of opportunities that have arisen since our last meeting, and Steve's plans for response. I expect that we will receive a report on a health initiative soon to begin in Colombia supported by the World Bank, and also a report on the outcome of the various IRI-related activities at COP-11. I suggest that we hear also from our new staff members, Haresh Bhojwani and Molly Hellmuth, on their plans for international development and the report series we recommended at one of our earlier meetings. 
I would appreciate your suggestions on possible additional agenda items you  would recommend that we consider.
I hope to write to you again, probably in mid-December, with a more detailed account of the key issues at IRI, forwarding at that time a detailed agenda for our meeting. In making travel plans, you should assume that the meeting will begin at 9 A.M. on January 12 and will end at about 3 P.M. on January 13.

With best regards,

Sincerely,
Mike
mbm@io.harvard.edu
二、過程

此次行程始於1月10日，由中正國際機場出境，由西雅圖入境美國，並於當日午夜前抵達紐約。

11日上午9時與理事主席Dr. McElroy和新任理事蔡清彥先生共同搭車前往IRI總部。上午與IRI主任Dr. Zebiak及它的國際發展幹部有兩個小時的會談時間，重點是IRI組織現況、NOAA支持程度、及CU地球學院相關的發展策略。下午則著重在IRI國際發展現況與機會。
12和13日出席國際氣候預測研究院第7屆全體理事會議。

回程班機是13日午夜，約在11時30分左右起飛，到達中正機場已是15日上午8時30分。

國際氣候預測研究院第7屆理事會的議程摘錄如下：

Provisional Agenda

7th IRI Board of Overseers Meeting

Lamont Hall, Palisades, NY 

January 12-13, 2005

Lodging Venue:

Lucerne Hotel, 201 West 79th Street, New York, NY, Tel. (212) 875-1000

Meeting Venue:


Day 1 – Lamont Hall, Palisades, New York


Day 2 – Lamont Hall, Palisades, New York

(Note: Van to pick up members at hotel lobby at 8:15 Day 1 and Day 2)

Meeting Schedule:


Day 1: 9am – 5:00pm; Lunch at 12:15pm; Dinner at 7:00pm


Day 2: 9am – 3:00pm; Lunch at 12:00pm

Meeting refreshment


Coffee, tea, juices and pastries available in the meeting room from 8:45am


Coffee breaks at 10:30 am and 3:00pm

Dining arrangements:


Day 1: Lunch at Monell Building lower lobby


Dinner: Terrace in the Sky, Butler Hall, Columbia University


Day 2: Lunch at Lamont Hall

Documentation: 

Available via secure download from http://iri.columbia.edu/aboutiri/documents 

login: 
boardmember

 password:    IRIBoard06   (that’s IRIBoard-zero-six)

Available in bound form upon arrival at lodging venue; additional copies available at meeting venues

DAY 1

9:00 am

1. Welcome - Chair. 

Brief introductions; approval of provisional agenda; approval of prior minutes; review of action items from last meeting. 

Document BD 7-01 – Provisional Agenda, Seventh IRI Board of Overseers Meeting

Document BD 7-02 – Minutes of Sixth Board of Overseers Meeting

2. Report on the state of the institution - Director-General Steve Zebiak

Brief overview of IRI approach, recent successes, and current challenges.

10:30 am – BREAK

10:45 am

3. Climate Risk Management Presentation led by Madeleine Thomson 
The Malaria Example:  Botswana – monitoring, establishing links between climate and sectors, finding decision points, building confidence and shifting national development agendas, transferring knowledge; beyond Botswana – other regions, other diseases, other sectors, other adaptation and development opportunities.

Day 1, continued

12:15 pm – LUNCH

1:30 pm

4. Outreach/Partners/Program Development

Efforts and activities aimed at influencing development agendas – meetings with key adaptation and development groups (e.g., UNDP/GEF, DFID/GCOS, Millennium Village Project, Asia, etc.); products to more broadly communicate approach and early successes (e.g., COP11 flyers); high visibility events (e.g., 2006 Climate Risk Conference, Espoo, Finland) and products (e.g., Climate and Society Report) to build confidence around climate and development programs.

Document BD 7-03 – IRI Perspective on Climate and Sustainable Development 

Document BD 7-04 – Strategic Priorities for Partnership between UNDP/GEF and IRI 

Document BD 7-05 – IRI flyers

Document BD 7-06 – International Conference Announcement - Living with Climate Variability and Change:  Understanding the Uncertainties and Managing the Risks

Document BD 7-07 – Climate and Society Publication Series – Project Document

2:45 pm

5. Discussion of Day 1 items

3:45 pm

6. Adjourn Day I proceedings – Board departs for Columbia University

4:45 pm

7. Board discussion with Provost Brinkley

END DAY 1, DINNER IN NEW YORK CITY

DAY 2

9:00 am

8. Update on Institutional Matters by Carolyn Mutter
Staff, Finance; computing; and Columbia’s Climate and Society Masters Program 

Document BD 7-09 – Institutional Matters

9:30 am

9. Discussion on Institutional Challenges and Directions

Board reactions, insights, and recommendations regarding institutional development; consideration of specific priority areas for action, for example:

· Making more and better contacts at all levels toward improved and diversified core funding;
· Mainstreaming climate risk management into development agendas;

· Establishing partners and funding for priority programs and products (e.g., Climate and Society publication series, Climate and Society Masters Program scholarships, etc.);

· Other.

10:30 am – BREAK

10:45 am

10. Continuation of Discussion on Institutional Challenges and Directions
12:00 noon – LUNCH

1:00 pm

11. Recommendations, actions, and timelines
Recap of actions and timelines from discussions of Day1 and Day 2
1:30 pm

12. Executive session

2005 ISTAC activities; Board membership – needs for disciplinary and geographic representation; setting date and venue of next meeting; other Board business..

3:00 pm

13. Adjourn
END DAY 2

三、IRI參與八國高峰會活動記要
在11日的非正式談話中，Dr. Zebiak回顧過去一年IRI最顯著的國際參與活動是2005年7月6-8日的八國高峰會(G8)，在現任理事Sir Crispin的居中協調下，IRI在G8會議期間得以獲得一個正式的宣傳攤位，和其他重要的國際組織有面對面的溝通機會。再加強此次G8主題為「非洲」和「氣候變遷」，正好就是IRI的主要訴求領域，因此IRI的理念與運作機制更成為G8會外討論的議題重點。
G8(Group of Eight)對氣象界算是比較陌生的活動，它是由法國於1975年首先發起，最初是法國、德國、英國、義大利、日本、和美國等六國領導人的聚會，目的是就全球經濟狀況交換意見，以避免可能發生的全球性經濟危機。1976年加入加拿大，1998年再增加俄羅斯，就成了現今的八國高峰會，而考慮區域影響力，歐盟主席也在邀請之列，所以正式參加的領袖有9位。
2005年G8是由英國主辦，設定的議題是「非洲」和「氣候變遷」，7月7日英國首相並具名邀請了印度、中國、墨西哥、巴西、南非等五大開發中國家的領袖與會，討論的主題是經「濟發展與全球變遷」。在此同時聯合國秘書長、WTO主席、IEA(International Energy Agency)主席、世界銀行總裁、IMF(International Monetary Fund)總經理等重要經濟發展組織負責人也在邀請之列。7月8日討論非洲議題，參加之非洲國家領袖分別來自南非、尼日、衣索匹亞、坦桑尼亞、迦納、塞內加爾、和阿爾及利亞等。
2005年G8簽署的聯合公報，有關氣候變遷議題的主要內容摘錄如下：

· A political statement on the importance of climate change and an agreement to “act with resolve and urgency now”. This was the first time that G8 leaders have reached an agreement on the role of human activity in global warming and the need for urgent action; 

· Agreement that greenhouse gas emissions need to slow, peak and reverse and that G8 countries need to make “substantial cuts” in emissions; 

· A package of measures to combat climate change, building on existing work in order to increase the speed with which we reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions. The package includes improvements to energy efficiency in both appliances and buildings, cleaner vehicles, aviation, work on developing cleaner fuels, renewable energy and promoting research & development and the financing of future projects. In order to assist with this the G8 has engaged with the International Energy Agency (IEA) and asked them to undertake further work on actions to reduce emissions.. 

· Agreement for the G8 to engage with the World Bank and other Multilateral Development Banks to improve the harnessing of funding for clean technology in developing countries. 

· Agreement to a new Dialogue on Climate Change, Clean Energy and Sustainable Development between G8 countries and other interested countries with significant energy needs. The Dialogue will allow continued, more informal, discussion of the issues around climate change and measures to tackle it, such as those agreed at Gleneagles. This Dialogue will also help create the condition for more constructive negotiations within the United Nations framework. The UK welcomes the Russian decision to focus on energy in its Presidency of the G8 in 2006 and the programme of meetings that Russia plans to hold. Japan has also agreed to receive a progress report on implementation of the communiqué at the G8 Summit in 2008. 

· Agreement to improve climate observation networks in Africa and to build capacity in African research institutions. This will be achieved by building on the existing Global Climate Observing System (GCOS). 
· Agreement to support the work of international donor organizations and multilateral development banks as they develop and implement 'best practice' guidelines for screening the extent to which new infrastructure investments could be affected by climate risks and how those risks can best be managed.
對於公報的內容，一般的解讀是認為美國總統布希終於軟化其經濟優先的立場，至少傾向於同意「全球溫暖化」是個問題，而其原因部份係來自人類的行為。但是NOAA內部流傳出來的消息指出，布希認為在G8公報內容定稿過程中，”US was pushing into the corner.”，事後並要求NOAA內部進行檢討”What went wrong?”，顯然布希一貫的經濟優先政策並沒有改變。在「全球溫暖化」的議題中，G8也意識到中國和印度的關鍵角色，而很顯然的，美國和中國在這個議題上有著微妙的競合關係，一方面美國以批評中國的高能源使用增加率來維護自己的立場，另一方面又不希望中國背離美國的經濟優先策略。中國方面也是一樣，中國在美國的背後享受高能源消耗的成長空間，但是又不希望美國能源消耗過度成長而引起全面性的石化能源管制。另有消息指出，中國在2005年底派出一個相當高階的代表團到美國，給美國的印象是「中國不惜任何代價都想和美國在二氧化碳減量排放技術上和美國進行技術合作」，這相當程度上已表達了中國的能源政策方向。
四、理事會會議紀要

國際氣候預測研究院第七屆理事會議之會議紀錄初稿詳如附錄，以下僅就參加會議自行紀錄之重點提出說明。
(一)
內部事務報告方面：

IRI正式更名為IRI-CS (International Research Institute for Climate and Society)，並且在CU系統下成為一個正式的學院(Institute)，而非原來定位為一個重大計畫。CU對「正式學院」的解釋是「可以長期而穩定的存在與運作」，並且有進一步發展其教育功能的空間，這個動作也表示CU對IRI理念的正式認同與支持，是值得恭喜IRI的一件事。

在經費來源方面，NOAA支持IRI的新五年計畫已經正式核可下來，每年補助金額在9-10百萬美元之間。NOAA代表強調其本身預算受到嚴重刪減，但是IRI相關預算仍列為最優先項目處理，IRI預算實際上已經高達OGP(Office of Global Programs)年度可支用預算的70%以上，可以想見IRI受到NOAA高層支持的程度非同小可，但是NOAA代表也提醒IRI決策者必須善用資源，因為經費的競爭者太多了。CU的配合款去除間接支援項目，現金補助也提高到IRI總預算的20%水準，這對IRI的實質助益也相當關鍵。氣象局的現金支助在統計上仍列為第三高項目。
人事方面，IRI一直在尋找的「國際發展」專責人員總算有了結論，Haresh Bjojwani於八月初報到，他對聯合國援外機構的運作模式相當熟悉，本身也有實際執行非洲援助計畫的經驗。他到IRI的第一件任務是整理及編印一系列的宣導品，其次是協助IRI與聯合國相關援外計畫負責人取得聯繫。另一項新人事案是Molly Hellmuth，他是一位資深的媒體工作者，曾經出版多件氣候變遷相關的書籍，他到IRI的任務是提升IRI出版品內容的可接受度。除了新進幹部之外，IRI也有一位重要成員離職，他是Maxx Dilley，本來是非洲計畫的主要負責人之一，一直都表現的相當有成績。不過，Maxx Dilley的新職是UNDP(United Nation Development Program)區域計劃的經理人，而UNDP是IRI很重要的合作夥伴，所以Maxx Dilley的轉換跑到對IRI來說倒是一件好事。
IRI在2005年底參加了聯合國會員大會(UN Conference of Parties – 11)的附帶活動，地點在加拿大蒙特婁，活動的對口單位是聯合國世界衛生組織(WHO)和世界氣象組織(WMO)，這是IRI首次在UN正式活動場合說明IRI與這兩單位的合作協議內容，基本上IRI與聯合國周邊組織的關係將逐漸發展出具體的合作夥伴關係Zebiak認為這是相當重要的IRI發展歷程。在先後參加了八國高峰會和聯合國會員大會的相關國動之後，IRI的國際曝光率獲得很多正面的迴響，台灣當然很樂見IRI與國際組織的正式合作，尤其是聯合國組織，但是這也提醒我們必須嚴肅面對台灣在IRI定位的時刻也近了。
IRI一直強調在氣候預測應用領域具有優勢，包括可能是唯一致力於全球短期氣候預測的單位，以及不同領域專家實質上一起對應問題等。Zebiak很有自信的說明，IRI發展的氣候預測至應用、教育訓練等一系列「工具」也是一項很難被超越的優勢，這些工具在 IRI推動區域計畫時發揮相當顯著的功能，不單縮短計畫準備時程，同時也保證一定程度的計畫品質。台灣和IRI在氣候資料庫的合作上已有經驗，對於IRI技術人員的創意印象深刻，最重要的是IRI的所謂「工具」大都是應多年來計畫執行上的需求而發展，因此具有絕對的實用性，這是未來台灣與IRI合作上可以考慮引入的關鍵技術。
IRI科技指導委員會去年起嚐試改組運作，第一位委員，Professor Sulochana，依規劃方式於2005年10月至IRI進行一星期的訪問考評活動，這期間委員和IRI技術人員互動良好，這種方式比一兩天的會議有效率的多，也證實Dr. Sarachik的構想確實可行。

理事會對於Zebiak報告的印象是，近期的發展以社經應用、教育推廣方向為主，「氣候預測」本身的發展似乎並無新的建設。McElroy和Zebiak均強調氣候預測是IRI立足的基礎，這個領域的重要性絕對不會被低估，但是氣候與社會的關連則是IRI的精神價值所在，氣候衝擊的問題複雜，目前無法全面顧及，但是由明顯的個案出發累積經驗，最終再擴及通案性的應用領域，這種漸進方式應該是IRI推展氣候預測應用計畫的最佳策略。
(二)
氣候風險管理計畫報告方面：

現在IRI一律以「氣候風險管理」來統稱所有IRI推動的區域氣候預測應用計畫，這類計畫的作為在於將學術研究成果轉換成可行的政策，成功的關鍵在於同時建立學術研究與社會發展領域的區域合作夥伴。長期發展上還要建立完備的教育訓練機制，使技術與觀念都能在當地生根，並有能力將這個觀念推展到不同的應用領域獲應用地區。
IRI在非洲推動的氣候預測應用計畫一直都有相當正面的評價，其中又以波札那的「瘧疾早期預警系統(Malaria Early Warning System (MEWS))」發展最為成功。不過這個計畫的實驗期已經結束，雖然成果相當顯著，但是後續作業或常態化運作的經費則尚無著落，這是非洲計畫所面臨的困境。雖然MEWS作業化還有很高的不確定性，不過執行非洲計畫的團隊正嘗試把相同的技術推廣到腦膜炎和蝗蟲災害預警系統的應用上，這類疾病或災害的發生都和聖嬰現象造成的區域降水特徵變化有關，因此有相對高的可預測度。
MEWS系統的成功引起世界銀行(World Bank)的興趣，其氣候變遷研究團隊(Climate Change Research Group)主動邀請IRI參與世界銀行在中美洲與拉丁美洲推動的公共衛生應用計畫，預期要在局部氣候敏感地區建立類似MEWS的早期預警系統。在計畫中IRI將主要提供教育訓練機制，將MEWS成功的經驗轉於給中美洲當地的技術人員與相關政府負責人。除了公共衛生領域之外，農業與水資源管理的應用領域也有部分的進展，整體而言，限制計畫進度與規模的主要因素還是經費問題，如果經費許可，IRI已經意識到氣候預測應用的價值已經受到肯定，而在氣候敏感地區當地也不乏執行計畫必須的技術人才，因此IRI除了提供技術支援外，最主要的工作變成是為區域技術人員尋求計畫經費，區域運作經費來源的規劃與設計可能是下階段IRI必須嚴肅思考的問題。

類似的風險管理系統也可以應用在亞洲地區，Shiv Someshwar報告亞洲地區計畫的推動情形。目前比較確定推動的計畫，一個是菲律賓馬尼拉Angat水庫的水資源管理系統發展，該水庫提供大馬尼拉地區97%的民生用水和周邊農業灌溉用水，而該地區的年雨量變化極大，其中很大部分雨量變化則是受到聖嬰現象的影響，因此短期氣候預測資訊具有很高的潛在價值，問題是如何量化的評估不同用水策略的風險，以及如何達到最佳化的水資源管理決策。另一個可行計畫是印尼的農業應用計畫，這方面印尼本身已有政府預算支持，印尼本身的科學團隊也很健全，印尼需要的是風險管理工具的建立與人員訓練。就區域合作的角度來看，台灣可以考慮技術支援上面這兩個計畫，基本上台灣的參與符合「IRI亞洲中心」的規劃精神，不過國際關係上必須考慮台灣參與的方式與切入點，提供IRI「教育訓練」的亞洲基地可能是個可行的方案。依據Aichi的看法，日本可能也會有類似的合作興趣，值得注意與追蹤後續發展情形。

 (三)
區域合作發展報告方面：

過去一年IRI相當積極的參加了需多重大的國際活動，包括八國高峰會和聯合國大會的周邊活動等，目的在宣揚IRI應對「氣候風險管理」的理念與策略。現今「氣候風險管理」幾乎是環境與發展相關國際組織或團體的共同語言，因此IRI的理念很容易獲得共鳴，IRI也獲得許多國際組織的具體回應，包括：UNDP/GEP (United Nation Development programme / Global Environmental Facility)，UK Department for International Development (DfID) / Global Climate Observing System (GCOS)，Millennium Village Project。其中有三項大型而具體的IRI合作案，因為理念相當接近，因此在極短的時間內便直接進入執行階段，其合作內容整理如下：
第一項：近年來UNDP下的發展政策局(Bureau of Development Policy, BDP)對氣候風險管理的議題越來越感興趣，他們也了解在掌握特定氣候變異訊號的前提下，「氣候調適」是個具體可行而且有高度實質效益的作為，因此BDP幾乎可以和IRI直接對談可能的合作細節，包括經費來源與可能的計畫推動方式與所要處理的問題。在合作層面，IRI和UNDP各有獨特的角色與功能，UNDP是個國際發展組織，具有正式國家階層參與的特性，IRI則有提供科學分析與對治氣候調適問題的實力，這正是推動氣候調適最重要的兩大支柱，也就是政府決策與科學分析。可能的合作計畫，例如非洲乾旱問題，包括莫三鼻克、辛巴威、肯亞、伊索比亞等地的乾旱調適問題等，事實上已經獲得GEF計畫的同意，只是原本GEF並不知道IRI的存在。有了IRI的參與，UNDP/GEF可以有很不一樣的計畫規劃，原來是設定一個以過去氣候紀錄為基礎的氣候變異條件而尋求對策，氣候是個前提而非問題，此後可以考慮短期氣候變異的機率，在調適策略的選擇上增加了很大的空間，可行性及效益都可以有所提升。這個計畫的顯著性在於它是執行中的計畫，IRI的介入正可以對照出IRI科學家在氣候風險管理上可能發揮的正面助益。
第二項：在參加八國高峰會的周邊活動之後，英國DfID邀請IRI協助分析非洲地區在執行GCOS計畫上可能面臨的問題，同時也協助訂定2006預期於衣索比亞召開相關會議的討論提綱與文件。GCOS計畫不僅是推動氣候觀測，更重要的目標是建立氣候知識與決策高層的聯繫管道，因此IRI正可以扮演氣候應用技術支援專家的角色，非洲地區也將有一系列的顧問團體安排來訪問IRI，預期IRI的氣候預測應用理念可以成為非洲發展建設的一環。
第三項：印度農業部已經核可一項四百萬美元的農業調適計畫，印度當地相關的技術人員主動尋求IRI的技術協助，這個計畫至少包括九個區域農業灌溉系統，需要相當大的人、物力支援。原則上IRI很樂於提供技術支援，但是在人力及經費配合上可能需要特殊安排。
Zebiak表示這三項由外界主動提出的計畫，對IRI計畫執行模式來說是個很顯著的改變，未來預期會有更多的機會，理論上這是IRI業務又往前跨出了一大步，但是隨即面臨的IRI核心人力、物力動員的壓力則更需要深思。Zebiak預期短期內IRI核心的人力與預算規模能有大幅成長的機會不高，因此當IRI必須由完全主動規劃推動計畫的業務模式，進展成回應外界邀請或要求的被動模式，IRI必須建立更彈性靈活的技術支援模式。基本上理事會傾向於定位IRI為一個「觸媒」機構，而非樣樣區域計畫都必須由IRI核心人員直接參與。這個議題討論相當多，會後IRI整理出幾種可行的運作模式，會後IRI提供的資料摘錄如下：
Models for IRI Growth

Discussed at Board Meeting January 2006

1. VIRTUAL PRESENCE -

Staff from relevant agencies in Japan, Taiwan, China, Singapore, etc., fully funded by the relevant countries, who would be seconded full-time as IRI staff in the region. Except for a brief training period at IRI, they would remain in the region, initially working in their own countries on climate risk management (CRM). Over time, as their expertise builds, they would engage in CRM activities in IRI CRM projects in developing countries. 

2. PARTNERSHIP FIELD OFFICE -  

A regional center for IRI in cooperation with a relevant organization in the region – UNEP has been proposed as a possibility, but other multilaterals and organizations could also work.  IRI would leverage infrastructure of the organizations, and have offices that would be dedicated to IRI. Some of the staff would be hired by Columbia University, and others by the organization. They would be located as a team in the region.

3. INSTITUTIONAL NESTING –

An IRI field office located in an appropriate institution such as a nationally recognized university or NGO. IRI office would be clearly recognizable as an entity independent of the local parent organization. It would involve some staff who would be Columbia University employees.

4. STAFF NESTED IN ENABLING INSTITUTION – 

Single IRI scientists, located in appropriate institutions in a number of countries. Staff would be hired by the local institution and seconded to the IRI. This model is currently being used with Dr. Matayo Indeje, at ICRAF, Nairobi. 

(This is the IRI multi-colored Cuckoo located in other institutional nests.) 

5. STAFF NESTED IN UNDP – (VARIATION OF #4)

IRI staff located in a number of country or regional offices of the UNDP, enabling interface with sectoral stakeholders while utilizing UNDP development outreach and networks.  This model can vary in size and regional scope, given the number and variety of UNDP offices throughout the world.  Walter Baethgen’s office in Uruguay is a version of this model.

6. VISITING SCHOLAR PROGRAM - 

“IRI fellow for a year” program: have a dozen or so people spend one year at IRI, integrated fully into IRI research and working on projects. Funds would come from the countries of the participants. The Weatherhead Institute at Harvard has successfully adopted this model.

7. TRUST FUND –

Different countries establish trust funds for IRI work.  The funds could be conditioned to certain types of projects or research.

(This was not discussed at the Board meeting)

部分理事對前面所列的構想已有初步回應，重點整理如下：
From Crispin:

Thank you for your message with the different models of IRI growth.  I think my priorities would be options 4, 5 & 3.  But 6 looks useful and so does 2. Most of the options are not mutually exclusive, and I think the IRI should be able to decide which is most appropriate in different circumstances.
From Simon:

As you say, the models are not mutually exclusive.  I can imagine just about all of them being deployed.  The fact is that you will have different institutional settings and levels of resources in different regions.  Having a single seconded staff member (option 1) in a sister institution will work well if that institution is prepared to expend that money; if you have a more expansive and well-funded sister institution they might be able to run to hosting an entire centre (option 3); having visiting scholars is a great idea if you can afford to host them - or if the contributing countries can be persuaded to fund them.
Isn't there a higher level issue here?  Namely,that IRI needs to get other countries/ institutions to step up to the plate with real resources – either funding people or funding overheads or both.  This is a matter that should be addressed at the highest level.  Surely the Board should be asking Admiral Lautenbacher to make this a key NOAA objective: viz. getting other countries to start to share in the cost of an initiative that to date the US alone has shouldered (well, almost, Taiwan being the honourable exception.  He has a very compelling line: we have put $11 million a year into this and will continue to do so.  But we never intended that it should just be a US initiative.  We want you to contribute, in proportional terms, a small fraction of that to enable outposts to increase the efficacy and application of the core inter-annual forecasting work.

Surely that's what public/political 'ownership' of this programme is all about.  NOAA has been visionary in the investment it has made. It needs to take a similarly 'visionary' approach to engaging others.  This is something that will have so much more clout if the approach is made at the highest levels.  If you are just dealing with administrators, you are dealing with people whose number one incentive is to preserve their own resources.  If you are dealing with the top policy makers, you are dealing with the people who make the resource allocation decisions and who are sensitive to a wider range of concerns including their overall bi-lateral relations with the US.

From Nay:
You are of course right that the seven "models" are not stand alone and are not mutually exclusive. They are all pertinent to IRI's future development and growth. I strongly believe that form must follow function.
* There need to be consensus amongst IRI staff, the Earth Institute and IRI's Board,  on what is the emerging niche for IRI.  "Climate and Society" is getting to be an increasingly crowded field. 
* What is and will be IRI's comparative knowledge, expertise and experience, for it to remain an internationally recognized centre of excellence?
*For example:  "Environmental Health"-- the convergence of environment and health is receiving attention and priority at the highest political levels, catalyzed by avian flu and SARS.  In December this year, after a number of High level preparatory meetings and one scientific conference, the First Asia Pacific Joint Meeting of Ministers of Environment and of Health will be hosted by Thailand. A whole range of issues including climate, atmospheric brown cloud, dust storms, haze, invasive species, persistent organic pollutants etc and their impacts on human heath and well being, will be discussed. Outcomes include a charter, a 3 to 5 year work porgramme, an Interministerial Forum as an institutional mechanism to give political support and policy directions, and a collaborating network of research, education and training institutions to support the work programme. There must be other similar initiatives in other regions. Hence, in the area of "environmental health" what could and would be IRI's role as climate has such a direct and overarching influence. Other examples are, the bursting of glacial lakes, particularly in the Himalaya region with significant impacts on over one billion  down stream inhabitants in  8 to 10 countries; the convergence of climate, air quality and air pollution; etc. * Which of these areas are most likely to attract major funding? and broaden IRI's base? * How will IRI's human, financial and in-kind resources be directed to identify, elaborate and address the niche(s)? 

With a consensus on these and other issues, the most "appropriate effective and efficient" model should emerge for IRI's growth.

(四)
新任理事建議人選

新任理事建議名單：
1. Mohamed El-Ashry – formerly Director of Global Environmental Facility

2. Mario Molina

3. Manuel Guerrero

4. Yolanda Kakabadse

5. Huguette Labelle

6. Jacqueline McGlade

7. Qin Dahe – China Meteorological Administration

8. Yi-Hui Ding

9. Wangari Maathai

10. Jose Maria Figueres, former president of Costa Rica

11. Raoul Estrada

六、心得與建議
美國國家海洋暨大氣總署支持IRI的新五年計畫已經正式核可下來，每年補助金額在9-10百萬美元之間，紐約哥倫比亞大學另提供20%的配合款，在這個預算規模下，國際氣候預測研究院可說正式進入穩定運作期。
IRI的區域計畫由非洲開始，其次在拉丁美洲也有相當值得誇耀的成績，現在則顯示相當強烈往東南亞地區發展的企圖心。IRI內部的分析與理事會的判斷都傾向於，認為IRI已到了另一個不需要凡事都必須由核心科學家參與的階段，未來的重點應該發展或協助建立區域獨立執行氣候預測應用計畫的基礎能力，區域合作與區域教育訓練計劃的落實將逐漸成為IRI國際發展的關鍵要素，這裡面應該有台灣技術人員發揮的空間。

綜合此次出國的見聞，我們歸納下列幾點建議：

1. 現階段國際氣候預測研究院之區域計畫正逐漸向亞洲地區拓展，日本和中國大陸都可能成為該組織的區域合作夥伴，為維護本局目前的理事資格與相關的權益，本局應持續履行理事之義務並積極尋求區域合作之可能性。

2. 國際氣候預測研究院需求的區域合作夥伴，性質上接近永續發展的社會經濟衝擊面事務，也接近防災決策的運作模式，因此未來與IRI合作的團隊組成應該納入永續與防災相關的單位與學者專家。

3. 國際氣候預測研究院理事會將逐步改組，新理事人選均是國際組織上的活耀人物，在此關鍵階段氣象局更應該積極參與理事會的運作，維護氣象局的權益與拓展氣象局的國際參與空間。

附錄：會議紀錄原文
MINUTES

7th IRI Board of Overseers Meeting

Lamont Hall, Palisades, NY 

January 12-13, 2006

DAY 1

9:00 am

1. Welcome - Chair

Board Chair Michael McElroy started the Board meeting with a welcome to the Board Members and other participants. He introduced two new members: Dr. Ching-Yen Tsay of Taiwan, (see curriculum vitae Annex 1) and Dr. R.K. Pachauri of India (see curriculum vitae Annex 2), who was unable to attend due to pressing meetings with his Prime Minister. Other Board members who were unable to join the meeting were: Jeff Sachs, Julia Marton-Lefèvre and Simon Upton.

Michael McElroy also announced the recent election of Board Member Kazuo Aichi to the Japanese Diet and expressed appreciation for his presence despite his numerous responsibilities in his new role. 
Approval of the agenda: The Chair asked for a motion to approve the agenda. A request was made by ISTAC chair Edward Sarachik to discuss new membership for ISTAC. Michael McElroy promised that this item would be discussed during Day 2 of the meeting. Following this, the agenda was approved.

Approval of minutes:

The minutes of the 6th Board of Overseers meeting were approved without corrections.

2. Report on the state of the institution - Director-General Steve Zebiak

IRI Director-General Steve Zebiak reported on the current state of the IRI. He noted that the nine-month period following the last Board meeting in March 2005 was a dynamic and active period for IRI, with a number of exciting new opportunities emerging. 

At the last IRI meeting we had unofficial word on core funding from NOAA. One of the most important things that happened since the last meeting has been the securing of another 5-year period of funding of the cooperative agreement, on the level of 9-10M/year – a critical base that the IRI uses to leverage almost everything else.

He also acknowledged the continuing match from Columbia University, which at the level of 20% is also a major contribution.

Steve Zebiak announced that the IRI has officially changed its name to IRI for Climate and Society, and is now recognized within Columbia University as an institute. In response to a query about what this means for IRI, John Mutter explained that being named as an institute implies that it is understood to be a more stable and long-term institution within the university and is able to function with greater autonomy, often with an educational component, and therefore is recognized as an important aspect of Columbia. 

New hires – there are two positions that emerged as a result of prior discussions with the Board.  One is the International Development Officer position. Haresh Bhojwani has been at the IRI since August 2005 in this position and has already made a huge impact, providing good counsel.   The other involves IRI taking leadership in an international publication series involving the broad community that pulls together the kinds of things we do, and Molly Hellmuth has joined IRI to oversee publication of that series.

On another note – Maxx Dilley, co-leader of Africa Program and researcher on disaster and co-leader of the Africa Regional Program, left IRI to assume a leadership role in the UNDP Bureau of Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) in Geneva.  Since he left and assumed this position, new doors have opened with new opportunities for IRI, thanks to his advocacy.

Another important event for the IRI was the participation in 2 significant side events at the UN Conference of Parties (COP-11) in Montreal late last year – one with the World Health Organization (WHO), and the other with the World Meteorological Organization (WMO).  Besides providing visibility for the IRI, these events also provided the chance to distribute materials that communicate the mission of the IRI.

On the science side, Steve Zebiak explained that several tools have been developed at the IRI that would assist collaborators in making forecasts, decisions regarding management of natural resources, and in facilitating climate risk management.

New opportunities for the IRI emerged from the G-8 summit on climate change. The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World Bank – all affiliated with the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) – have all contacted the IRI with interest in collaboration. 

Under the new program of more extended visits for ISTAC members, Prof. Sulochana Gadgil visited for a week toward the end of October. It was a very effective way of interacting with IRI staff. At the end of the visit, she wrote a letter, flagging a few issues such as sub-critical staffing in certain areas. This is another indication of the way the institution may need to grow. 

The Board expressed generally favorable comments about the IRI activities of the past nine months. The increasing awareness of environmental issues worldwide puts the IRI in a great position for increased visibility and action. An advantage for the IRI is its ability to communicate climate science in terms that are relevant to non-scientists. A concern was raised that perhaps the IRI has shifted its emphasis to the societal aspect, to the detriment of its scientific underpinnings. Chair Michael McElroy gave the assurance that this was not the case; because the connection between science and society is complex, the best way to maintain that balance is to apply the best of climate science to particular cases, and then to generalize to other cases. 

3. Climate Risk Management Presentation
Projects in Africa, Latin America and Asia illustrate the IRI approach to climate risk management. 

The key requirement for translating the research into policy and practice is to develop partnerships both on the research side and the development side. Further, beyond research and development, there is also the training of sectoral specialists, and the mechanisms to scale up into another sector, or another geographical area.

Madeleine Thomson, co-leader of the Africa Group, presented as an example of this the work with the Malaria Early Warning System (MEWS) in Botswana. Malaria is a climate-sensitive disease, and its importance is underscored by the fact that 6 of the Millennium Development Goals are affected by malaria. Research has shown that the incidence of malaria varies from year to year according to variations in sea-surface temperatures. Thus, seasonal forecasting can be applied to predicting malaria epidemics. IRI scientists train local staff and decision makers in the use of this climate information, resulting in better preparedness and more up-to-date responses, as, for example, in the timely deployment of mobile field hospitals to areas that will be most in need.

This approach is being developed also for projects addressing meningitis and locusts.

Walter Baethgen, director of the Latin America and Caribbean Program, reported that the same approach is being used in projects in the Latin America and Caribbean. Following the report on the MEWS presented by Madeleine Thomson, the World Bank Climate Change Research Group approached IRI to help in an emerging climate change pilot project focusing on adaptation of the health sector to climate change in Colombia.  This project seeks to improve the climate and dengue-malaria models that have been started to be developed by local scientists, and to help develop early warning systems. Local scientists across a range of sectors and policy arenas will come to the IRI to train with our specialists. Another example is in the agriculture sector, where we seek to incorporate climate variability information of the past into forecasting future conditions that would affect the main agricultural systems in the area. The Uruguayan institutions that we have helped are assisting in the development of the same capacities in Paraguay. A third example is a project with the Banco del Nordeste in the Ceara province in Brazil: incorporating climate knowledge in their business plan with near-term climate change, to explore whether the probabilities of drought may be higher in the next decade. This will provide policy makers with better information and tools to optimize the management of their limited water resources.

Shiv Someshwar’s presentation showed how lessons learned from the Nordeste in Latin America are informing projects in Asia, such as the water resource management project in the Philippines. The Angat Dam reservoir provides 97% of the drinking water needs of Manila, and the irrigation needs of farmers in the surrounding areas. The reservoir management tool that has been developed provides decision-makers with the means to balance needs of the farmers against water needs of the metropolis. In Indonesia, the project centers on working with a range of stakeholders – meteorological agencies, ministers of agriculture and regional officers – to use information on climate variability to manage food production at the national and local levels.

The ensuing discussion emphasized the Board’s keen interest in climate risk management. Kazuo Aichi mentioned that Japan had agencies such as  the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) involved in Indonesia, especially in infrastructure, and said that it would be meaningful for IRI to forge cooperation with JICA. Crispin Tickell saw the role of IRI throughout these projects as a catalyst, a training device and coordinator of the various stakeholders, and wondered how the IRI would pull out of the project once the local agencies were functioning. Shiv Someshwar said the answer lies in maintaining partnerships with the local meteorological agencies, focusing on outcomes the problem sector specialists understand, and doing capacity building across those areas. Another is by creating demand for the products those local agencies can provide. Michael McElroy suggested the idea of creating a virtual Asian center that would allow a larger number of people to participate in and contribute to some of the challenges that IRI is looking to address. Other Board Members were interested in diseases other than vector-borne ailments, such as diseases induced by detriment in air quality.

One of the constraints the Board pointed out was the issue of getting top-level decision makers interested enough in climate risk management. Chet Koblinsky offered to contact science and technology officers of the US embassies in the areas where the IRI had ongoing projects. Crispin Tickell also offered to provide advice on how to influence the British ambassador in those regions.
4. Outreach/Partners/Program Development
5. Discussion of Day 1 Items

Steve Zebiak described recent IRI efforts and activities aimed at informing the world of the IRI approach to climate risk management. Among them are: meetings with key adaptation and development groups such as UNDP/GEF, UK Department for International Development (DfID)/Global Climate Observing Sysytem (GCOS), Millennium Village Project; products communicating approach and early successes (e.g., COP-11 flyers); high visibility events (e.g., 2006 Climate Risk Conference, Espoo, Finland) and publications (e.g., Climate and Society Report) to build confidence around climate and development programs. Examples of these efforts were presented as documents BD7-03 through BD7-08.

Steve Zebiak mentioned two or three current developments important to the institution. One arose through the climate change adaptation program of UNDP through the GEF.  Discussions on climate risk management have increasingly found audience with the Bureau of Development Policy (BDP).  From this, we have arrived at some of the common elements for managing climate variability and approaching climate adaptation, and are beginning to identify a program with projects that draw funding from this source, that also could draw contributions from bilaterals.  The discussions have also recognized specific institutional roles for IRI and UNDP: there are significant roles for each, with UNDP having the country presence, and with IRI having the science basis, not as a development institution or an advocacy center.  We have identified a number of promising projects, subject to mutual agreement.  One that has been approved by GEF is coping with drought in Africa (Mozambique, Zimbabwe, Kenya and Ethiopia).  For UNDP and GEF this is markedly different from what they have been doing so far. Adaptation documents across many sectors and topics to date have been generallu shortchanged in the climate dimension. There is an opportunity now to insert the IRI process into the mainstream approaches of a global institution. We are developing a set of criteria for the first phase of projects these institutions may fund, building on current IRI work in the region. GEF funding is available for local projects that don’t have to prove global context; and also is available for looking at variability and adaptation, endorsing the climate risk management approach.  IRI has an opportunity to influence the standards that are applied, and to make sure they meet the development criteria.  

This elicited approval from Nay Htun, who remarked that it would be very important to bring in some key players, including Luis Gomez-Echevarri, deputy assistant administrator in the UNDP Bureau for Development Policy (BDP), and Yannick Glemarec, likely to take over as Executive Administrator of the GEF upon the retirement of Frank Pinto.  

ACTION:  Nay Htun to contact Mr. Echevarri and Mr. Glemarec and arrange a meeting with IRI personnel.

Another opportunity arose out of the G8 Summit at Gleneagles. The IRI has been asked by DfID to lead a gap analysis for the implementation of GCOS in Africa, and to create documents that would provide a starting point for the stakeholder discussion in Ethiopia in April 2006. The implementation plans would entail not only the improvement of climate observations but also improvements in the transfer of climate information into the relevant decision settings. IRI would make itself available as a technical expert. A number of consultants from Africa will be visiting the IRI at the end of January to advance this work.

The third opportunity for the IRI is the launching of a project at the Ministry of Agriculture in India, funded at $4M (with additional leveraging funding anticipated) involving 9 pilot sites on the subcontinent.

The big issue is that these unusual opportunities for IRI are great but will require a build-up of core staff and the funds to facilitate this. Suggestions to ease the budget crunch ranged from training technical people from other countries at IRI, and then sending those people to the projects; to establishing associate IRI offices in regions where the projects are taking place; and to looking for unrestricted project funds.

The discussion that followed centered on what the likely role would be for IRI. It was felt that IRI’s role should be that of a catalyst, rather than advocacy. There should also be a stronger sense that IRI creates climate knowledge that people – whether policy makers or technical people – should find of interest.

Molly Hellmuth then reported on the plans for a climate and society report publication series. The idea came from discussions that started in prior board meetings, for a report series on climate risk management that would influence a range of readers - an executive summary for decision makers; a technical section for line managers or technical advisors, to show where existing gaps are in achieving climate risk management or development strategies. UNDP, WHO, WMO and GEF are all interested in associating as partners in this endeavor, but there is not much interest in helping to fund it.

The budget for this endeavor is projected to be $1.2 million for a 5-year time period, covering an annual distribution of 5,000 copies.

Board members expressed some concern about the necessity of this project, and wanted to make sure that it would not duplicate publications from other institutes. The content should reach a particular sector of the community, and should engage in such subjects as the analysis of climate related events of the past year, and how effects could have been minimized.

It was decided that this discussion should be continued on Day 2.

6. Adjourn Day 1 proceedings - Board departs for Columbia University 

7. Board discussion with Provost Brinkley

The Board then met with Columbia University Provost Alan Brinkley. Michael McElroy introduced himself and the members of the Board, and Steve Zebiak presented a short history of the IRI, its mission and the current focus of projects in key areas around the world. Board Members were given the opportunity to describe what they felt was important about IRI.

Professor Brinkley acknowledged that IRI is one of the key components of the commitment at Columbia to study the environment. He expressed his appreciation for the support the Board gave to IRI, and invited the members to share their suggestions on how the IRI could increase its visibility in the university and elsewhere. He also cautioned against not being very discriminating in accepting partnerships with other academic institutions,

8. Update on Institutional Matters 

Carolyn Mutter provided an update on IRI computer needs, staffing and budgetary issues. Funding from awards granted to the IRI provides resources for computer services, but additional resources are needed to meet the current needs. On staffing: five persons have left to pursue other career interests, notably Maxx Dilley, head of the IRI Africa program, who has assumed a leadership role at the UNDP Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Recovery (BCPR) in Geneva. The IRI welcomed six new staffers, including Haresh Bhojwani, the International Development Officer. There are several positions that remain under search.

The new NOAA grant provides funding for the next five fiscal years. Projections show that the budget will have a deficit by the end of the fifth fiscal year.  Ming Ji recommended a more cautious approach to the NOAA aspects of financial planning. Steve Zebiak indicated IRI/Columbia willingness to work together with NOAA toward restoration of any anticipated budget cuts, and suggested that further discussions be held with the Climate Office in Washington DC.

The Master of Arts program in Climate and Society is now in its second year, with 16 students enrolled. Only 3 of the 16 students came from developing countries, suggesting the need for a more targeted approach to getting the message about the program to possible applicants. In parallel with increased applications, an increase in the number of fellowships to support students from developing countries is needed. This program is an important part of the IRI’s building of capacity, for which increased developing country participation is critical.  Carolyn Mutter noted the significant contributions of IRI staff members Shiv Someshwar, Neil Ward, Tony Barnston and Lisa Goddard towards making this program a success. 

9. Discussion on Institutional Challenges

The discussion opened with a continuation of the previous day’s discussion on the Climate and Society report series.  Board Member Julia Marton-Lefevre attempted to join via conference call, but was unable to maintain a stable connection.  In her brief contribution, she expressed the need for a new IRI publication series to address specific needs, and consideration of a niche market study.

Steve Zebiak saw the report series as something that could be targeted to real-time world events so that each issue can have timely risk management solutions to these events. There is enough interest from a number of organizations to come to a planning meeting, but there is no financial plan for support as yet. Molly Hellmuth acknowledged particular interest from UNDP/GEF and DfID/GCOS in the content of the series.

Crispin Tickell noted that if this report is to be published in partnership with others, those partners should also contribute to the costs.  He also reiterated that the efforts of IRI in this respect need to be specific and targeted.

It was suggested that the series start as an online publication, with a printed executive summary. The main problem of the moment is funding. Haresh Bhojwani asked the Board if they could use their connections to make the links to higher level managers in other institutions in order to generate interest in supporting this project on a financial level. Nay Htun replied that he could try to help, if asked. Crispin Tickell suggested that Robert Watson and Ian Johnson of the World Bank might be able to help.

John Mutter talked about the Earth Institute’s proposal to sponsor an event around the publication of each annual report.

Steve Zebiak then discussed the IRI co-sponsorship of an international climate risk conference in Espoo, Finland in July 2006. The IRI involvement is partially in response to the Board suggestion to increase IRI’s visibility. Jeffrey Sachs is the keynote speaker, and he has volunteered to get World Bank President Paul Wolfowitz as another keynote speaker. James Wolfonson is another possibility. It is planned to have 500 participants at this event. There has been a significant commitment from the European Union to help underwrite the conference, with additional funding from the WMO, the United States and Finland. The biggest constraint is in how much funding the sponsors can come up with.

Crispin Tickell suggested that focusing on “managing the risks” should be the niche of this conference, and also to be quite clear on the points to be raised. He also cautioned against having too many name stars as speakers, and suggested that Bill Clinton might be a good one to invite.

Michael McElroy led the next topic of discussion, which was the challenge in finding alternative sources of funding in order to relieve the IRI of its vulnerability of having the US government as the primary source.  Nay Htun suggested that there needs to be an aggressive effort to diversify the funding, and that it would be useful to know which funds are allocated to the various programs.

One possible model could be the establishment of IRI centers in regions where the IRI already has a significant presence. For example, a Southeast Asia center with funding from Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, could be attractive.

Nay Htun agreed, saying that it was probably time to consider a more decentralized approach that would provide more cohesion for regional projects. In Asia for example, you would need a country that has excellent communication and computer facilities. Thailand would be a good candidate. The UNEP office in Thailand would have the infrastructure to support an IRI enterprise.

Ching-Yen Tsay suggested that it might be easier to start with a virtual center. In Taiwan for example, he could organize support from different agencies, to work on Taiwan problems first and then to work on neighboring countries’ problems, and organize a workshop or meeting to launch this endeavor.

John Mutter suggested that in Africa, IRI could establish an enterprise with either ICRAF or CGIAR as the host.

Steve Zebiak asked about the possibility of having a more significant relationship with UNDP, which has offices everywhere in the developing world. Nay Htun’s opinion was that it would definitely help, since the UNDP has a network of existing regional resource centers.  

Another suggestion was to have an enterprise modeled after a Harvard University arrangement in which 12 persons spend a year, are fully integrated into the university, and work on projects with faculty and are funded by the countries that sent them.

It was suggested that all these scenarios, including possible sources of additional funding, be listed and sent back to the Board for more considered feedback.

Crispin Tickell volunteered to use his connections at DfID (Hilary Benn MP, Suma Chakrabarti) to advance interest in an arrangement with IRI. 

9. Continuation of Discussion on Institutional Challenges and Directions

Steve Zebiak started the session with a short presentation on the Earth Institute’s Millennium Villages Project. This project seeks to deliver capacity to small villages, addressing issues that span all the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), at an annual cost of $110 per person. The first village is located in Sauri, Kenya, the second in Koraro, Ethiopia. Current funding is available for 10 other sites. A Nongovernmental organization (NGO) called the Millennium Promise has been formed to seek additional funding. The IRI has an important role in this project because a large percentage of the issues addressed is climate sensitive, and IRI input in how to manage climate risk is critical. 

The Board expressed great interest in this project, and wanted to know what the future goals were. John Mutter replied that the goal was for these villages to be self-sufficient at the end of a five-year period, and to serve as models for other villages.

10. Recommendations, actions, and timelines

The Board members were asked to provide their reactions to the issues that had been discussed over the two days of the meeting.

Kazuo Aichi said that he was very stimulated by the discussion and led him to think of ways that he can contribute to the IRI in his present role as member of the Japanese Diet. He suggested that the IRI strengthen its connections with the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES) and the Frontier Research System for Global Change (FRSGC) in Japan. Another suggestion was for IRI to encourage project partners in developing countries to request assistance from the Japanese government through JICA. He volunteered to arrange meetings between IRI and persons of influence in the Japanese government and relevant institutions.

Kazuo Aichi also suggested that IRI establish connections with the United Nations University (UNU), headquartered in Japan. A UNU-IRI joint project could be funded by the Japanese government. He volunteered to talk to his staff about this possibility.

There was a short discussion on the idea of establishing regional centers, with some Board members urging caution, due to enormous costs and obligations associated with such an undertaking.

ACTIONS:

1. Michael McElroy to draft a letter to Provost Brinkley to reiterate the IRI mission, goals and current projects of interest.

2. IRI to circulate biographical data of possible future Board members, and solicit feedback from the Board

3. Nay Htun to assist IRI in establishing a connection with Yannick Glemarec and Luis Gomez Echeverri

4. Kazuo Aichi to assist IRI in establishing connections with UNU and officials in the Japanese government

5. IRI to provide Board members with information on the climate risk management conference in Espoo, Finland.

6. Crispin Tickell to use his DfID connections to establish a relationship with IRI.

7. Ching-Yen Tsay to contact key agencies in Taiwan.

11. Executive session 

Edward Sarachik, chair of the International Scientific and Technical Advisory Committee, provided copies of the ISTAC terms of reference and reported on the current status of ISTAC. Under the new guidelines adopted following the last Board Meeting, members visit the IRI individually for a week, engaging staff and conducting a seminar on a topic of expertise. They then write a report on their visit, submitted to the Director-General. The first of these visits took place with Sulochana Gadgil visiting the IRI in November 2005. 

The current composition of ISTAC has a heavy concentration in agriculture (Sulochana Gadgil, Graeme Hammer, and James Jones).

He made the following recommendations for the Board to consider:

1. Member Yeya Toure should be rotated off the committee, as he has not responded to numerous emails. 

2. Member James Laver should visit the IRI before July.

3. Chair Edward Sarachik should visit IRI before July to give a presentation on the sociological factors that create barriers in the use of climate information.

He then asked the Board to suggest possible replacements for Yeya Toure. The following names were proposed:

1. Ulisses Confalonieri of Brazil

2. Andrew Haines – Director of the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine

3. Brian Sharpe – Durban, South Africa

4. Renate Schubert – economist in Zurich, Switzerland

ISTAC plans to meet as a group the day before the next Board meeting, and would use the occasion to meet the Board the following day.

Chair Michael McElroy next tackled the issue of Board membership, saying it was important to establish an orderly rotational process. The recent appointments of Kazuo Aichi, Ching-Yen Tsay and R.K. Pachauri have resulted in a strong Asian representation, and the Board now needs to consider new membership to represent Latin America, Africa and Europe. Due to Catherine Day’s promotion to Secretary-General of the European Commission, she is no longer a viable candidate from Europe. Another possibility is Ian Johnson, formerly Vice President of the World Bank, and also worked in the United Nations system.

Other names suggested:

12. Mohamed El-Ashry – formerly Director of Global Environmental Facility

13. Mario Molina

14. Manuel Guerrero

15. Yolanda Kakabadse

16. Huguette Labelle

17. Jacqueline McGlade

18. Qin Dahe – China Meteorological Administration

19. Yi-Hui Ding

20. Wangari Maathai

21. Jose Maria Figueres, former president of Costa Rica

22. Raoul Estrada

ACTIONS:

1. Board to email Michael McElroy or Steve Zebiak with other names to consider

2. Crispin Tickell to sound out Jacqueline McGlade
3. IRI to circulate biographical data on the suggested names to the Board for decisions on whom to contact.
The Board then set the following possible dates for the next meeting:

1. September 21 and 22, 2006 (with ISTAC meeting on September 20)

2. October 5 and 6 (with ISTAC meeting on October 4)

ACTION: IRI to send suggested dates to the Board and ask for their availability to attend on those dates.  

Confidential Executive Session outcomes to be summarized on a separate page, to follow.
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Ching-Yen Tsay

Curriculum Vitae

Date of Birth: September 29, 1944

Tel:  886-2-2531-8856

Fax: 886-2-2531-6881

E-mail: CY_Tsay@compal.com
Education:
Ph.D. in Meteorology, University of Utah, June 1972

B.S. in Meteorology, National Taiwan University, June 1967

Professional Experience:

	Minister of State
	Executive Yuan
	2000-2004

	Vice Chairman
	National Science Council
	1996-2000

	Director General 
	Civil Aeronautics Administration, Ministry of Transportation and Communications, ROC
	1994-1996

	Director General
	Central Weather Bureau, Ministry of Transportation and Communications, ROC
	1989-1994

	Professor & Director
	Department of Atmospheric Sciences, National Taiwan University, ROC
	1978-1989

	Associate Professor
	Department of Atmospheric Sciences, National Taiwan University, ROC
	1974-1978

	Research Fellow
	Harvard University, U.S.A.
	1973-1974

	Postdoctoral Fellow
	National Center for Atmospheric Research, U.S.A.
	1972-1973


Concurrent Assignments:

National Policy Advisor to the President (2004-

Vice Chairman, Presidential Advisory Council for Science and Technology (2004-

Chair professor, National Central University (2004-

Chair professor, National Chiao Tung University (2004-
Group Senior Advisor, Compal Electronics, Inc. (2004-

Honors:

	Fellow, Chinese Society for Management of Technology
	2002

	Fellow, Meteorological Society of R.O.C.
	2001

	Fellow, American Meteorological Society
	1999

	Outstanding Research Award, National Science Council
	1985-1990

	Huang Shiah-chian Research Award
	1981


Societies:

	President
	Chinese Geoscience Union (CGU), ROC
	1993-1995

	Advisory Member
	Steering Committee of Science Education of the Ministry of Education, ROC
	1991-1993

	President
	The Solar Energy Society of the Republic of China
	1990-1992

	President
	The Meteorological Society of the Republic of China
	1987-1991

	President
	Scientific Committee on Meteorology and Atmospheric Sciences, Pacific Science Association
	1989-present

	President
	The Committee for International Union of Geodesy and Geophysics, Taipei, China
	1993-1996


Publications:

Dr. Tsay has contributed over 50 scientific papers ranging from tropical meteorology to the field of numerical weather prediction.
Others:

	Member of Board of Directors
	National Applied Research Laboratories (NARL)
	2003-2004

	Co-Convener 
	Science and Technology Advisory Group, the Executive Yuan, Taiwan
	2000-2004

	Convener 
	National Information and Communication Initiative, the Executive Yuan, Taiwan
	2000-2004

	Convener
	Steering Committee for Biotech Industry, the Executive Yuan, Taiwan
	2002-2004

	Board Member
	Aviation Safety Council, the Executive Yuan, Taiwan
	2001-2004

	Council Member
	National Science Council, the Executive Yuan, Taiwan
	2000-2004

	Council Member
	Atomic Energy Council, the Executive Yuan, Taiwan
	2000-2004

	Board Member
	The Industrial Technology Research Institute, Taiwan
	2000-2004
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Rahendra K. Pachauri

Dr Rajendra K Pachauri was born in Nainital, India, on 20 August 1940. He assumed his current responsibilities as the head of TERI (Tata Energy Research Institute) in 1981, first as Director and, since April 2001, as Director-General. TERI does original work and provides professional support in the areas of energy, environment, forestry, biotechnology, and the conservation of natural resources to government departments, institutions, and corporate organizations worldwide. Dr Pachauri has been elected as Chairman of IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change), established by World Meteorological Organization and United Nations Environment Programme in 1988. He has taken charge as Chairman, IPCC from 20th April 2002 onwards. He has been active in several international forums dealing with the subject of climate change and its policy dimensions.

To acknowledge his immense contribution to the field of environment, he has been awarded the Padma Bhushan -- one of India's highest civilian awards that recognizes distinguished service of a high order to the nation in any field (January 2001).

Commencing his career with the Diesel Locomotive Works, Varanasi, where he held several managerial positions, Dr Pachauri joined the North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC, USA, where he obtained an MS in Industrial Engineering in 1972, a PhD in Industrial Engineering and a PhD in Economics, and also served as Assistant Professor (August 1974 -- May 1975) and Visiting Faculty Member (Summer 1976 and 1977) in the Department of Economics and Business. 

On his return to India, he joined the Administrative Staff College of India, Hyderabad, as Member Senior Faculty (June 1975 -- June 1979) and went on to become Director, Consulting and Applied Research Division (July 1979 -- March 1981). He joined TERI as Director in April 1981. 

He has also been a Visiting Professor, Resource Economics at the College of Mineral and Energy Resources, West Virginia University (August 1981 -- August 1982); Senior Visiting Fellow, Resource Systems Institute, East -- West Center, USA (May -- June 1982); and Visiting Research Fellow, The World Bank, Washington, DC (June -- September 1990). Recognising his vast knowledge and experience in the energy -- environment field, the United Nations Development Programme appointed him as a part time Adviser in the fields of Energy and Sustainable Management of Natural Resources, 1994 -- 1999.

His wide-ranging expertise has resulted in his being invited to join various international and national committees and boards, which on the international level include Member, Board of the International Solar Energy Society (ISES), 1991 -- 1997; Member, World Resources Institute (WRI) Council, 1992; Chairman, Work Group A -- World Energy Council (WEC) Committee on Developing Countries, 1993 -- 1995; President (1988), Chairman (1989 -- 90), International Association for Energy Economics (IAEE), Washington, D C .; President, Asian Energy Institute, 1992 onwards.

Committees of the Government of India which he has served include Member, Panel of Eminent Persons on Power, Ministry of Power; Member, Delhi Vision -- Core Planning Group; Member, Advisory Board on Energy (ABE), Government of India, 1983 -- 1988 (The Board reported directly to the Prime Minister of India); Member, National Environmental Council, Government of India under the Chairmanship of the Prime Minister of India, November 1993 and April 1999; Member, Oil Industry Restructuring Group, "R" Group, Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas, Government of India, 1994.

He has also served on academic and research institute bodies including Member, Board of Governors, Trireme Scientific & Industrial Research Foundation, September 1987; Member, Executive Committee of the India International Center, 1985 onwards; Member, Governing Council of the India Habitat Center, New Delhi, October 1987 onwards; Member, Court of Governors, Administrative Staff College of India, 1979 -- 81.

In January 1999, Dr R K Pachauri was appointed as Director, Board of Directors of the Indian Oil Corporation Limited (a Fortune 500 company) for a period of 3 years.

In April 1999, Dr R K Pachauri was appointed as the Member, Board of Directors of the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES), Environment Agency, Government of Japan, for a period of 3 years.

In September 1999, Dr R K Pachauri was appointed as the Chairman, The Darjeeling Himalayan Railway Heritage Foundation, Darjeeling.

He taught at the School of Forestry & Environmental Studies, Yale University, USA, as McCluskey Fellow during 6 September -- 8 December 2000.

In July 2001, Dr R K Pachauri was appointed Member, Economic Advisory Council to the Prime Minister of India.

He has also authored 21 books and several papers and articles. 
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