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To:	Members of SAMI’s IA WG, TOC, and technical contractors





Subject: 	Revised Executive Summary and Screening Table 


	Integrated Assessment Framework





	�





Dear Colleague:





At the request of SAMI’s Technical Oversight Committee, we are enclosing recently revised versions of the Executive Summary and Screening Table from our report on the Design of an Integrated Assessment Framework for SAMI. 





The Executive Summary summarizes a 107-page report entitled Design for an Integrated-Assessment Framework for the Southern Appalachian Initiative  prepared by a team from Lumina and Resources for the Future, under contract to SAMI. 





The Screening Table is an appendix to that report providing supporting information for SAMI to develop plans for the scope and budget for the integrated assessment framework (IAF).  The table is intended to summarize information from our report on the design of an IAF in a convenient form to support SAMI in making these decisions. 





In particular, the Screening Table provides information about 20 key issues that are candidates for inclusion in an integrated assessment framework.  These issues include an Emissions Inventory, Transport and chemistry models, visibility, aquatic effects, terrestrial effects, direct and indirect costs, and a variety of other possible environmental and socioeconomic effects of concern to SAMI. The first page of the table provides more specific explanation of each of the kinds of information. For each issue, the Table provides a variety of information, explained on Page A-1. It characterizes up to four levels of treatment for each issue, comprising: 


	Level 1. Qualitative treatment


	Level 2. Simple quantitative model


	Level 3: Intermediate quantitative model


	Level 4: Sophisticated quantitative model





For each level, the Table summarizes the approach and provides an estimate of the cost.  SAMI can select a particular Level for each of the 20 issues (or omit it entirely from consideration), to create a particular integrated assessment. In this way, the report does not recommend a single integrated assessment but rather provides a flexible menu of options which SAMI can use to design a specific assessment according to its priorities and budget.





The current version


The enclosed Executive Summary and Screening Table are third drafts, current in March 1996. The Table is designed as a summary of the full report, and is not designed to stand by itself.  We provided SAMI with a first draft of the report in September, 1995, and revised it substantially, including an expanded version of the Screening Table, in a version submitted November 12, 1995, in response to comments received and discussions with SAMI participants and contractors.   In recent months we have received a number of additional comments, which we have tried to address in the versions of the Executive Summary and Screening Table here enclosed. Please note that SAMI has not asked us to update the body of the report, so the corresponding third version of the entire report does not exist as yet.





Sources of information and judgment


This report was authored by the Lumina team on the basis of extensive research, correspondence, and discussions with numerous individuals, including SAMI committee members, SAMI contractors, and researchers not affiliated with SAMI. Developing appropriate designs and estimating budgets for each of four levels of detail for each module is a challenging task. Even those who are most qualified as potential contractors to work on such projects are sometimes understandably reluctant to provide budget estimates. The designs and budget estimates in the enclosed documents are based on discussions and recommendations from many sources. We benefited considerably from discussions with other SAMI contractors and reading their reports, particularly on emissions, atmospheric modeling, visibility, and effects of acid deposition on aquatic resources. We have not yet had the chance to benefit from reading the contractors’ reports covering acid deposition effects on terrestrial resources and ozone damage to vegetation since they were not available at the time of writing.  Nevertheless, in several cases their authors have provided us with valuable inputs.  In order to obtain a variety of perspectives, we have also consulted a number of experts not directly affiliated with SAMI.





We are preparing written responses to those individuals who provided us with written comments on the second draft of the report, so that they can see specifically how and where they have influenced the final versions. 





Our goal has been, where possible, to base the recommendations and budget estimates on the opinions of those most knowledgeable, at least where there seems to be consensus.  In an area as rife with scientific uncertainties, methodological innovations, and political controversies, we cannot reasonably expect consensus in all areas. We believe that it would be impossible to achieve a complete consensus on all details of an integrated assessment. Where there is not yet consensus and where there are gaps or an unwillingness to make judgments, we have made our own judgments. We are well aware that some of those we have consulted will disagree with our recommendations. Thus, ultimately, we at Lumina take final responsibility for the judgments, errors of fact, and opinions expressed. Our hope is that the result provides a coherent and constructive basis for SAMI to make its decisions on how to proceed in creating an integrated-assessment framework.


We are extremely grateful to the large number of people who gave extensively of their time in helping this project.  We will welcome any further comments, which we hope to incorporate into a final complete version of the report.





	Yours sincerely








	Max Henrion


	President
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