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Friday, October 27

8:00am G Staff Meeting

9:15am Strobe's AsstSecs Meeting

8:00pm Arena Stage (Pleasure of Seeing Her Again)

Sunday/ October 28

Time TBD Dinner w/Jack and Libby Halaby (tentative) '

Monday, October 30 i

8:00am Keynote - Int'1 Climate Change Partnership's
Earth Technologies Forum

Tuesday, October 31

9:15am Strobe's AsstSecs Meeting

2:00-5:00 D Cmte Meeting

UPCOMING EVENTS:

Fri., Nov. 3 
5:30pm.

Mon/Sat.,Nov.13-25

Tues., Nov. 14 

Fri., Nov. 17 

Sat., Nov. 18

Sunday, Nov. 19

Sunday, Nov. 2 6 

Wed., Nov. 29 

Thurs., Nov. 30

Dale's opening at Troyer Gallery 
followed by dinner at home

COP 6 (The Hague) (High level Nov, 
22-24)

Host dinner for Mrs. Sadik

Arena Stage (Play On) 8pm

5:45pm Lv Dulles for The Hague 
(staying: Hotel Bel Air)

Thanksgiving Dinner at Amb. 
Schneider's

3pm Ar Dulles from The Hague 

Dr. Braun

CFR speech (in DC) per John B.
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Dec. 4-6,2000

Mon., Dec. 11 evening

Tues.,Dee. 12 to- 
Thurs-, Dec. 14 am

Wed. , Dec. 13

Fri., Dec. 22 

Sun., Dec. 24

Sun., Dec. 31

Fri., Feb. 9, 2001 

Feb. 24, 2001

Fri., March 16, 2001

Thurs., March 29, 2001

April 10, 2001 
(8pm)

Fri., April 13, 2001

Fri., May 18, 2001 

May 22, 2001 (8pm) 

May 29, 2001 (8pm) 

June 5, 2001 (8pm)

Benin Conference on New and Restored 

Democracies 
(tentative)

Ar Palermo

Transnational Crime Convention 
(Palermo, Italy)

Enchanted Holiday Evening (Youth 
For Understanding Foundation 
NYC (to be determined)

Arena Stage (K2) 8pm

7:4Sam Lv BWI on UA 221 
10:25airi Ar LA

2:30pm Lv LA on UA 220 
3:30pm Ar BWI

Arena Stage (Tom Walker) 8pm

Red Priest Baroque Ensemble 
3133 Dumbarton Street (828-3090)

Arena Stage (Coyote Builds North 

America) 8pm

Kennedy Center - (Washington 
Ballet) (J ■ 30pm)

JFK Ctr (American Ballet Theatre)

Arena Stage (A Streetcar Named 

Desire)8pm

Arena Stage (Constant Star) 8pm 

JFK Ctr (Dance Theatre of Harlem) 

JFK Ctr (Miami City Ballet)

JFK Ctr (Royal Ballet)



10/0^/00 14:22 FAX 202 647 0753 U/S Global Affairs @008

Thurs., May 10, 2001 Kennedy Center (Washington 
Ballet) (7:30pm)
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United States Department of State

Assiswnt Secretary of State for Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs

Washington, D.C. 20520,.

May 31,2000

TO : DISTRIBUTION LIST

FROM: David B. Sandalow

SUBJECT: Clitnate Meeting, Thursday, June 1

We will meet on Thursday. June 1 from 4:00-5:30 in Room 
7835. There are two topics on the agenda:

(1) Sinks issues under Articles 3.3 and Article 3.4

(2) The use of overseas development assistance (ODA) in the 

CDM.

Papers attached.
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COP-6 Sinks Decisions: 
General Approach

1. Introduction

Land use, land-use change and forestry activities (LULUCF) are addressed in Articles 3.3, 3.4 
and 3.7 of the Kyoto Protocol.

■ Article 3.3 requires that Parties, in meeting their targets, count emissions and removals from 
three specified land-use change and forestry activities: afforestation, reforestation and 
deforestation (ARD) since 1990.

■ In addition. Article 3.4 allows the COP/MOP to include additional LULUCF activities - for 
example, conservation tillage - for the second and subsequent commitment periods. Parties 
may choose to apply any such decision to the first commitment period, for activities taking 
place since 1990.

■ Finally, Article 3.7 provides that for states whose land-use change and forestry activities in 
1990 were a net emission, the net land-use change emissions shall be included in the 
country’s 1990 emissions baseline.

At COP-6, Parties will make a set of decisions regarding Articles 3.3 and 3.4. These decisions 
will likely include:

■ definitions and accounting rules for ARD activities under Article 3.3;
■ definitions of which additional LULUCF activities to include under Article 3.4, as well as 

accounting rules for these activities.

The package of COP-6 decisions could also include;

“ limits on the degree to which Parties may count Article 3.4 activities in the first period
■ a process for including additional LULUCF activities under Article 3.4 after COP-6
■ elaboration of the land-use change elements of Article 3.7.

By August 1, 2000, Parties must submit their views and proposals concerning these Article 3.3 
and 3.4 issues, including proposed definitions and accounting systems, along with national data 
and assessments of those proposals.
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2. Definitions and accounting for afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation (ARP) 

activities under Article 3.3

The COP-6 decision package will likely include definitions of ARD activities, perhaps 
providing Parties the option of choosing among a set of possible definitions or accounting 
approaches. The definitions of “afforestation” and “deforestation” are relatively 
uncontroversial from a political standpoint, but involve important technical considerations.

Reforestation is the most controversial aspect of Article 3.3. Different definitions (and 
accounting rules) would have markedly different implications for the United States (see 

Table 1 below).

International and internal U.S. discussions have focused on two possible definitions of 
reforestation: the FAO and the IPCC definitions. The FAO definition defines reforestation as 
replanting after harvest. Under some accounting rules, the FAO definition would allow 
countries to count the sequestration resulting from replanting, but not the emissions due to 
the harvest that brings the land into the system. In contrast, the IPCC definition defines 
reforestation as a land-use change from non-forest to forest. Under this definition, 
reforestation is essentially the same as afforestation; the only difference between the two is 
that, in the case of afforestation, the land is out of forest use for a longer period of time. The 
IPCC definition would avoid the issue of counting carbon sequestered on lands replanted 
after harvest, since replanting after harvest would not represent a land-use change and hence 

would not count as “reforestation.”

Table 1 sets forth the impUcations for the U.S. of the IPCC vs. FAO definitions, assuming 
business-as-usual. Under the IPCC definition, the U.S. would gain virtually no net credits 
from ARD under Article 3.3. In contrast, the U.S. would gain a credit of approximately 100 
MMTCE (about 7% of our 1990 emissions) under the FAO definition, in combination with 
an accounting rule that includes carbon sequestered during the regrowth of forests ^ 
regenerated since 1990, but excludes the emissions from the initial harvest after 1990.'

' Note that during the first few years after harvest, land usually produces positive net carbon emissions because the 
slash left over from harvest is emitting at a rate greater than the sequestration from the new growth. This approach 
would count emissions from slash. Emissions from all harvests that occur after the first regrowth would count, but 
harvested carbon that goes into long-lived forest products would not be debited instantly.
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4, Approach and future steps

In the next one to two months, we will need to decide the following key issues:

(a) What is our bottom line on sinks for COP-6?
(b) What positions on sinks should U.S, propose sinks in its August 1 submission?

We propose the following general approach, as we proceed to address these two core issues;

• Continue to advocate full carbon accounting as the most environmentally sound approach 

for the long run.

• Do not take a position on the definition of reforestation under Article 3.3.

Instead of supporting either the FAO or the IPCC definition, we will continue to argue for 
addressing forestry (and other sink activities) in a more rational, comprehensive manner, 
through Article 3.4 decisions.

• Explore how to make up credits through Article 3.4, if we compromise by accepting the 
IPCC definition of reforestation under Article 3.3.

Potentially, Article 3.3 and 3.4 could be treated as a package, in which we would accept 
the IPCC definition of reforestation (or something similar) in return for a satisfactory 
decision regarding additional sink activities under Article 3.4. Such a package might 
provide credit for some BAU activities (as Article 3.3 already does), as well ^ provide 
incentives to take additional action that could help Parties meet their targets in a cost- 

effective way.

• Explore departures from full carbon accounting that could be applied in the first 
commitment period.

“Walkbacks” for the first commitment period could take the form of more narrowly 
defined activities under Article 3.4,or formulas that limit the applicability of full carbon 
accounts. We will outline various walkback options in a separate paper.

TQTfiL P.04
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United States Depanment of State

Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and 
International Environmental and Scientific Affairs
Washington, D.C. 20520

May 31,2000

TO : DISTRIBUTION LIST

FROM: David B. Sandalow

SUBJECT: Climate Meeting, Thursday, June 1

We will meet on Thursday, June 1 from 4:00-5:30 in Room 
7835. There are two topics on the agenda;

(1) Sinks issues under Articles 3.3 and Article 3.4

(2) The use of overseas development assistance (ODA) in the 
CDM.

Papers attached.
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COP-6 Sinks Decisions: 
General Approach

1. Introduction

Land use, land-use change and forestry activities (LULUCF) are addressed in Articles 3.3, 3.4
and 3.7 of the Kyoto Protocol.

■ Article 3.3 requires that Parties, in meeting their targets, count emissions and removals from 
three specified land-use change and forestry activities; afforestation, reforestation and 
deforestation (ARD) since 1990.

■ In addition. Article 3.4 allows the COP/MOP to include additional LULUCF activities - for 
example, conservation tillage - for the second and subsequent commitment periods. Parties 
may choose to apply any such decision to the first commitment period, for activities taking 
place since 1990.

■ Finally, Article 3.7 provides that for states whose land-use change and forestry activities in 
1990 were a net emission, the net land-use change emissions shall be included in the 
country’s 1990 emissions baseline.

At COP-6, Parties will make a set of decisions regarding Articles 3.3 and 3.4. These decisions
will likely include;

" definitions and accounting rules for ARD activities under Article 3.3;
■ definitions of which additional LULUCF activities to include under Article 3.4, as well as 

accounting rules for these activities.

The package of COP-6 decisions could also include;

■ limits on the degree to which Parties may count Article 3.4 activities in the first period
■ a process for including additional LULUCF activities under Article 3.4 after COP-6
■ elaboration of the land-use change elements of Article 3.7.

By August 1, 2000, Parties must submit their views and proposals concerning these Article 3.3
and 3.4 issues, including proposed definitions and accounting systems, along with national data
and assessments of those proposals.
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2. Definitions and accounting for afforestation, reforestation, and deforestation (ARP) 
activities under Article 3.3

The COP-6 decision package will likely include definitions of ARD activities, perhaps 
providing Parties the option of choosing among a set of possible definitions or accounting 
approaches. The definitions of “afforestation” and “deforestation” are relatively 
uncontroversial from a political standpoint, but involve important technical considerations.

Reforestation is the most controversial aspect of Article 3.3. Different definitions (and 
accounting rules) would have markedly different implications for the United States (see 
Table 1 below).

International and internal U.S. discussions have focused on two possible definitions of 
reforestation: the FAO and the IPCC definitions. The FAO definition defines reforestation as 
replanting after harvest. Under some accounting rules, the FAO definition would allow 
countries to count the sequestration resulting from replanting, but not the emissions due to 
the harvest that brings the land into the system. In contrast, the IPCC definition defines 
reforestation as a land-use change from non-forest to forest. Under this definition, 
reforestation is essentially the same as afforestation; the only difference between the two is 
that, in the case of afforestation, the land is out of forest use for a longer period of time. The 
IPCC definition would avoid the issue of counting carbon sequestered on lands replanted 
after harvest, since replanting after harvest would not represent a land-use change and hence 
would not count as “reforestation.”

Table 1 sets forth the implications for the U.S. of the IPCC vs. FAO definitions, assuming 
business-as-usual. Under the IPCC definition, the U.S. would gain virtually no net credits 
from ARD under Article 3.3. In contrast, the U.S. would gain a credit of approximately 100 
MMTCE (about 7% of our 1990 emissions) under the FAO definition, in combination with 
an accounting rule that includes carbon sequestered during the regrowth of forests 
regenerated since 1990, but excludes the emissions from the initial harvest after 1990.'

Note that during the fffst few years after harvest, land usually produces positive net carbon emissions because the 
slash left over from harvest is emitting at a rate greater than the sequestration from the new growth. This approach 
would count emissions from slash. Emissions from all harvests that occur after the first regrowth would count, but 
harvested carbon that goes bto long-lived forest products would not be debited instantly.
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4. Approach and future steps

In the next one to two months, we will need to decide the following key issues:

(a) What is our bottom line on sinks for COP-6?
(b) What positions on sinks should U.S. propose sinks in its August 1 submission? 

We propose the following general approach, as we proceed to address these two core issues:

• Continue to advocate full carbon accounting as the most environmentally sound approach 
for the long run.

• Do not take a position on the definition of reforestation under Article 3.3.

Instead of supporting either the FAO or the IPCC definition, we will continue to argue for 
addressing forestry (and other sink activities) in a more rational, comprehensive manner, 
through Article 3.4 decisions.

• Explore how to make up credits through Article 3.4, if we compromise by accepting the 
IPCC definition of reforestation under Article 3.3.

Potentially, Article 3.3 and 3.4 could be treated as a package, in which we would accept 
the IPCC definition of reforestation (or something similar) in return for a satisfactory 
decision regarding additional sink activities under Article 3.4. Such a package might 
provide credit for some BAU activities (as Article 3.3 already does), as well as provide 
incentives to take additional action that could help Parties meet their targets in a cost- 
effective way.

• Explore departures fi-om full carbon accounting that could be applied in the first 
commitment period.

“Walkbacks” for the first commitment period could take the form of more narrowly 
defined activities under Article 3.4,or formulas that limit the applicability of full carbon 
accounts. We will outline various walkback options in a separate paper.
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and Sweden may as well. Since Kyoto, we have been reluctant to take a position on the 
definitions of ARD under Article 13. On the one hand, adopting the IPCC vs- the FAO 
definition of reforestation would represent a significant tightening of our target. On the other 
hand, we have been reluctant to endorse the FAO definition, given the controversy 
surrounding it. In our August 1 submission, we could propose either the IPCC or FAO 
definition, one of the other alternatives elaborated by the IPCC in its recent Special Report, 
some other definition, or we could propose options as part of a package with Article 3.4 
activities.

3. Definitions and accounting for additional activities under Article 3.4

(a) Full carbon accounting through broad activities

During the Kyoto Protocol negotiations, we supported including sinks in a comprehensive 
fashion, so as to give Parties the maximum incentive to reduce emissions and enhance 
sequestration from LULUCF activities. Since Kyoto, we have continued to advocate the 
comprehensive approach pursuant to Article 3.4

To provide for full carbon accounting, the LULUCF activities included under Article 3.4 
would need to be broad activities, and the system would need to count all carbon stock 
changes on the land during the commitment period. Possible activities include;

1. Forest management
2, Cropland management
3, Grazing land management
4. Land degradation and land restoration (possibly a package of activities to be selected 

together)

With full carbon accormting on managed forests, cropland, and grazing lands, carbon stock 
changes during the first commitment period are projected to be in excess of 200 MMTCE per 
year, assuming business as usual.

(b) Possible “Walkback” for the first commitment period

Most Parties have opposed the comprehensive approach. Some believe that carbon stock 
changes carmot be adequately monitoring and verified, although to some degree the recent 
IPCC Special Report allays that concern. Some are worried that the U.S. might try to take 
credit for large BAU sequestrations, possibly including the large “missing sink” (an 
unaccounted carbon sink that some scientists believe could be located in North America). 
Some also fear that LULUCF activities would undermine the emission reduction objectives 
of the Kyoto Protocol or create ancillary environmental problems.

One direction we are exploring for our August 1 submission is to propose full carbon 
accounting for all managed lands in the second and subsequent commitment periods, but 
claim only a share of the total carbon credits during the first commitment period. This is 
known as full ceirbon accounting with a “walkback” in the first commitment period.
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Table 1:
U.S, Emissions and Removals from Afforestation, Reforestation, and Deforestation

U.S, Sink/Source Annual MMTCE Carbon Sequestration (+) or Emissions (-) 
during the budget period (BAU Case) for the U.S.

2008-2012 2013-2017 2018-2022
IPCC definition of reforestation
Afforestation/reforestation 10 9 8
Deforestation -8 -7 -7
Total of ARD 2 2 1
FAO definition of reforestation (include car 
exclude carbon emitted at the time of the first ]

bon on forest lands replanted after harvest; 
harvest after 1990)

Reforestation under FAO 
definition

102 99 116

Reference: Comprehensive 
accounting of carbon stock 
changes in US Forests

217 200 184

Note; Estimates are derived from data and analysis based on 1992 US Forest Statistics. The forthcommg 1997 
US Forest Statistics could change the magnitude and trends reported here.

The negotiating history of the Kyoto Protocol contains some support for the FAO definition 
of “reforestation.” Moreover, to the extent that the U.S. assumed the FAO approach in 
taking its target, adopting an approach such as the IPCC definition would represent a 
significant tightening of our target (a difference of approximately 100 MMTCE).

However, several arguments have been advanced by Parties and NGO$ against the FAO 
definition. First, it credits regrowth without debiting the first harvest (this is one form of 
“asymmetrical” accounting). Thus it selectively brings land into the system as it is about to 
start accumulating carbon, without counting the substantial emissions occurring earlier in the 
commitment period resulting from harvests. Second, some are concerned that the FAO 
definition could encourage harvesting old growth forests and replacing them with tree farms, 
so as to count the sequestration from replanting but not the emissions from harvesting. 
Finally, some Parties argue that the definitional issue is already decided by Article 5.2 of the 
Kyoto Protocol, which mandates the application of the 1996 Revised IPCC Guidelines. We 
do not accept that legal interpretation of the effect of Article 5.2.

Many Parties, including a number of Umbrella Group countries, support the IPCC definition. 
Canada has been one of the few countries to publicly support the FAO definition. Finland
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USE OF OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE AND THE CLEAN 
DEVELOPMENT MECHANISM

Issues;
1. Can. government funds used to support projects under the Clean Development 

Mechanism in a manner which generates CERs that accrue to the financmg government 
be counted as Official Development Assistance.

2. Would ODA used for CDM, especially ODA that result in CERs accruing to the donor, 
have to be new and additional?

3. Would the use of ODA to acquire CERs promote “good development”? 

BACKGROUND:

Japan has proposed that government financing fiom ODA accounts be used to directly suppon 
CDM projects, and that donor govexiiments be allowed to accrue CERs as a result of such 
support Japan has made it clear that they do not believe that they can meet their Kyoto target for 
the fust budget period without acquiring CERs firom other countries. They fed that they would 
be heavily criticized domestically for funding projects that produced CERs that would not 
automatically accrue to them.

The Japanese proposal raises a number of issues. Resolution of many of these issues will require 
engagement of agencies and individuals not nonnally a part of the Sandalow group.

Most donors agree that ODA can and should be used in support of the CDM. Capacity building, 
policy and legal reform, development of CDM institutions, creating market infi-astructure, and 
other expenditures generally in support of a developing country’s ability to participate in the 
Mechanism are likely components of post-ratification ODA regimes. With the exception of 
project feasibility studies, however, direct project finance has not been seen as a likely target for 
ODA, for three fundamental reasons;

1. The large cost of projects would be a very large proportion of ODA budgets,
2. The use of ODA in this manner would potentially distort markets, and
3. For most donors it would require a diversion of funding fi'om other ODA purposes.

Official Development Assistance is defined as grants and loans to developing countries on the 
DAC Part 1 list of aid recipients which:

are undertaken by the government,
promote economic development and social welfare as the primary objective, 
are concessional (grant component of at least 25%)

The Development Assistance Committee of the OECD determines levels of ODA ex post facto 
based on national submissions. A key consideration for DAC reporting and ODA qualification

1
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is that CERs either are or will be recognized as economic assets that have value and are tradable. 
Under the United Nations System of National Accounts (SNA), the value of economic assets 
must be recorded as production flows in die economic accoxmts of the nation where they are 
created. International transactions in economic assets (sales or transfers) must be recorded in a 
nation’s international accounts under the conventions of the IMF Balance of Payments Manual. 
The value of a sale or transfer of assets may be deducted from a donor’s ODA flows.

ISSUE 1: Can government funds used to support projects under the Clean Development 
Mechanism in a manner which generates CEl^ that accrue to the financing government be 

counted as Official Development Assistance.

Two questions must be answered;

1. Does the donor expenditure meet the criteria for ODA? The most difficult test will 
be whether economic and social development of the recipient remains the primary 
purpose, particularly if donors expenditures shift substantially in a relatively shon 
period of time?

2, Does the donor receive economic assets in return for its investment? The most 
difficult to analyze complication is caused by the intent to accrue CERs to the donor. 
The possibility of including CERs in DAC reporting has not been raised to date at 
either the DAC High Level Meeting or the DAC Statistical Working Party. It is 
unlikely, therefore, that the issue will be authoritatively addressed by COP6. If CERs 
are generated by ODA-fimded projects, the value of the sale or transfer of the CERs 
to the donor may constitute a reduction in ODA. In addition, the methods of 
calculating “concessionality” may have to be adjusted to allow for the value of the 
CERs to the donor country.

ISSUE 2: Does ODA used for CDM, especially ODA that result in CERs accruing to the donor, 
have to be new and additional?

Raising the issue of the use of ODA to support CDM, with a fricus on project support that 
generates CERs that accrue to the donor, insures that the question of “additionality” will be 
raised by developing countries and by NGOs. Developing countries ate likely to insist on 
stipulating that ODA investments intended to produce CERs must be “new and additional” 
because CER generating activities could potentially divert ODA away from other objectives.

Donors may be constrained to argue that such investments are “additional” expenditures in order 
to meet the environmental additionality criteria. In addition, a direct financial interest on the part 
of major donors in the debate surrounding environmental additionality may affect the direction 
and dynamic of the emissions baselines debate. All of this is complicated by the lack of a 
baseline for determining ODA additionality.

With reductions in overall ODA levels, the political implications of OECD countries seeking
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direct financial benefit firom the ODA expenditures could have a negative effect on other aspects 
of the COP6 negotiations, especially those involving transfer of resources.

ISSUE 3: Does the use of ODA to acquire CERs promote '‘good development”?

Japan has argued that ODA use is justified because it promotes economic development and 
social welfare, and because it is necessary to support projects that are "not profitable on a 
commercial basis”, and to promote the “equitable” distribution of CDM prcrjects.

While the argument can be made that GHG reduction and sequestration projects support 
economic development and social welfare, and that such projects are already part of donors' 
portfolios, Japan’s proposal to directly acquire CERs as a result of ODA investment calls into 
question whether these goals are the primary purpose.

Even for the Japanese, fully financing projects is relatively rate. Based on. available information, 
it seems chat fully financing projects will require a substantial increase in fimding, which is 
likely to come at the expense of other development priorities unless there is a stipulation that 
such resources be “new and additional”. (One Japanese response to this issue is that “all 
resources are ‘new and additional’ since ^e funds must be appropriated each year.”)

Aside firom difScult issues as to how private sector partners (winners) will be selected the 
investment, per se, of donor capital in viable private sector projects will be very controversial 
with developing countries, and the investments themselves will compete with private sector 
capital. If the Japanese pick the most viable projects, impacts on markets could be considerable, 
and the overall flow of resources to developing countries may well be reduced.

In addition, the financing of large projects will require donors to decide whether to invest 
directly in private sector projects or public sector projects. If ODA is targeted at public sector 
projects, particularly economically non*viable projects, efforts by the United States and others to 
promote structural and market reform, including full cost rccoveiy/reductions of subsidies, 
privatization, and decentralization could suffer.

The Japanese claim (apparently persuasive to some G^77 countries) that they will use ODA to 
promote the “concept of equity of opportunity for developing countries” seems difBoult to 
substantiate. On one hand, countries with economically viable projects that will generate 
substantial numbers of CERs will have a ready market. On the other, it is difficult to believe that 
the Japanese, whose primary motivation is the acquisition of CERs, will really be willing to 
invest in countries that have few CERs to offer and where the generation of CERs will be more 
expensive.

Promoting “equity of opportunity” will require a shift away from Japan’s traditional strategic 
•^gets for ODA, or increases in total ODA. Only one African or island nation is in the top 15 
recipients of ODA from Japan, and no African or island nation receives more than one-percent
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of Japanese OPA.

A more likely scenario is that the ajjproval of the use of ODA to acquire CERs will result in 
investments in countries that are strategically and econormcally important to Japan (China, 
India, S^Asia) vrith potential long-term advantages to the Japanese private sector.

Moreover, the accrual of CERs to donor countries has implications for the issue of “tied aid”. 
Tied Aid is loans, grants or financial packages that are conditional upon the procurement of 
goods or services from the financing country (i.e. practices that have direct economic benefit for 
the donor country). Tied Aid can only support projects diat;

have 35% grant element (50% for least developed countries),
are financially non*viable, (coal gasification and renewable energy projects usually
qualify)
are in countries with per capita GDP <$3,030.

At a minimum, the method of calculating the grant element will have to allow for the value of 
the CERs to the donor country. In addition, the very inclusion of CERs that can only be sold or 
transferred to the donor may well demand a revised definition of “tied aid" because of the 
obvious benefits to Japan.

Finally, depending on how the Japanese distribute the benefits domestically, WTO compliance 
issues may also arise.

OPTIONS:

Option 1; Restrict ODA use to capacity building actions and those that create enabling 
conditions.

The USG can support the use of ODA to support the CDM generally, and it may well be that 
such support could focus on specific projects, as long as that support does not result in the direct 
accrual of CERs. This option would require no revision of DAC guidelines, but would not meet 
Japanese goals and would have limited added value in negotiations.

If the US (or Japan) wants to acquire the CERs it could acquire them on the market, at fair 
value, with die proceeds going to the developing country partner. These proceeds could be 
targeted for development purposes. It could be that we could even argue that the value of the 
proceeds could be counted as ODA, and credited to the donor's ODA totals for the year in 
w^h the proceeds were received. A variant of this approach would be for donors to retain 
CERs, which would be monetized either at a negotiated amount, or at market price, with the 
proceeds going to the project host country as development assistance.

Option 2: Support the use of developed country government financing of CDM projects to 
generate CERs that would accrue to the developed country, with such financing not 
counting as ODA.
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The Protocol is essentially silent on this point,'aad such investments would seem to be policy 
decisions of developed countries- If this funding were to divert funds from development 
assistance, and if new and additional funding were not made available, donor country ODA 
amounts would be substantially reduced, and potentially redirected geographic^ly and among 
sectors. The potential for market distortions and policy impact would still have to be carefully 
considered. This ^proach is unlikely to be satisfactory to Japan.

Option 3: Support the development of DAC procedures that would allow donors to receive 
C£Rs, while subtracting the value of CERs from total ODA.

While Japan would prefer to receive full credit in both accounts, they have discussed the 
possibility of deducting the value of CERs from their ODA totals. Details as to how the CERs 
would be valued, and when deductions would be applied are not available. This option would 
require eventual approval of frie DAC, and substantial procedural issues would have to be 
resolved. All of the concerns identified under Issue 3 would still have to be addressed.

Option 4: Support development of DAC procedures that allow ODA to be used to generate 
CERs without deduction of value from ODA.

While the Japanese would prefer this option, it would require a major redefinition of DAC ODA 
criteria and accoimting procedures. All of the concerns identified under Issue 3 would still have 
to be addressed. This approach would be likely to divert ODA from current geographical and 
sectoral patterns, and would be unlikely to result in increased flow of resources to LDCs.

Discussion:

The USG has several criteria to meet in addressing this issue:
• maintain umbrella group cohesion
• support Japan where possible
• avoid undercutting development assistance commitments and policies
• avoid undercutting trade and investment commitments and policies
• finding creative ways to identify new and additional funds for developing countries

Craftmg a substantive position that meets these policy criteria requires analysis by agencies and 
individuals not routinely participating in the Sandalow group. In addition, the information 
available from the Japanese does not respond to several potentially serious issues. Despite 
requests, no written proposal from the Japanese has been forthcoming, nor have they raised the 
issue with the appropriate OECD-DAC groups. The Japanese, while absolutely clear on the 
purpose or goal of the use of ODA via CDM to accrue CERs, have been exceptionally vague on 
the details.

It may be that the US can craft a position that generally supports the xxse of ODA for CDM 
support, subject to OECD defimtions, and procedural determinations by the executive board of
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the CDM, while avoiding the issue of CER accrual until after COP6, The USG could indicate 
that the appropriate forum for determining this issue is the High Level Meeting of the DAC. 
Simultaneously, we diould formally seek a detailed proposal from Japan for analysis of State 
EB, USAID/ G, and PPG, Treasury, Commerce, OPIC, EXIM, and others.
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RE: ASSIS'I AN r SECRETARY MEETING ON SINKS

June 22, 2000

The Assistant Secretaries group met yesterday to discuss options for Article 3.4 and a 
“walkback” from the frill carbon accounting that we have been advocating. These talks were 
designed to provide input for negotiators who are attending a forum on this topic in Warsaw in 
mid-July and for the US submission on sinks due on August 1.

Discussion centered on the attached option.s paper. Three major concerns from other countries 
abtiul our positions dominated the discussion. They ^ oppose:

• Lis credit for business as usual activities.
• Giving us credit for the “missing sink” which may be located in North America.
• Allowing us to undermine our commitment through excessive use of sinks.

t here seemed to be a general preference for options 3 and 4, with a minority view lor option 6. 
There was al.so an extensive discussion atxiut whether we favored a tlircshold or floor tliat a 
country would have to exceed before it could start crediting sinks, and it would function like an 
additionality test. The purpose of this would be to respond to the general uncertainly of 
measuring, monitoring and verifying sinks, and to avoid getting credit for business as usual 
activities. There seemed to he general support for this. A minority view was al.so expre.ssed that 
the US should also favor a cap on how much credit could be taken for sinks activity generally.

Stale will be drafting an intervention for the Warsaw meeting for review. It will focus on 
broaching the walkback option and specifically the threshold issue. Further work will be done to 
explore the feasibility o( options 3,4, and 6.



Jun-22-OO Oe:12P CTimate Change Task For-ce P . 02

4/£ r-ij
Draft for discussicin purposes only. Do not cite or quote. Draft .June 20, 2000. /■

Article 3.4

Rackgritund

The U.S. has supported including broad land management activities under Article 3.4. One key 
advantage of including these broad activities, coupled with a land-based accounting system that 
counts changes in all the relevant carbon stocks on the land across the period, is that it would 
create the greatest incentive to maximize sequestration and minimize emissions. A broad 
approach would provide the most environmentally sound approach for the long run becau.se all 
human contributions to emissions would be accounted for. It would also allow GHG reductions 
in the sectors where they are most cost effective.

Despite the long term advantages, we are unlikely to achieve full carbon accounting in the first 
commitment period, and pushing for full carbon accounting and only full carbon accounting 
could damage our chances for getting anything at the Hague. Our August 1 submission is an 
opptirlunity to advance a framework that might be accepted there. Thus, we need to consider our 
priorities - and hotlum lines - for COP6 in this area and what to advance in our August 1 
submission in that context.

Possible IJroad Article 3.4 Activities

f orest management:
• Would include large areas and important stakeholders for U.S.
• Could provide significant BAU credits (approximately 200 MMTCE per year)
• l.ikely to be supported by .Tapan, Canada, Finland, Sweden, and France

Cropland management (agricultural soils):
• Would provide relatively few credits
• Could he politically important
• Likely to be supported strongly by Canada

Grazing land management (soils and vegetation on pasture, rangeland, etc.)
• Would provide relatively few credits
• Probably not politically important
• Not likely to be supported strongly by other Parties
• Large land area

Kcvegelation and/or Restoration ol Degraded Lands
• Includes establishment of vegetation that would not qualify as forest
• l.ikely to be proposed by Australia. New Zealand, and Iceland
• Likely (o provide significant BAU tons for other Parties, bul not the LJ.S. (i.c.. not really a
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broad activity for the U.S.)
General approaches to limiting first commitment period sinks

Limiting sink credits in the first commitment period without moving towards narrow activities is 
known as a “walkback” from full carbon accounting. Different walkback approaches may be 
desirable for diflbrcnt sink activities, and some activities may require no walkback at all,

1. Exclude some of the broad land management activities in the first period.

For example. Parties could include comprehensive accounting for forest management, but not 
grazing land management.

Pros;
• Relatively straightforward to calculate.
• Clear relationship between activity (i.e. land management category) and carbon accounts.

C'ons:
• We would be unlikely to get forest management included, given its large contribution to our 

assigned amount (approximately 200 MMTCE for BAU activities, or more than 10% of our 
assigned amount). The broad categories more likely to be accepted, such as cropland 
management, would give us relatively few credits in the llrst commitment period.

• Since different activities are important to different Parties, it may be difficult to negotiate a 
single .set of first period activities.

• Wouldn’t encourage cost-cfl'cctive additional sequestration (above BAU) from activities 
excluded in the first period.

• Wouldn’t encourage development of monitoring and verifying capacity for excluded 
activities, unless there were a clear signal that these activities would be counted later.

• Could distort incentives across different land uses, depending on domestic irnplcmcnlation
• Domestic political problem of excluding certain sectors from possible credits.
• Especially hard to evaluate our deal relative to others’.
• Could leave important atmosphere exchanges unaccounted for.

2. Limit the number of sink tons to a fixed percent of the total sequestration.

Pros;
It.elalivcly straightforward to negotiate the di.scount level and to calculalc credits. 
Would arguably affect all Parties proportionately the same.
Provides incentives for across-the-board additional sequestration, but not at full value.

C.'ons;
• Raises the issue ol vvliclher land-related emissions should also be discounted, or whether only



0un-2Z-00 06:12P Climate Change Task For-ee P . 04

Draft for discussion purposes only. Do not cite or quote. Draft June 20, 2000,

sequestration would be discounted. If the latter, a Party could potentially get a net debit even 
if its full account from sink activities was positive

• Raises the issue of what discount factor to use, and whether the discount factor would any 
scientific basis.

3. Limit the number of sink tons to the share of the full carbon account that is arguably 
due to human-induced land management changes.

For example, factor out x% or X tons for BAIJ, y% or Y tons for indirect human-induced cITect.s
such as COj fertilization and/or z% for natural variation (e.g., the HI Nino cycle).

Pros:
• Although negotiating x, y and/or z may be dilficult in practice, the conceptual approach is 

relatively straightforward, and, once these numbers were agreed, they could be applied 
relatively easily to calculate credits.

• Tons that would be accounted would arguably he related to human effect on GIIG 
concentrations.

• Prtivides incentives for across-the-board additional sequestration, but possibly not at full 
value, depending on bow the accounting system is set up.

Cons:
• If it turns out the missing sink is due to human factors such as improved lire suppression as 

some scientists believe, then this could result in large credits.
• Indirect human factors and natural variability are uncertain. Thus, it may be difficult to get 

agreement on particular numbers if confidence intervals are large.
• May not provide many tons.

4. Limit credits to the reported stock change above some predetermined threshold level.

Pros:
• Would provide broad incentives for additional sequestration unless the threshold level is too 

high to .achieve,
• Once thresholds are set, carbon accounts would be relatively easy to calculate
• Could combine with a discount factor for indirect human effects or natural variability (see 

option 3 above).

Cons:
• May provide few ton.s, depending on threshold.
• Rai.scs the issue of how to set the threshold levels. For example, the numhei' should vary by 

Party, fbus it vvould have to be a function of Party-level data such as:
a) a BAU projcclion or extrapolation of stock changes in the commitment pc-nod
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b) stock changes during a historical base period, e.g. 1990 to 1995
c) x% above or below BAU or historical stock changes,
d) estimate of Party’s possible share of “missing sink”
e) some other number as negotiated

• Challenging to negotiate different threshold levels for each Party.
• Doesn’t put an upper bound on credit, which would leave some Parties learful we could get 

credit for the “missing sink.”
• Raises the issue of how to count LULUCF activities if total sinks turn out to be below the 

threshold. One option would be to provide Ibr one-way accounting, under which Parlies 
would receive credit for additional sequestration above the ihre.shold, but would not be 
debited if they fell short of their threshold.

• Could introduce disputes over how to do projections or construct other uncertain measures 
that would factor into the threshold.

• Especially hard to evaluate our deal relative to the deals other Parlies get.

5. Calculate sink credits based on a measure of progress in energy investments or .some 
other indicator

Pros:
• May get support from .some environmental NGQs, if total credits arc suflicienlly limited.
• Sink credits would be available for Parties that demonstrate progress on the gross emissions 

side, or who can show energy-related improvements. The credits could be seen as “matching 
funds,” which encourage domestic abatement.

Cons:
• Could provide sink credits in inverse proportion to how much they are needed to achieve 

largeis-
• Hard to measure progress objectively, and rai.ses the is.sue of whether to count “anyway 

progress.”

6. Limit credits to the reported stock change on a reasonably defined subset of the land 
within an activity,

for example, wc could count only the most intensively-managed lands in the first period. This 
would likely include lands on which most of the stock changes are occurring, and exclude lands 
that are not managed for commercial purposes, fhe meaning of “intensively managed” is not 
obvious, however, so \s;c would have to find better modifiers to express exactly what subset ol 
land of each type (ioresl, cropland, etc.) would count. It may be hard to find modifiers that work 
throughout Annex 1.

Pros:
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• I’rovides fully-valued additional incentives, but only for the included lands.
• Could allow selective exclusion of the most controversial land, such as old growth forest and 

vvilderness,
• Arguably related to human-induced factors.

Cons:
• Could leave important atmosphere exchanges unaccounted for.
• Many indirect and natural effects could be on heavily managed land, so critics might argue 

that this approach would not exclude the possibility of receiving credit for the missing sink.
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U.S. Views on Land Use, Land-Use Change and Forests 
Framework Convention on Climate Change

Fact sheet released by the Bureau of Oceans and International 
Environmental and Scientific Affairs 
U.S. Department of State, August 1, 2000

The United States today released detailed views concerning the role of forests and 
agricultural lands under the Kyoto Protocol. U.S. views were described in a submission 
under the Framework Convention on Climate Change ("Framework Convention").

BACKGROUND
Carbon sinks can play an important role in meeting the challenge of climate change. Today, 
managed lands remove significant amounts of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. 
Reducing the rate of deforestation and increasing the rate of sequestration through improved 
forest and cropland management would result in even greater net removals of carbon from 
the atmosphere, counterbalancing in part the effects of fossil fuel emissions.

The Kyoto Protocol clearly recognized the positive role of carbon sinks, in assisting 
countries in addressing climate change and meeting their targets, but leaves open the exact 
ways that sinks will count. One of the central issues at the next Conference of the Parties to 
the Framework Convention (scheduled for November 13-24 in The Hague) will be to 
elaborate the Protocol's carbon sinks provisions. Currently, the Protocol addresses only a 
few limited land-use change activities such as reforestation and deforestation. The inclusion 
of other land-use activities such as forest, cropland and grazing land management will 
require a decision of the Parties. In preparation, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) recently completed a detailed study on the role of land use, land-use change 
and forestty in combating climate change, providing essential scientific information for 
soimd decisions on sinks at COP-6.

U.S. VIEWS

The United States has long supported a comprehensive approach to emissions and removals 
of greenhouse gases from managed lands under the Kyoto Protocol. The United States 
believes that a comprehensive approach would best account for the full range of natural and 
human activities that could affect the global climate system.

In today's submission, the United States:

• Strongly reaffirms the important role of forests and agricultural lands in meeting the 
challenge of climate change.

• Insists that decisions be based on sound science.

• Proposes strong incentives to remove carbon from the atmosphere through sound land 
management and to protect existing reservoirs of carbon, for example those in mature 
forests.

• Proposes inclusion of broad land management categories — e.g. forest management, 
cropland management, and grazing land management - together with comprehensive 
greenhouse gas accounting.

o Rejects narrower approaches, citing its concerns about incompleteness.

1 of2 8/3/2000 3:19 PM
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difficulty of measurement, and potentially unbalanced treatment of emissions 
and removals.

• Is willing to consider a "phase-in" for the first commitment period (2008 to 2012) to 
address the concerns of some countries about the effect of comprehensive greenhouse 
gas accounting on the first budget period targets.

o Under a phase-in, countries would receive credit towards meeting their first 
budget period targets for only a portion of their total net removals of carbon 
from land management activities. Possible approaches to a phase-in include 
applying a discount rate or counting removals only above a pre-defmed 
threshold. The exact approach will require further negotiations, but must ensure 
that the United States receives significant credit for the substantial 
sequestrations by its forests, as contemplated at Kyoto.

• Strongly supports rules -- including definitions of key terms such as reforestation -- 
that help protect forests and avoid creating "perverse incentives" (for example, to log 
old growth forests).

• Proposes a strict accounting system that looks at the total impact of land management 
on carbon stock changes, including both emissions and removals, and that requires 
Parties to be able to accurately monitor and verify emissions and removals.

The comprehensive, broad-based approach proposed by the United States:

• Provides the greatest long-term incentive to protect existing carbon reservoirs, 
increase carbon removals, and reduce greenhouse gas emissions through better land 
management practices.

• Best reflects "what the atmosphere sees".
• Prevents countries from picking and choosing only those activities that sequester 

carbon, while ignoring other activities that emit carbon.
• Is easier to monitor and verify than activity-based accounting.
• Allows flexibility and provides incentives to develop new land management practices.
• Minimizes leakage and double counting.
• Addresses many of the accounting problems identified by the Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change in its recent scientific report on carbon sinks.
• Provides substantial "co-benefits," since practices that enhance carbon also tend to 

improve soil, water and air quality, and maintain biodiversity in forests.

While the U.S. projects it would remove approximately 300 million tons of carbon per year 
through land management activities during the Kyoto commitment period, the actual 
number of credits that will count towards meeting the U.S. target will depend on the 
outcome of discussions on a phase-in approach.

[End of Document]

Link to 8/1/00 U.S. Submission to UNFCCC on Land-Use, Land-Use Change, and Forestry 
(3,029 KB .pdf file)

II Climate Change |
Oceans and International Environment and Scientific Affairs | 

U.S. Department of State Disclaimers

2 of 2 8/3/2000 3:19 PM



2000/0§/04 Submission to UNFCCC re climate change http://www.state.gov/www/global/gl...s/climate/000804_untccc l_subm.html

U.S. Views on Articles 5, 7 and 8

Submitted to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC) Secretariat, August 4,2000

Released by the Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and 
Scientific Affairs, U.S. Department of State, August 7, 2000

The US would like to take this opportunity to present further views on Articles 5, 7, and 8 
of the Kyoto Protocol. Much progress has been made to date on these issues and we expect 
that this progress will continue. Given the short timeframe between now and COP6, it is 
imperative that Parties define the overall scope and framework of 5,7 and 8, particularly 
those aspects which are essential for the integrity of the mechanisms and the compliance 
regime. Our comments seek to clarify those aspects of Articles 5,7 and 8, which we consider 
the highest priority.

Adjustments under 5.2

As the United States has noted in previous submissions, the adjustment of inventory 
estimates submitted by Parties will be necessary to verify compliance with Article 3.1, if an 
estimate is incomplete or is prepared in a manner inconsistent with the IPCC Guidelines, as 
elaborated by the Good Practice Guidance.

In our view, adjustments serve an important policy purpose - to ensure that Parties have 
sufficient confidence in emission estimates to verify Annex I Parties compliance with 
Article 3.1. In this regard, methodologies for adjustments should result in adjusted estimates 
that provide assurance that emissions are not underestimated and removals by sinks and 
base year emissions are not overestimated. At the same time, they should not unreasonably 
inflate or deflate emissions numbers.

The IPCC Greenhouse gas inventory program is best suited to provide the technical input on 
methodologies for adjustments. Given that the development of methodologies will draw on 
existing methodologies for greenhouse gas estimation, we do not anticipate that this work 
will create a significant added burden for the IPCC inventory group. Rather, we envisage 
that two or three workshops would be sufficient to develop adjustment methodologies. This 
work should begin as soon as possible to enable input to be provided to the SBSTA at its
Ib^*’ session. This would enable the COP to take a decision on adjustment methodologies at 
its 8*’’ session.

Attached is a proposed decision for COP 6 that:

1) initiates the technical work necessary to support the application of adjustments (the annex 
to the decision gives technical guidance to the IPCC to develop more detailed 
methodologies for adjustments); and
2) recommends a decision to the COP/moP defining the scope and purpose of adjustments 
under Article 5.2.

Attachment: Proposed COP6 Decision on 5.2

US Proposed Decision (—CP.6]: Good Practice and Adjustments under Article 5.2

The Conference of Parties,

1 of 12 10/10/2000 4:06 PM



2000/08/04 Submission to LTNFCCC re climate change http://www.state.gov/www/global/gl...s/climate/000804_unfcccl_subm.html

Recognizing the essential role of high quality greenhouse gas inventories under the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Kyoto Protocol,

Recognizing the need for confidence in estimates of emissions and removals in order to 
enable verification of compliance with Article 3.1 of the Kyoto Protocol,

Acknowledging the importance of ensuring that anthropogenic emissions are not 
underestimated and that removals by sinks and base year emissions are not overestimated,

1. Requests the IPCC Inventory Taskforce to prepare a report on methodologies for 
adjustments, based on the guidance provided in the Annex to this decision, for consideration 
by SBSTA at its 16^^ session.

2. Requests SBSTA to consider this report and to recommend a decision on methodologies 
for the COP at its S**’ session to agree to recommend to the Conference of the Parties 
serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol.

3. Recommends that the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to 
the Protocol, at its first session, adopt the following decision;

Decision -/[CMP.l]

Good Practice and Adjustments under Article 5.2

The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Protocol:

Emphasizing that adjustments should not be used as a substitute for Parties' obligation to 
estimate and report emissions of greenhouse gases and removals by sinks, as set forth in and 
under Articles 5 and 7;

Affirming that the adjustment procedure is intended to be a policy tool to enable verification 
of Parties' compliance with Article 3.1:

1. Adopts the IPCC Report on Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Management in 
National Greenhouse Gas Inventories as an elaboration of the Revised 1996 IPCC 
Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories.

2. Decides that such Good Practice Guidance shall be used by Parties listed in Annex I in 
their estimation of greenhouse gas emissions.

3. Reaffirms that adjustments shall be applied to estimates of anthropogenic emissions by 
sources and removals by sinks of all greenhouse gases not controlled by the Montreal 
Protocol where an estimate is incomplete or is prepared in a manner inconsistent with IPCC 
Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, as elaborated by the Good Practice 
Guidance.

4. Decides:

(a) that the adjustment procedure shall commence only after a Party has been 
provided an opportunity to correct any deficiencies, in accordance with the 
timeline set forth in the guidelines for inventory review under Article 8;

(b) that the adjustment procedure should result in adjusted estimates that 
provide assurance that emissions are not underestimated and removals by sinks 
and base year emissions are not overestimated and, at the same time, do not 
unreasonably inflate or deflate emissions numbers;
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(c) that adjustment procedures should be applied at the most disaggregated 
level that is sufficient to correct the inventory problem, subject to the 
availability of data, so that inventory estimates prepared in accordance with the 
IPCC Guidelines, as elaborated by the Good Practice Guidance, are not unduly 
adjusted;

(d) that adjusted emission estimates shall be used for the accounting of 
emissions and assigned amounts under Article 8;

(e) that adjusted estimates shall be calculated in accordance with the technical 
guidance on methodologies for adjustments set forth in Annex [ ] [to be added 
through a recommendation from COP 8].

5. Decides that a Party will only be rendered in non-compliance with Article 5.2 if, at any 
point during the commitment period, the sum of the percent difference for each year 
between the Party's adjusted annual inventory and its submitted annual inventory, relative to 
the submitted inventory, exceeds 30 percent, i.e. when
^((adjusted inventory - submitted inventory) / (submitted inventory)) >.30

ANNEX

Guidance for the development of adjustment methodologies under Article 5.2

Objectives

1. The objectives of this work is to provide technical input on methodologies for 
adjustments under Article 5.2 that will:

(a) facilitate the use of consistent methods for adjustments for inventory 
problems;
(b) enable adjustments to be calculated in an objective, transparent and timely 
manner; and
(c) produce estimates that provide assurance that emissions are not 
underestimated and removals by sinks and base year emissions are not 
overestimated and, at the same time, do not unreasonably inflate or deflate 
emissions numbers;

General Approach

2. One or more adjustment methods should be identified for the following inventory 
problems:

(a) missing or incomplete estimates;
(b) misallocation of estimates;
(c) incorrect or misapplied emission factors, model parameters, or activity data;
(d) methods that are inconsistent with the IPCC Guidelines, as elaborated by 
the Good Practice Guidance;
(e) time series inconsistencies;
(f) unsubstantiated reductions; and
(g) missing or incomplete documentation of emission factors, activity data, or 
methodological approaches.

3. Guidance should be provided regarding the selection among a hierarchy of available 
adjustment methods. This guidance should take into account the characteristics of each 
sector and source category, and the following general criteria:

3 of 12 10/10/2000 4:06 PM



2000/08/04 Submission to LTNFCCC re climate change http://www.state.gov/www/global/gl...s/climate/000804_unfcccl_subm.html

(a) availability and quality of emission factor and activity data;
(b) simplicity in approach to ensure transparency and timely implementation by 
expert review teams;
(c) a minimum number of steps involving expert judgment;
(d) minimal additional data collection by taking advantage of acceptable data 
already submitted by Parties and available international data sets;
(e) the substitution of new data only in situations where data are not reported 
transparently, or where existing data are considered to be inconsistent with the 
IPCC Guidelines, as elaborated by the Good Practice Guidance,

4. Guidance for adjustments to estimates of emissions and removals by sinks from the 
land-use, land-use change and forestry sector will be requested in a separate, future decision 
by the COP.

5. Adjustment methodologies should produce adjusted estimates in accordance with the 
definition in this decision, giving consideration to the nature of specific problems and 
individual sectors and source categories.

Further US Views on Article 7

The United States would like to take this opportunity to provide more detailed views on 
Article 7. As we have stated previously, the COP6 decision should cover the elements to be 
reported under Article 7.1 and 7.2; however, detailed guidelines on the format for reporting 
should be developed after COP6. Additionally, the COP6 decisions should elaborate the 
basic modalities for accounting for assigned amount under Article 7.4, including the process 
to establish initial assigned amounts. We provide general comments on Article 7 below. Our 
proposed revision to the guidelines based on the draft elements of guidelines (Annex II of 
SBSTA Inf.5/Add.2) is attached.

Annual Reporting of information under 7.1

Information on Parties' inventories and assigned amount is essential to verify compliance 
with Article 3.1, and to ensure the integrity of the mechanisms. For this reason, annual 
reporting of inventories and assigned amount should be mandatory for all Annex I Parties, 
including both regional economic integration organizations and their member states under 
Article 24.

On the inventory side, the guidelines must explicitly require submission of an inventory 
consistent with 5.2.

Additionally, the inventory should include estimates of emissions and removals related to 
the assigned amounts under Articles 3.3 and 3.4, clearly distinguished from other parts of 
the inventory. Although this information would be submitted as part of the annual inventory 
reports. Parties would not necessarily be required to update it annually. Requirements for 
when estimation of emissions and removals from land-use, land-use change and forestry are 
reported will depend on decisions under Articles 3.4 and 3.4. The issuance and cancellation 
of assigned amount resulting from these estimates should be reviewed against the estimate 
by expert review teams under Article 8.

With respect to assigned amount information, we note that establishment of national 
registries will enable (and require) electronic transmission of detailed assigned amount 
information at the end of the year. This information need not be replicated in its entirety in 
hard copy. Rather, Parties should be required to submit a summary of its assigned amount 
information with the annual inventory. This assigned amount information in the summary 
would cover the same categories already transmitted by the registry, but in aggregate. Thus, 
for example, the summary report would include the total number of AAUs transferred to
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Other Parties during the previous year, and would identify the acquiring Parties, but it would 
not provide the serial numbers for these units.

We recommend deletion of the sections of the elements text on adjustments and compliance. 
Since Parties would only accept adjustments, not apply them, they can not be expected to 
provide information on adjustments in their annual reports. As compliance with Article 3.1 
will be ascertained only at the end of the commitment period, this is not an annual reporting 
issue.

Reporting under 7.2

We have a few general comments on the draft guidelines for reporting under Article 7.2. 
Detailed comments are provided in the attachment. First, as under 7.1, requirements for 
reporting under Article 7.2 should apply equally for all Annex 1 Parties, including regional 
economic integration organizations and their member states.

We recognize the importance of achieving demonstrable progress by 2005 and the role of 
the first national communication submitted under the Protocol in demonstrating Parties' 
progress in meeting their commitments. One important way in which a Party could 
demonstrate progress would be to show the institutional and legal steps they have taken to 
prepare to meet the Article 3.1 obligation, e.g.:

a) the institutions and infrastructure necessa^ to meet the obligations, such as 
national systems for greenhouse gas estimation and national registries for 
accounting for assigned amount;
b) passage of domestic legislation to implement the obligation; and
c) programs for domestic compliance and enforcement relevant to the 
ob igation.

Since the 7.2 guidelines under the Protocol will provide for detailed reporting on these 
areas, it would be redundant to elaborate an additional section on demonstrable progress in 
the guidelines. Therefore, the COP6 decision adopting guidelines for Article 7 should 
explicitly state that the sections of the first national communication covering the areas listed 
above are relevant to demonstrate progress toward meeting Protocol commitments pursuant 
to Article 3.2.

With respect to Articles 6,12, and 17, we note that several other areas of the guidelines 
cover implementation of commitments related to the mechanisms, specifically national 
registries and assigned amount reporting. Additionally, Parties would be expected to report 
on domestic trading programs as a policy and measure under Article 2, and on joint 
implementation projects under Article 6. Therefore, any additional requirements for 
reporting on Articles 6,12 and 17 should not duplicate these areas. Instead, Parties should 
report on the institutional arrangements and decision-making procedures that it has in place 
to coordinate activities related to participation in the mechanism(s), including the 
participation of legal entities.

The flexibility in implementation of commitments provided to Parties operating under 
Articles 4 and 24 merits specific consideration in the reporting guidelines. We note that 
Article 4 requires Parties operating under Article 4 to notify the Secretariat of the terms of 
the agreement in their instruments of ratification. However, Article 4 does not specify the 
scope of information to be provided; nor does it provide for information on continuing 
implementation of Article 4. For this reason, regional economic integration organizations 
operating under Article 24 should be required to report measures taken to ensure the 
integrity of the Article 4 arrangement. We have included language to this effect in the 
attachment.

Article 7.4 - Modalities for aceounting for assigned amount
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The United States proposes that an additional section - "modalities for accounting for 
assigned amount" - be elaborated in the Article 7 guidelines. This section will contain two 
basic components; the process for establishing initial assigned amount; and the requirements 
for national registries for tracking assigned amount.

On the first point, we would like to reiterate that it is essential that the initial assigned 
amounts of Parties be established prior to the commitment period, and that, once 
established, the initial assigned amounts remain fixed for the duration of the commitment 
period. To initiate this process, each Annex I Party would be required to submit a 
pre-commitment period report to demonstrate its capacity to track emissions and assigned 
amount. A Party could submit its report as late as January 1, 2007 (when Annex I Parties are 
required to have national systems in place.) However, we believe that most Parties would 
choose to submit the report earlier in order to prepare for the commitment period.

The report would include

a) a complete greenhouse gas inventory and inventory report containing 
complete inventories from the baseyear up to the current inventory, prepared in 
accordance with IPCC methodologies and good practice;
b) identification of the Party's selected baseyear under Article 3.7;
c) the Party's calculation of its initial assigned amount pursuant to Article 3.7 
and serial numbers for the entire amount;
d) a description of its national system;
e) a description of its national registry;
f) its election of forest parameters (i.e. canopy cover threshold and minimum 
forest area) in accordance with Article 3.3 and 3.4 requirements; and
g) its election of any additional activities under Article 3.4 that it intends to 
apply during the first commitment period.

In addition. Parties operating under an Article 4 arrangement would be required to report the 
serial numbers of initial assigned amount transferred or acquired pursuant to the Article 4 
arrangement.

The pre-commitment period report would be subject to review under Article 8. The review 
team would review the inventory for consistency with good practice, and, if necessary, 
recommend any adjustment(s) to baseyear estimates. The team would review the Party's 
calculation of its assigned amount for conformity with its baseyear estimates and the 
requirements of 3.7 and review other elements for conformity with relevant requirements. 
The Party's initial assigned amount would then be recorded in tonnes of carbon dioxide 
equivalent in the Secretariat's database for accounting for emissions and assigned amount. 
Once recorded, each Party's initial assigned amount would be fixed for the duration of the 
commitment period.

Modalities for accounting for assigned amount under Article 7.4 should also cover 
requirements for national registries, since registries are essential for tracking assigned 
amount for all Annex I Parties. Therefore, we propose that the negotiations of registry 
guidelines be moved to the Article 5,7,8 working group. The registry section of the 
chairman's text on mechanisms, together with recent submissions by Parties on this text, 
should be the basis for registry negotiations in the 5,7,8 group.

ATTACHMENT: Revised Guidelines for Article 7

Revised Guidelines for Article 7

1. The application of these provisions is mandatory for each Party included in Annex I 
(including regional economic integration organizations and their member states), except for
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those expressed in non-mandatory language.

I. OBJECTIVES

2. The objectives of the guidelines under Article 7 of the Kyoto Protocol are:

(a) to promote the reporting of consistent, transparent, comparable, accurate and 
complete information by Parties included in Annex I;

(b) to enable the Compliance [Institution] to assess compliance with Article 
11; and

(c) to provide information for the Conference of the Parties serving as the 
meeting of the Parties to the Protocol (COP/MOP) on the implementation of the 
Kyoto Protocol by Annex I Parties.

II. REPORTING OF INFORMATION UNDER ARTICLE 7.1

3. Each Party included in Annex I shall annually submit to the Secretariat a single report 
containing the information required by these guidelines.

A. Greenhouse Gas Inventory Information

4. Each Party shall submit an inventory of anthropogenic emissions by sources and 
removals by sinks of greenhouse gases not controlled by the Montreal Protocol, prepared in 
accordance with Article 5.2 and relevant decisions of the COP and the COP/MOP. A Party 
need not separately submit an inventory under Article 12 of the Convention.

5. Each Party shall include information on the estimation of emissions and removals from 
land-use, land-use change and forestry under Articles 3.3 and 3.4, in accordance with any 
requirements that may be adopted by the COP/MOP. These estimates shall be clearly 
distinguished from other parts of the inventory.

B. National systems in accordance with Article 5.1

6. Each Party included in Annex I shall include in its national inventory report information 
on any changes that have occurred in its national system since its last submission.

C. Information on Assigned Amount

7. Each Party included in Annex 1 shall report, in standard format, the following 
information:

(a) Total holdings of assigned amount (AAUs,ERUs and CERs) at the 
beginning of the calendar year;
(b) Total quantity of assigned amount issued by the Party during the previous 
calendar year under Articles 3.3 or 3.4;
(c) Total quantity of assigned amount acquired during the previous calendar 
year and identification of each transferring Party;
(d) Total quantity of assigned amount transferred during the previous calendar 
year and identification of each acquiring Party;
(e) Total quantity of assigned amount retired or cancelled during the previous 
calendar year.
(f) Total holdings of assigned amount at the end of the calendar year.

8. Additionally, each Party included in Annex I shall annually transmit electronically from 
its registry to the Secretariat the following information in standard format:
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a) The serial numbers of any assigned amount issued in the Party's national 
registry under Article 3.3 and 3.4 during the year through December 31 (23:59 
GMT) and the reason(s) for the issuance;

b) The serial numbers of any assigned amount transferred under Articles 6 and 
17 to another Party's national registry during the year through December 31 
(23:59 GMT) and the identity of the acquiring Party for each;

c) The serial numbers of any assigned amount acquired under Articles 6, and 17 
from another Party's national registry during the year through December 31 
(23:59 GMT) and the identity of the transferring Party for each;

d) The serial numbers of any assigned amount acquired under Article 12 during 
the year through December 31 (23:59 GMT);

e) The serial number of any assigned amount moved to the Party's retirement 
account during the year through December 31 (23:59 GMT);

f) The serial numbers of any assigned amount moved to the Party's cancellation 
account during the year through December 31 (23:59 GMT); and

g) The serial numbers of any assigned amount held in the national registry, 
excluding holdings in the retirement and cancellation accounts, at the end of the 
year (December 31, 23:59 GMT).

9. Any Party that has acquired assigned amount in accordance with Article 12.10, from 
2000 up to and including the year prior to the first commitment period shall report the serial 
numbers of such assigned amount in its first registry transmission.

10. Upon expiration of the 'true-up period' after the commitment period, each Party included 
in Annex I shall transmit from its registry to the Secretariat the following information:

a) The serial number of all assigned amount held in its retirement account; and

b) The serial numbers of any assigned amount that the Party intends to add to 
its assigned amount for the subsequent commitment period.

D. National Registries

11. Each Party included in Annex I shall report any changes in its national registry that have 
occurred since its last submission.

III. REPORTING OF INFORMATION UNDER ARTICLE 7.2

12. In its national communication submitted under Article 12 of the Convention and in 
accordance with relevant decisions of the COP, each Party included in Annex I shall include 
the information required under paragraphs 12-17 below.

A. National registries

13. Each Party included in Annex I shall provide a description of its national registry. The 
description shall include the following information:

a) The name and contact information for the designated representative 
responsible for the Party's national registry;
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b) A description of the database structure used in the Party's national registry;

c) A list of and the electronic format of the information transmitted 
electronically from the Party's national registry to an acquiring Party's national 
registry when transferring assigned amount;

d) A list of and electronic format of the information that would be transmitted 
electronically from the Party's national registry to the independent transaction 
log when issuing, transferring, acquiring, retiring, and canceling assigned 
amount;

e) An explanation of the procedures employed in the Party's national registry to 
prevent discrepancies in the transfer, acquisition, and retirement of assigned 
amount;

f) An overview of security measures employed in the Party's national registry to 
deter computer attacks and minimize operator error;

g) A list of publicly accessible data elements available through the electronic 
interface (e.g., world-wide web site) to the Party's national registry; and

h) An explanation of how to access information through the electronic interface 
to the Party's national registry.

B. Implementation of Articles 6,12 and 17

14. Any Party included in Annex I that participates in a Kyoto mechanism under Articles 
6,12 or 17 shall provide a description of any institutional arrangements and decision-making 
procedures that it has in place to coordinate activities related to participation in the 
mechanism(s), including the participation of legal entities;

C. Joint fulfillment of commitments in accordance with Article 4

15. A regional economic integration organization (REIO) that becomes a Party to this 
Protocol pursuant to Article 24.1 shall include in its national communication information on 
the implementation of:

a) any measures aimed at enforcing the respective emission levels of members 
set forth in an agreement under Article 4 to fulfil their commitments under 
Article 3 jointly;
b) the respective roles and responsibilities of the REIO and its member states 
with respect to their participation in the Kyoto mechanisms; and
c) measures taken to ensure the consistency of inventory and assigned amount 
information gathered and reported by the ^10 and by its member states.

D. National systems in accordance with Article 5.1

16. Each Party included in Annex I shall provide a description of its national systems under 
Article 5.1.The description shall provide an overview of the entire inventory process, 
including:

a) the name and contact information for the designated representative 
responsible for the Party's national inventory;
b) roles and responsibilities of various agencies and entities involved in the 
inventory development process;
c) the activity data collection process- who collects what, how often data is 
collected, where background data is archived;
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d) the process for selection of emission factors and methods, including the 
results of key source identification, and archiving of test data;
e) the process for development of emission estimates - who calculates what, 
how estimates are compiled and integrated, how recalculations are conducted;
f) the QA/QC plan and implementation - who reviews the inventory, role of 
public or external reviewers, uncertainty assessment; and
g) procedures for official consideration and approval of the inventory.

E. Policies and measures

17. Each Party included in Armex I shall provide information on policies and measures 
taken to implement its commitments under the Kyoto Protocol.

F. Domestic Compliance Programs

18. Each Party included in Annex I shall report any relevant information on the its domestic 
compliance measures. This information shall include:

a) a description of relevant domestic compliance and enforcement programs a 
Party has in place to meet its commitments under Article 3.1 of the Protocol, 
including the legal authority for such programs, how they are implemented, and 
what resources are devoted to implementation;

b) a description of the effectiveness of the above programs, including a 
summary of actions to identify, prevent, address, and enforce against cases of 
non-compliance with domestic law;

c) a description of how information related to domestic
compliance/enforcement (e.g. rules on compliance and enforcement procedures, 
actions taken) is made public.

IV. MODALITIES FOR ACCOUNTING FOR ASSIGNED AMOUNT UNDER
ARTICLE 7.4

A. Establishment of Initial Assigned Amount

19. By January 1, 2007, each Party included in Annex I, including each Party operating 
under Article 4, shall individually submit to the Secretariat a report to establish its initial 
assigned amount and to demonstrate its capacity to account for its emissions and assigned 
amount during the commitment period. This report shall include the following information:

a) a greenhouse gas inventory and national inventory report containing 
complete inventories for all years from 1990, or other approved baseyear under 
Article 3.5, to the most recent year available, including emissions and removals 
from land-use, land-use change and forestry; in accordance with paragraph 3 of 
these guidelines;

b) identification of its selected baseyear under Article 3.8;

c) calculation of its initial assigned amount, pursuant to Article 3.7;

d) serial numbers for its entire initial assigned amount, in accordance with 
relevant decisions of the COP/MoP;

e) a description of its national system for greenhouse gas estimation reported in 
accordance with paragraph 16 of these guidelines; and
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p a description of its national registry for tracking its assigned amount reported 
in accordance with paragraph 13 of these guidelines.

20. Any Party operating under Article 4 of the Protocol shall report the serial numbers of 
initial assigned amount that it has transferred or acquired pursuant to its Article 4 
arrangement, and identify each acquiring or transferring Party.

21. The initial assigned amount of each Annex I Party, calculated pursuant to Article 3.7, 
shall be recorded in the Secretariat's database for accounting for emissions and assigned 
amount. Once the initial assigned amount is recorded, it shall remain fixed for the duration 
of the commitment period.

B. National Registry requirements

(Current working draft from mechanisms group)

V. LANGUAGE

22. The information reported in accordance with these guidelines shall be submitted in one 
of the official languages of the United Nations. Annex I Parties are encouraged to submit, 
where applicable, a translation of this information in English.

VI. UPDATING OF THE GUIDELINES

23. These guidelines shall be reviewed and revised, as appropriate, by consensus in 
accordance with decisions of the COP/MOP, taking into account any relevant decisions of 
the COP.

US Views on Article 8

Since we have not had sufficient time to consider the Secretariat's draft guidelines on Article 
8 (FCCC/SBSTA/2000/7) at length, we will provide only general comments at this time.

Part I

On the composition of the review teams, it is critical that we design a process that will 
enable timely, thorough and consistent reviews of all Annex 1 parties. While many details 
of the team composition can be determined at a later date, we believe that the workload 
associated with the annual review of inventories and assigned amount information will 
require a standing team, of approximately 8-10 members. Experts on the standing team 
would be nominated by Parties to ensure accountability to Parties. However, formal 
procedures for selection of the experts will be necessary to ensure that the team is 
comprehensive, diverse and highly qualified. For some tasks, including the review of 
national communications, additional experts could be selected on an ad hoc basis to assist 
the standing team.

Given the current workload, decisions regarding the exact size and composition of the 
standing team, as well as the procedures for selection of the experts do not need to be made 
prior to COP6. However, the guidelines should be clear that the experts will not be selected 
on an ad hoc basis, and will not be selected by the Secretariat.

Part II

Part II of the guidelines on inventory review needs clarification. In our view, the initial 
check should be a very basic and automatic review of the inventory (principally or entirely 
focusing on the CRF), completed within 2 weeks of the due date of submission and posted 
in 6 weeks. Its purpose is to quickly identify if a submission is timely, complete, and in the
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correct format to facilitate the in-depth individual review. Additionally, the initial check 
would enable certain obvious "first-order" problems to be identified quickly. The initial 
check is not intended to provide a thorough review of methodologies, and efforts to extend 
its scope will only detract from its usefulness as a quick status check. For additional US 
views on the initial check and, on the identification of problems at this stage, see our 
previous submissions.

The current draft of the guidelines also does not adequately describe the individual 
inventory review process. Although it is not necessary to fully elaborate the procedures for 
this stage prior to COP6, it will be important to establish clearly the steps involved, and the 
opportunities for Party response. In this regard, the timeline for inventory review laid out in 
Secretariat's draft is overly detailed, and provides too many opportunities for Party 
comment. We do not consider it necessary to establish exact time frames for all of the 
review steps now, provided that the guidelines are clear that the entire annual review will be 
completed in under a year.

On the procedure for adjustments, we reiterate our strong view that the review team should 
calculate and propose adjustments. We do not consider it appropriate for Parties to calculate 
adjustments, since Parties have the obligation, and will already have had the opportunity, to 
prepare inventories in accordance with IPCC methodologies and good practice. Further, 
proposals to create a separate 'adjustments team' are inefficient and could lead to 
inconsistent calculation of adjustments. Instead, adjustments should be calculated and 
recommended by the standing expert team. This approach will promote consistent and 
objective calculation of adjustments, and will avoid the need for additional experts.

Parts III-VII

The United States does not support review of Article 6 projects under Article 8. If the 
Article 6 rules establish national level requirements, these would be reported in the national 
communication and reviewed under Article 8. Project reporting and project review would be 
handled by a separate procedure under Article 6. For this reason. Part VI of the guidelines 
should be deleted.

We do not consider the remainder of the guidelines - review of national systems, registries 
and national communications - to be a priority for COP6. These sections should be further 
elaborated after completion of the guidelines for national registries and reporting under 
Article 7.

[end of document]
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5 June 2000

To: See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hambl

Subject: Periodic Update No, 1 from SB12 (Sunday/Monday, Juno 4/5)

This message transmits an unofficial and informal report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the subsidiaty bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 ♦irngframR. This message covers activitiea from Sunday, June 4, to 
Monday, June 5, Also included for reference is a copy of the Earth Negotiations 
Bulletin that provides a uscflil scene setter through its description of some of the 
workshops that have been hold since the Fifth Conference of (he Parties (COP-5) last 
November.

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 
outside the U,S. Government.
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SB12 Periodic Update No. 1: Informals Start in Pleasant Demeanor, with 
Pledges of Cooperation, and Calls for Action

^ n

Atmospherics

The work of the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (or SB 12 of the UNFCCC in climate 
change jargon) started their work on June 5 in a mood of cordiality. In sidebars and 
during the informal sessions themselves, most delegations pledged to cooperate 
during this two week conference. Many from both Annex I and non-Annex I Parties 
also called for “action” to replace words (although no specifics were cited).

This first week’s work is something of an experiment, as it consists of a week 
of Informal sessions without translation. Even so, the two co-chairs ((John Ashe of 
Antigua/Barbuda who chairs the Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI) and 
Harold Dovland of Norway who chairs the Subsidiary Body on Scientific and 
Technological Advice (SBSTA)) both expressed their hope that delegates would be 
able to move on from statements and posturing. They hope that delegates will be able 
to provide actual textual language that can be addressed during the formal 
SBI/SBSTA sessions that start during the work week of June 12.

No one quibbled with the chairs’ remarks on June 5. In fact the only 
substantive comment came from Nigeria speaking on behalf of the G-77/China who 
called for the replacement of the Friends of the Chair discussions on technology 
transfer with a normal contact group. The delegate indicated that Dovland had stolen 
his thunder somewhat by hie earlier suggestion that - for this week’s informals at least 
- no contact group is envisioned, Dovland had also indicated that his “friends” 
grouping is open to any country that wishes to participate.

Similar professional airs were evinced in the meetings of the contact group 
that were held on June 5 (at least during those held by the time of this writing). These 
included groups on Convention Articles 4.S/4.9 and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14; 
and on Arricles 5, 7, & 8, It should be noted that all of these sessions are “open.”
They can be attended by anyone with accreditation. However, Ashe and Dovland 
both maintained that they may be closed at the request of the various co-chairs when 
circumstances dictate (i,c., if and when negotiations begin).

The following paragraphs are the expectations for the various topics under 
consideration during this first week of informals as expressed by co-chaira Ashe and 
Dovland:

(a) Convention Articles 4.S/4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of response 
measures) and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14: Some five sessions have been 
allotted to this topic during the first week. Ashe indicated that the co-chaire of 
this group (Salamat of Iran and Kjellen of Sweden) have been authorized to hold 
separate sessions on Article 3.14. (Note: This article has the disadvantage of 
focusing only on Annex I responsibilities to strive to minimize adverse impacts.

■ ■

, ■

,7v!:v:
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End Note) At the first June 5 session, the co-chairs managed to avoid serious 
bloodletting over this issue by stating that there should first be a run through of 
the three topics. Then, it could be decided at the end of the third session on 
Wednesday how to handle the question of Article 3.14. The co-chalrs made 
reference to the report from the March workshop on these topics (Articles 4.8M.9) 
and suggested that Parties take these as their departure points for the current 
discussions.

This permitted several oountries (the U,S., Samoa, Tanzania, Egypt, Zimbabwe, 
the Netherlands, Guyana, Australia, Canada, and others) to make suggestions as to 
the direction they hope the discussions take. Saudi Arabia's Al-Sabban was blunt 
in indicating that he wants two separate decisions on both 4.8/4,9 and on 3,14. 
Portugal (speaking for the EU) stated that his group would not accept a division of 
labor between these two essentially overlapping topics.

(Comment; The co-chalrs asked several delegations, including the U.S., for 
written statements of their remarks. These may be used to develop some kind of 
negotiating text, although the co-chaim have not as yet indicated that this is their 
intent. Once more, as has become his mantra, Al-Sabban warned in private 
conversation that without progress in this area, there will be no progress in any 
other areas. End Comment.)

(b) Technology Transfer; Ashe referred to the two workshops that have taken place 
since COP-5 in both Manila and El Salvador on this important topic. Dovland 
indicated that he will continue to head the Friends of the Chair group that has been 
active in both consultations. He invited other Parties to join the fiiends and 
indicated that he wants the group to develop the elements of a draft decision over 
the next two weeks. Dovland said that he intends to expand the group into a 
formal working group at an appropriate time in the future (he did not back down 
following the G-77’s inteavention on this point),

(c) Kyoto Mechanisms: Malaysia’s Chow Kok Kee will continue to chair this 
important joint working group that meets for the first time on Monday afternoon,
A revised document is being made available, and a second workshop will be held 
this week to try to simplify or at least clarify it further.

(d) Compliance: This joint working group will be headed by SBSTA Chair Dovland 
and by Samoa’s Ambassador Slade. An additional consultation will be held on 
Monday afternoon, prior to two “formal informal” sessions on June 6,
(Comment: It is clear that this work has been complicated by the draconian 
proposals circulated by the EtJ. Fiist reactions will probably not be given until 
Tuesday, however. End Comment.)

(e) Policies and Measures (PAMs): No formal contact group ItJis been established. 
While SBSTA chair Dovland indicates that he has adopted a ‘wait and see* 
approach on this question, he has admitted privately that the establishment of one 
will probably be inevitable. EU attitudes on the PAMs discussion remain unclear. 
At the March Copenhagen conference, the EU appeared to downplay its earlier 
insistence on baiinonizatiou of various policies aui measm-Bs, It is not clear if this
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suggestion was for tactical purposes only or if this is an indication of a new mood 
among our European colleagues.

(f) Articles S/7/&8 (on methodologies, reporting and review): Once more, this 
working group will be co-chaired by New Zealand and Brazil, The first meeting 
on June 5 was devoted mostly to process related issues, with a decision being 
taken that Article 5.1 on national systems will be handled in a contact group, with 
other elements for die time-bemg being handled by the working group as a whole,

(g) Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF); Ashe noted that 
the IPCC has now completed its special report on LULUCF and will give a 
presentation of its results at a four hour session on June 7. Iceland and Uganda 
remain the co-chairs. The first meeting will be on the afternoon of June 5.

(h) Capacity Building: Ashe noted that responsibility for this important issue will be 
held by himself in the absence of his 00-chair, Daniel Reifsnyder of the U.S. He 
said that the he will hold consultations on the draft elements for a decision. The 
group is first scheduled to meet on Wednesday evening (June 7).

(i) Cross-Cutting Issues: Ashe noted that several issues related to compliance, the 
mccbanisnis and Articles 5/7/&S axe cross-cutting in nature. Several sessions will 
be held during this week in an effort to ensure that these issues are treated in a 
coherent manner. The first session will be held on Tuesday evening (June 6).

The June 4 Umbrella Meeting

Seven of the nine umbrella partners (neither Ukraine nor the Russian 
Federation was present) met for a short update on events since the last meeting in 
Montebello, Quebec, in May. The main point of interest was the rather broadbased 
concern expressed by colleagues about the EU’s compliance suggestions. These were 
termed as Sjunitive” by Canada. Some Parties talked about the possibility and 
timeliness of raising Article 4 “bubble” and related parity concerns during the course 
of this meeting. The U.S. was one Party that signaled that serious consideration is 
being given to this step. No one interposed any objection.

Several consultations among the various umbrella group Parties arc underway.
The mechanisms group met on June 4 and others on sinks and compliance, to name 
but a few more, are scheduled for June 5.

The Group also endorsed the suggestion by Norway that JUSCANZ meetings 
be scheduled for Tuesday and Thursday (June 6 and 8) of this week and daily next 
week during the formal session, The Umbrella Group will meet on an ad hoc basis.

The Game of “Bureau”: Jockeying for Bureau Membership Begins

The Game of “Bureau” (or the bi-annual effort to select officers and members 
of the UNFCCC Bureau) will begin in earnest sometime over the next two week 
period. We will have to decide whether we (the U-S.) want to gain a formal foothold 
as the replacement for Norway whose term expires at COP-6 in November.

ife.
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TWELFTH SESSIONS OF. THE SUBSIDIARY 
BODIES OF THE FRAMEWORK CONVENTION 

ON CLIMATE CHANGE 
5-16 JUNE 2000

Tbe twalftli so^sions of the fubsidiaiy bodies (SB-12) of the 
United Natioas Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(FCCC) will take place from 12-16 June 2000 in Bonn, Getmany, 
preceded by one week of informal meetJnBS scheduled for 5-10 
Juno. Delegates to SB-12.and the ihfonnal meetings will work', 
toward fulfilling the Buenos Aifea Plan of Action ^ AP A) adopted 
ai theFourth Conference of the Parties (COP-4) in November 
1998. Under the BAP A, Panics set a two-year-deadline for 
strengthening FCCC implomeatation and preparing forthe future 
entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol- Thu Sberh C^onference of the 
Parties (COP-6), scheduled to take place from 13-24Novcmbcr 
2000, in The H^c, theNetherlands, will mark the culmination of 
this two-year process.

- SB-12 will focus on a range of technical and political issues 
aimed at laying the foundations fbr negohadons on a comprehen­
sive agreement to be completed at COP-6. The Subsidiary Body 
for Impl einentarion (SBI) will consider a number of i ssues, 
including national communicariona and the financial mechanism. 
The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice 
(SB ST A) will consider, falaralUr. best practices in policies and 
measures among Patties included in Annex I to the FCCC; land 
use, land-use change and forestry; guidelines under Protocol Arti­
cles S (methodological issues). 7 (communicatiem of information) 
and 8 (review of information); and the development and transfer of 
technologies. SBST A 'and SBI will jointly consider the Protocol 
mechanisms. iinplcmcniatiCin of FCCC Article 4.8 and 4.9 and 
matters relating Aitidc 3.14 of the Protocol (adverse effects). , 
The joint SBI-SBSTA working.group oh compliance under the 
Protocol (JWG) will resume work atanod during previous sessions 
of the subsidiary bodies. In,addition, the Intergevemitiental Panel 
on Climaie.Changc (IPCC) will present its recent scientific and 
technical reports,
INTEftSESSJOSAL HIGHIJGHTS

WORKSHOP ON COMPLIANCE UNDBR THE KYOTO 
PROTOCOL: The workshop on compliance under the Kyoto ’ 
Protocol was held from 1 -3 March 20001n B onn. Germany .The , 
workshop was designed to assist In developing elements of proco^ 
dures and mechanisms relating to a compliance system for iA- 
depth consideration at forthcoming meetings ef the,TWO. It was

organiaedby ■theFCCC Secretariat and the CoChairs of the JWG. 
PanidpantS heu'd presentations and discusscsd various issues, 
including; linkages between Articles 5.7 and S and the compliance 
system; inatiojtional design; outcomes or consequences of non- 
complianec or potential non-eompliance; general provisions; and a 
framework. On the basis of discussions during the workshop, as 
well aa thdr worldng paper resulting from consultations held in 
Montreux in Februaiy, the Co-Chaira developed a text that will 
help foim the basis for negotiations at SB-12. For more informa­
tion visit http;//www.iisd,ca/dimata/cop6/icch_ws/compliance/ 
jndex.html

WORKSHOPS ON FCCC ARTICLE 4.8 aND 4,9: 
adverse effects of CLIMATE CHANGE AND THE 
If^ACT OF IMPLEMENTATION OF RESPONSE 
MEASURES: Two workshops on FCCC Article 4.8 and 4.9 were 
held from 9-11 and 13.-15 March 2000 inBpnn. Germany. They 
were organized by IheFCCC Secretariat and the Chairs of the 
FCCC subsidiary bodies. The first workshop was held from 9-11 
March tti consider initial actions to meet the spedfic needs and 
concerns ofdcvelopingconmiy Parties and the specific needs and 
spedal situations of the least developed countries (LDCs) arising 
from the adverse effects of climate changQ: PartidpanCs heard 
presentations and engaged in discussions oh the adverse effects of 
climate change on food sccuniy. water resources, economic activi^^^ 
tics, coastal zones and human health. They also considered initial 
actions related to funding, insurance and the transfer of techpoIogj^^B 
to meet the needs and circumstances of developing countries.

■ Other issues addressed included actions to: enhance capacity for 
monitoring, systematic observation and vulnerability aasesamcni 
in developing countries; build capaciiy in cnvironmenral manage­
ment and integrated assessment; and identify adaptation options 
and facilitate appropriate adaptation.

The second workshop was held from 13-15 March to consider 
the irnpaol of the implomantation of response measures to climate 
change. Paniclpanu cans!dared methodological approaches and 
aaions'nacEssary under the FCCC relating to the impact of imple- 
meniation of response measures bn, mteralia, terms of ffade. jtiter- 
nationaJ capital flows and developmental efFons, in accordance 
with FCCC Article 4.8 and 4.9 and in the light of matters related to 
Protocol Article 3.14 (adverse efifcets). Paiticipanis also conssd- 
ered the nature, content and sources of information required, 
procedures and moralities forthe provision of information, and 
actions needed. The specific needs and special situations of LDCs 
were also considered.

Auttralio. <he aia^ 
vnnttieied

livingcanttGom. For iafonnaUon on (Sc Eulh Kegollalions Bultolin



JUN-05-2000 12=32

Monday, S June 2000

□ES/EGC

m
JSarlh SegoHaiionsBvUetin

202 647 0191 P.07/07
'"10 

Vol 12^0. J27Page 2

inBvw
S^13

-•The Chairs of the FCCC subsidiary bodies produced a report 
that will provide input for discussions on these Issues at SB-12 and 

1- U, to be held in June'and September 2000 respectively. For 
! information visit: hnp://www.lisd.ca/dimate/cop6Aech_ws/ 

t4.9/!ndex.htTTil
\vOWCSHOr ON ISSUES RELATED TO ARTICLES S, 7 

& 8 OF THE KYOTO PROTOCOL: The workshop on issues 
related to Protocol Articles 5 (mctbodological issues), 7 (conununi- 
cation of information) and 8 (review of infonnaticrn) took place 
from 14-16 March 2000, in Bonn, Germany. PartidpaPtB met in 
three working groups to consider guidelines for natianal systems 
under Article 5.1; issues rdaied to adjustments under Article 5.2 
and to guidelines under Artide 8; and issues rdaied to guidelines 
under Artide 7. Participants agreed upon a number of elements to 
be considered for inclusion in the guidelines, They also agreed to; 
use the FCCC reporting guidelines bn annual inventories and 
national communications and the FCCC guidelines for the tech­
nical review of greenhouse gas inventories of Annex I Partied as a 
basis for the development of guidelines; and aim for the early adop­
tion of these guidelines in order to facilitate preparations for the 
implementation of the Protocol by Annejc I Parties. For more infor­
mation visit httpy/ww'v.unfccc.inc/sessions/wGrkshop/000314/ 
indcx.himl

PACIFIC ISLANDS CLIMATE CHANGE CONFER­
ENCE: This meeting was held from 3-7 April 2000, in Rarotonga, 
Cook Islands. The meeting was organized by the South Padfic 
Regional Environment Programme^(SPREP) in partnership with 
the National Tidal Facility. UNDP and the GEF, thiough the ^ 
Padfic Islands Climate Change Assiatance Programme. Partid- 
gmls considered a variety of dimate change issues relevant to 

Ufic Island States, including; current knowledge and under-. 
Iding of dimate change and its impacts: sdentific aspects of 

lunate change; vulnerability and adaptation; capacity building; 
stakeholder involvement; and country reports and experiences. For 
more information visit; http://www,sprep.org.ws/whatsncw_.htm 

WORKSHOP ON BEST PRACTICES IN POLICIES AND 
MEASURES; The Workshop on Best Practices in Policies and 
Measures (P&Ms) under the FCCC was bdd from 11-13 April 
2000 in Copenhagen. Denmark, The workshop sought w: darify 
the concept of best practices in P&Ms; identify the criteria used by 
countries to select, monitor and evaluate these prachcea; and enable 
countries to improve and enhance thdr reporting on best practice 
P&Ms. The meeting was co-ap6nsofed by Denmark and France and 
organized by the FCCC Secretariat in cooperation with the SBSTA" 
Chair. Participants met in seven worldng groups to discuss; 
national programmes; cross-cutting issues; indioatars; tneihod- 
ologioal and insrimtional issues; and beat practices in P&Ms to 
address C02 emissions from energy supply, industry, transport, 
household and commenciBl sectors, and emisaions of non-C02 
gascK from energy, industry, agriculture, forestry and waste. A 
Chair’s report of the workshop will be presented to SBSTA-12, For 
more infonnation visit, http://www.lisA ca/dimate/oap6/tech_ws/ 
policies/! nfo.htm

EFIEA CLIMATE POLICY WORKSHOP "FROM 
KYOTO TO THE HAGUE - EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVE? 
ON MaKINC the KYOTO PROTOCOL WORK"; The 
Second European Forum fbr InteraatioDal Environmeaial Assess- 

^^^ht (EF1£A) Climate WoiVahop, “From Kyoto to the Hague - 
^^^^Bopeoa Perapeedves on Msldiig the Kyoto Protocol Work," took 
^iPKcefrora 18-19 April 2000, atthe Royal Netheriands Academy of

pants#

Sciences in Amsterdain. It was sponsored by the Dutch National 
Research Prograihme on Global Air Pollution and Climatb Change. 
The workshop aimed to bring together state-of-the-art scientific 
inifonnationfromEuropcan research that is relevant to the Euro­
pean Union (EU) and its member Sutea in preparing for COP-6, 
and to enhance the policy relevance of climate-related research in 
Europe. The workshop was divided into four thanatio sessions; 
Kyoto mechanisms, sinks, implementation issues and European 
international riimate siralegies/leadeiship. Regarding the mecha­
nisms, participants highlighted the potential benefits of the use of 
the mechanisms, while noting that there are sound reasons for 
domestic action. On EU leadership, it was noted that the EU has a - 
long-term vision and can integrate climate change policy with other 
issues. A number of participants urged the EU to'work to maintain 
the onvironmental credibility of the Protocol. On iriiplementatibn, 
it was noted that EU cnlaigemcnt is not relevant to Implementing 
existing obligations under the Protocol. For more information *'isit; 
hltp;//www.iisd.ca/sd/EFIEA/index.htinl

CONFERENCE ON INNOVATIVE POLICY SOLU­
TIONS TO GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE: This conference, 
co-hosted by the Pew Center on Global Climate Change and the 
Royal Institute of International AfFairs, took place from 25-26 
April 2000 in Washington DC, US A.'Panicipants considered inno 
vad ve policy measures being implemented by industrialized . 
country governments and the private secaor. Conference topics 
included: common policy approaches, such as taxes, trading and 
negotiated agraements; crose-cuCting issues, including compeii- 
tivepess and trade; energy and transport sector policies; and state 
and local programmea. Formoreinforrnationviait: http'//
WWW. pe wcli mataor^forrasfiioov_canf;h tml

16TB SESSION OF THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
PANEL ON CLIMATE CHANGE: This meeting rook place, 
from 1 -8 May 2000, in Montreal, Canada. Participants considered ' 
the IPCC programme and budget fop 2001 -2003, the report of the ■ 
previous session, and progress reports on the IPCCs Third Assess­
ment Report. They also approved new IPCC tepons on- Land Use, 
Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF); Methodological and 
Technological issues in Technol ogy Transfer; Emissions 
Scenarios; and Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Manage- 
ment in National Greenhouse Gas Inventories. For more informa­
tion visir http://www.ipec.ch/

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
INITIAL BRIEFING Ahrio INFORMAL MEETINGS: An 

initial briefing for participants attending this week's informal 
meetings vnll be held at 10:00 am. It will be followed by informal 
meetings in parallel seasons on-' Quidelinea under Protocol Art-' 
dcs 5.7 and 8; and FCCC Article 4.8 and 4,9 and Protocol /Mti.de 
3,14, These two meetings will conclude at T-OO pm and resume 
from 7;00 pm - 9:00 pm. An informal meeting on LULUCF and -a 
session on the Prertoool mechanisms are both scheduled to begin at
l;00pm.Canaulttheannouncerncntboapdforfurtherdetoils. .

TOTfiL P.07
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Periodic Update No. 2 from SB12 (MonA-ues, June 5/6)

activities dumg th pUmate Change (SB 12) that fire meeting m Bonn dunng
cLL Jwdee .o» d.e u.e.oon oj

Monday, June 5, to the afternoon on Tuesday. June 6, 

^addirional^o^^y^

Jenmfcr Macedonia.

govemment subsidies and generally tends to be unbiased m its coverag -

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 

outside the U.S, Government.
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6 June 2000

SB12 Periodic Update No. 2: Delegates Moving Ahead Diligently Despite 

Continuing Saudi Noise

Atmospherics

FwnswKk Convcnto M to make hce^ay

given Bmfcbut there aie multiple time slots set aside m an effort to aceommodate the 

substantial work load.
The mood eontiimes to ho professional a^ workmanlike^ The Saudis 

rirrnp TO insist that they want progress on their issues or that they will bloc progress 
iii other areas They attempted (with Indian connivance) to do bo in the tnechamsms, 
but Sus Slo not haVe ^backing of any other key G-77 member. StilUhe Saudis 

arc present in almost every working group (even the one on sinks), where they are 

making their presence felt.
Relationships with the EU have been relatively good, although so^ stain 

may be brewing in mechanisms, sinlcs, and Articles 5/7Z&8 particularly. The EU has 
Teen 4Sron raising the issue of policies and me^ures (P^s) in the V^ous 

discussions With their emphasis on the necessity for demonstrable progress though 
PAMs by the 2005 review being their current flavor of the mommt. ^ 
some bvis with some of our umbrella partners arc vartws small items, but thes 
being handled. Thus fer. neither the Russians nor the Ukiaixuans have surfaced at

these meetings.
The follovnng paragraphs provide insights into the status of the various topics 

under consideration during this first week of informal discussion.

(a) Convention Articles 4.S/4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of 
response measures) and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14: A summaiy of the 
current state of play is contained in the accompanying detailed note. Suffice it to 
note that We have two main problems confronting us at the moment. First, we are 
trvine to avoid having two decisions to address, one on Convention Articles _
4,S/4 9 and the second on Protocol Article 3,14. The latter article epecifies acnon 
only by Annex I Parties and would undoubtedly lead to calls for additional acUon. 
Second the co-chairs have called for Parties to provide submissions by Thursday 
to prepare a text for negotiation. Most Annex I Parties are resisting this idea, but 
it is not clear that We will prevail. We would prefer to develop elements for a 
decision at this meeting with a text emerging at the September meetings in Lyon.
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w Technology T«».fer: Ourropr«on..d«
‘ ' C»«io «<1 lha UK oo M^doy Friends of tiro Chair

consTjltations on June 6. The first m chair Dovland feels under
wiU meet on this issue on Jun ■ . gjQup on this issue. He is
inereasing pressure to convene the proven mechanism of
resisting and would prefer to f to be against him,

“a!^f Sfc^WChh»-s .other aridon. position on .his issue,

CO) Kyo« Meohonisn.. Moloysi^s «ow
inontaprossivoporfonnonoe ontao S^ Wthoug a„d scope of the
progress by ttying to open a d^e^sion P^^^ l„ok
mechanisms, he was ^gJ^rough his garden” of project cycle and
essd was well-reoeived. The new Chmase
sttucMte of tire CDhl Chow a P^ „ shidieusly flawless Enghsh. Mr. 
delegate. Cm f “ ‘ , , Xit Annex I Parties must take full

:oacon.ac,^up.ha.foUowed.his™etog»^^

umbreUa group), the understand that this text, aside from being
Chow IS known to have P^®P“ compendium document, has incorporated
shorter than the current 1^° P^e P ^ j^^h of the sections on the
the “principles issuing the text next week follovring
Ir^uTrUaUorMost Armex I Pa^es would like it to be issued prior to 

the weekend to allow us to study it in detail-

One nomworthy
supporting the emissions trading. The rationale is Chat this
joint implementation m x- measures by making the mechanisms less

[d) CompUenee; '^‘'“^”^*)^‘ °7o^rtpoupmte^^^UM 5. discussion 

(Samoa) have prepared a text P P acceptable

"ti^si Views horn Fatties wii. he sclicired.

As reperted mOpdereNc. '•
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out. Its economics minister being quite conservative in such matters^ Once he 
changed his view, the position was adopted by the EU as a whole. E d 

Comment.)

StAMs in several different settings (including the Article S/7/&8 discussions. 
The current emphasis appears to be focused on using PA^ to ^monstrate 
substantial progress by the 2005 review penod stated in the Protocol.

rf) Articles S/7/&8 (on methodologies, reporting and review); A complete report 
^ d^lopments in this important group is included wi& this 
Several differences in view with the EU were noted, but we are working to finds 
way around these. The G-77yChina was well repre^ted m &is

guiding principles. Three proposed formats for defining aforestation,
SforeatLon.Ld reforestation and Article 3.4-s ^tra
pmposed by the U.S. Australia, and the EU. At the June 5 JUSC^Z the
No^egian representative suggested that he does not see many diffieulti« m
accommodating all three systems (although ^eEU s mTeliL
complicated than either of the other two). At the LULUCF m ting
scheduled for June 6, it is expected that critena and guidelines for ^^icle 3.4 will 
he addressed. The G-77/Cbina (headed by Brazil) is well represented at AiS 
meeting. Once more, Saudi Arabia is present and to draw linkages
between this issue and those of Articles 4.8/4.9 and Article 3.14.

(h) Capacity Building: This topic has not as yet been addressed.

(i) Cross-Cutting Issues: This will not be first addressed until this afternoon (June
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'r
The evening 
removal o: 
the economies

ing session focused on foT^foous on diversifying
of market dIstoitioM and Xf^p^pensation is an insurance

the economies of least renewable energy and energy
policy). Nigeria supported the n^d t . . v j^jg^a and Saudi Arabia, and
tcchnologiea in ^^olo workshop report in FCCC/SB/2000/2. specifically the
expressed support fbr the March 2000 w ^ P^^P ^ (solar/wind) into cUmatfc change 
need to integrate poverty emdicafion and ® gy^i questioned who determines
»ppo«. S«no.c^Wfor^™^»^^ " f
whtlha PaltiK se* ^ ?S^1™orOnt roU of MtioMl commonieotions m
global economy. Portugal ®<ie3sed ih J , countries would suffer whether or not 
formation gathering. Uganda the need to avoid a discussion
aecons were taken. rnmimming impacts, making a clear distinction
on compensation, and u^twd focu „ p ® The US stressed the linkages of
between the FCCC (4.8M.9)
4.g/4.9 to other 5d preclude creating an incentive to avoid
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To:

From!

Sabject:

Recipients’ List
USDEUBoan - Marie G. Hanible^)>/^

Periodic Update No. 4 from SB 12 (Wed/Thiirs, June 7/8)

This message transinits an unoffleial and informal report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 timeframe. This message covers activities from the afremoon of 
Wednesday, June 7, to the afternoon on Thursday, June 8,

Additional reports prepared by USDEL members and detailing afternoon and 
evening discussions in various activities, plus the June 7 edition of the Earth 
Negotiations Bulletin are included as Update No. 5. We are including the June 8 
edition of the Bulletin with this report. It provides a good summary of the Wednesday 
discussions and should be read as a supplement to our own comments. We are also 
including a copy of the NGO letter to us that is currently being circulated to other 
delegations. Please see the explanation in this report to place this letter in context.

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 
outside the U.S. Government.
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8 June 2000

SB12 Periodic Update No, 4: Intensified Contacts between the EU and the 
Umbrella Bring a Positive Note, although Mechanisms’ Fast Pace May be 
Slowing

1

Atmospherics

The work of the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) continued to rnaVp. headway 
during their afternoon, evening and morning sessions on Wednesday and Thursday. 
Two points are of note, First, the EU and the Umbrella Group, in general, and the 
U.S. in particular are meeting regularly in small technical groups in efforts to 
development common understanding and to bridge gaps where possible. These 
meetings are occuriing primarily in the areas of Art S/7/&8, compliance, and the 
mechanisms. We are also trying to set up a meeting with the EU on LULUCP-related 
topics, and especiall those related to pre-commitment period eligibility. Bodansky, 
Miotke, and Talley had a very frank and productive bilateral with the British 
delegation on Wednesday night where we were able to explain our views on sinks, 
compliance and other areas where we do not often see eye-to-eye.

The second noteworthy atmospheric concerns dynamics within the 
G-77/China, Chairman Chow has been accused by the Saudis of moving at 
“supersonic" speed through the mechanisms work, while the Saudis complain that 
little progress has been made with regard to building text on Articles 4.8/4.9 and 3.14, 
This is likely to delay the issuance of the mechanisras revised text which we had been 
hoping to receive by the weekend. The count down on this one is not yet over, and 
we have many allies within the G-77 (principally many of the more progressive 
Latins). However, OPEC and some Africans are pushing hard for some kind Of signal 
to Annex I that they want something in exchange for their “cooperation."

NGO Meeting — An Unfortunate Letter Is Delivered

We bad meetings with both the business community and environmental NGOs 
on Wednesday evening (June 7). The discussion portions went predictably. Most of 
the business questions focused on minutiae with regard to the mechanisms in general 
and on the CDM in particular. Among their specific questions were ones dealing with 
oMx approach on public participation and our attitude towards a list of project 
priorities*

The NGOs. on the other hand, were concerned mostly about (he 
discussions. Questions about the criteria we are interested in proposing for Article 3.4 
additional acitivities were typical of this part of the discussion. In addition, capacity 
building and technology transfer were also discussed. Concerning the former, WWF 
said that we need an assessment on what has been done before moving on to ^ture 
steps.
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At the end of this meetioSi the U.S. Climate Action Network provided us with 
an advance copy of a letter that they will be circulating to all delegations on June 8. 
The letter eqjtttsscs deep concern about the U,S, negotiating position on key aspects 
of the Kyoto Protocol that they insist will impact on the agreement’s environmental 
integrity. They blasted our position that we need flexibility for ratification. They said 
that this position is misguided and added that our call for unfettered emissions trading 
and our position on Article 3,4 in the sinks discussion will open the way for crediting 
business as usual activities.

In our initial response, we expressed disappointment with the inaccurate 
assessment of U.S. positions. David Doniger gave a particularly eloquent recitation 
of the way in which our policies are, In fact, very sensitive to environmental 
credibility. On June 8, reporting ofBcer spoke to two representatives of 
Environmental Defense (ED), and indicated that they should expect a very chilly 
reception to this letter in Washington. They responded that ED had joined in 
supporting the letter in order to work within the environmental community and to 
keep “radical elements” from taking precipitous action now. They said a careful 
reading of the letter contains many nuances, and that it is not as bad as it seems.

We said we had read the letter carefully carefully, We saw no nuances and 
nodiing to give us hope that U.S. positions are being given the credence and support 
they deserve, Annie Petsonk said tiiat if the U.S, wanted to continue to dialogue with 
environmental groups on this issue, it might be useful for senior Washington officials 
to engage the signatories of the letter at the CEO level. We said we would pass this 
suggestion along to our superiors in Washington.

A copy of the letter (the cover note to us and well as the letter that was 
circulated) is included with this report. We did not include the attachment outlining 
domestic action which our interlocutors will already be familiar with.

Reaction to our Article 4 Efforts

Our efforts to put linkages between the EU bubble (Article 4) and several 
items under discussion in the mechanisms, compUanee. and as cross-cutting issues has 
thus far proven successful. No backlash with our EU colleagues has as yet been 
detected; to the contrary, as noted, we are talking to them now more than ever before 
on a variety of technical details. In an umbrella group meeting, we raised our 
intention to press the EU on Article 4 in the context of the meehanieme v^rith our 
colleagues. We were enthusiastically supported by Australia and New Zealand. 
Norway and Canada wore somewhat skittish, Japan is believed to be nervous, M well, 
but did not voice any objection, *

In a side comment on our presentation of this issue at the cross-cutting 
meeting on June Richard Kinley - perhaps the wisest and most experienced 
on the climate secretariat, credited Dan Bodansky with delivering what he 
characterized as the best intervention he has heard since COP-3.
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Status of the Negotiatioiis

The following p^graphs provide insights into the status of the various topics
under consideration during this lir^ week of informal discussion.

(a) Convention Articles 4.8/4.9 (affects of cliinste change and impacts of 
response measures) and Protocol Articles 23 and 3.14: The first discussion 
of Article 3,14 occurred on June 7. The Saudis once more listed their 
demands for minimizing ihc impacts of response measures that include 
eliminating tax distortions and removing subsidies; discouraging nuclear 
energy; supporting wider use of C02 sequestration technologies; helping with 
economic diversification; and providing compensation where adverse impacts 
are indicated. Annex I Parties took a firm and consistent line on this issue and 
during the discussion of minimizing the impacts of climate change, as well. 
The leading process debate continues to be over the question of whether 
Article 3.14 will be handled as a separate decision or not. Annex I uniformly 
said no, Saudi Arabia gained the support of China that said the decision 
should be separate, because Article 3.14 deals only with Annex I obligations 
4.8/4.9. The Saudis pushed back hard on this point.

(b) Technology Transfer: There continues to be tussle over efforts by the G- 
77/Chma to turn Chair Dovland’s productive Friends of the Chair group into a 
formal contact group. The June 7 discussions revolved around the IPCC 
contribution on this topic and on the web page that has been established.

(c) Kyoto Mechanisms; There were no formal meetings on Wednesday, They 
resume later today (June 8). Malaysia’s Chow Kok Kee, the chair of this 
group, held a meeting with a contact group and reported that the G-77 had not 
as yet agreed to release his revised text He hopes that following additional 
consultations within the group that this might be possible by Friday. If this is 
not the case, he will hold an additional general discussion next Monday (June 
12) and will issue the text on Tuesday - if there are no objections raised by 
Parties. (Comment; We understand that the delay is being caused by the 
Saudis and their allies who insist that Chow has moved too quickly on 
mechanisms, leaving their issues at a disadvantage. The timing for the Article 
4.8/4.9 discussions was shifted today to permit the holding of a mechanisms 
meeting in place of a session on cross-cutting issues. Article 14.8/4.9 is being 
allocated an additional three hour session on Saturday. End Comment)

(d) Compliance; As notedt the U.S, and the HU held a useflil bilateral on this 
topic on June 7. We were impressed to note that some 16 EU delegates 
showed up, so there was no misinterpretation of our message to the broader 
group. The actual meetings on June 7 went better than expected. The
participants went through the old elements text They Were invited to 
comment on the co-chaira’ new text The co-chairs then hope to develop a 
new document which can be reviewed by delegates during the formal 
meetings next week.

b
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t
Policies and Measures (PAMs): Hopes for an early resolution of this issue to 
keep it from becoming a drag to the already overburdened September agenda 
have been diminished. According to SBSTA Chair Dovland, his efforts to put 
together the draft elements for a decision were complicated by EU 
submissions that call for the development of international indicators and for 
the delineation of policies that can measure substantial progress by the review 
expected in 2005. Both positions are opposed by the umbrella group and are 
not supported by many G-77 countries, either.

Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF); During a 
marathon presentation of its report, various IPCC scientists - led by Chair Bob 
Watson - outlined the reports conclusions and responded to questions. More 
detailed reporting will be available in a future update. Suffice it to note the 
interest in this topic exhibited by developing countries, and especially by the 
Latina. Colombia’s Black gave a particularly compelling intervention on the 
utility of sinks as CDM projects. Although the EU warned us to expect a 
“very tough" paper on sinks, the British appeared to have been impressed with 
the explanation we gave to them at our June 7 bilateral on the way we propose 
to handle Article 3.4*s additional activities. We will make another push at a 
bilateral with the BU Presidency (Portugal) later on June 8.

Capacity Building: The chair of this group, SBI Chair John Aghe (acting solo 
in die absence of Dan Reifenyder) held his first meeting on this topic on June 
7 with a foeus on the needs of economies in transition. Aside from the 
Russians who indicated that they want to know how much money they can 
expect (!!), most of the other EIT member states were thoughtful interlocutors, 
many of whom expressed gtatihide for the help they had already received- 
Ashe posed a number of questions he would like answered by the Parties. 
These ate essentially in, three broad categories; (a) What are the needs? (b) 
What are the means?, and (c) How do we get from here to there? Countries 
have been asked to prepare answers to these questions for the next discussion 
on this issue that will involve capacity building as it relates to developing 
countries.

Cross-Cutting Issues; The second meeting scheduled for the afternoon of 
June 8 has been cancelled because it is not needed. As noted, the time slot has 
been given to the meehaniatns working group.
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US CLIMATE ACTION NETWORK
JS67 Cenneeticut Avenue, t/W, Suite 300 • Washington, DC 20036 
Teh (202) 763-8702 • Fax:(202) 783-8701 •Email:neddy®eieLors

FAX MEMORA^JDUM
Please Deliver Immediately

TO: The Honorable Frank E. Loy, Under Secretary of State for Global Affairs
The Honorable David Sandalow, Assistant Secretary of State

CC; Dan Bodansky, State Department
Jeff Mioike, State Department
David Gardiner, White House Climate Change Task Force
Ian Bowles. CEQ
Roger Ballentine, White House

FAX'; 647-0191,456-2710

FROM: ' Nathalie Eddy, USCAN, International Coordinatof

DATE: June 7,2000 - PAGES: 6

RE:_______ USCaN letter to Qimate Negotiators

Dear U.S. Climate Delegation.

U.S, environmenial organizations continue to be deeply eoneetned about the U.S. negotiating 
position on key elements of the Kyoto Protocol that will have a direct Impact on Its environmental 
integrity. We believe chat measures the U.S promotes in the name of "full flexibility" could undermine 
the environmental effectiveness of the Kyoto Protocol. The U.S. position chat such measures are a 
prerequisite for ratification is misguided. The real risk to ratification lies in weakening Che Protocol. If it 
is not a strong agreement that leads to real reductions of greenhouse gas emissions, it will lack the 
grassroots support necessary to achieve ratification.

We have expressed our concerns on these matters to members of the U.S. delegation. 
Additionally, we feel it is necessaiy to relay these concerns to other negodators via the attached letter.
We are also distributing the attached Update on U,S. Domestic Developments highlighting recent support 
for the Kyoto Protocol and reducing domestic greenhouse gas emissions demonstrated through local, 
state and national Initiatives. This letter and update will be distributed to key negotiators in the next few 
days, and made available to negotiators attending the current negotiating sessions in 
Bonn, Germany.

Global wanning is an urgent problem requiring immediate domestic and international action to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. We again urge you to ensure that rules negotiated under the Kyoto 
Protocol protect the planet by ensuring real reductions in emissions instead of creating loopholes that 
delay action even further.

Sincerely.

Nathalie Eddy
USCAN, International Coordinator
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Anjcncwi Council for an Energy Efficient Economy • Center for Inwmaiiond Environmental Law - 
Climate Solutions • Environmental Defense . Environmental and Energy Study Institute * 

Fnends of rhz Earth-US v Greenpeaee.US . Minnoaoiane for an Energy-Efficient Economy . 
Natural Resources Defense Council • National Environmental Trust •

• Ozone Action • Physicians for Social Responsibiliry •
Sieira Club • Union of Concerned Scientists • United Methodist Church'

■ Genera] Board of Church and Society - US l>ublic Interest Research Group
• World Wildlife Fund

June 7. 20Q0
Dear Climate Negotiator,

AS members of the US Climate Action Network (USCaN) we are writing to you regarding 
cntic^ issues ^darlymg the Upcoming climate negotiating sessions in June, September and at COPS in 
The Hague. These negotiations Will do much to dotermine the long-term environmental integrity of the 
Kyoto Protocol. Whether the Protocol emerges from COPS as an instrument that will sptTacdon to 
reduce greenhouse gases, or a^ a loophole-ridden agreement -that promises such action without 
delivering it depends, on you. Should Panics choose not to negotiate sufficiently strong rules for the 
m^banisms, comp lance and the role of sinks, real progress towards the objective of the Framework 
Convention will not be achieved, and support for the Kyoto Protocol will diminish worldwide

The decisions to be taken at COP6 pose substantial methodological, institutional and technical
potential barrier to progress is US demands, in the name of 

f flMibility. for concessions that could undermine the environmental .effectiveness of the Kyoto 
Protocol as a pre-requi^te for US ratification of the agreement. There is a serious risk that a 
combinaUan of unfettered trading of “ho: air" tons; broad definitions of additional Land-Use Change 

activities under Anicle,3.4 chat would open the way for crediting business-as-usual 
LUCF practices; weak rules for Joint Implementation (JIJ and Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) 
that would allow crediting of nuclear power, so-called “cldan coal “ large hydro and other dubious- 
projects; and -boiTOwing” from future budget periods as the principal non-compliance remedy could 
result in a Protocol that does not require any change from busincss-as-usuaJ emission trajectories

The notion that measures like these are essential to secure ratification by the United States 
fK??! ‘f f environmental integrity will do little to generate political suppon for
he Kyoto Protocel in the US Congress. Rather, n is only through our broad-based mobilization of the 

^vironmental religious md other grassroots constituencies, along with increasing public awareness
sufficiently to allowSenate ratification. The enthusiastic support of these constituencies for the Protocol, along with that of

t,=sr ".ssKsrsar
improving and will conUnue to improve in tho months ahead, It would be short-sighted in tbo extreme 
for goyer^^ts to agree to compromises at COP6 chat weaken the Kyoto Protocol out of a mistaken 
belief that this provides any greater assurance of US ratification. We urge you to hold firm for COP6 
decisions that strengthen, rather than undermine, the Protocors environmental effectiveness.

Sincerely.

Members of US Climate Action Network
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Earth Negotiations Bulletir^^i^
A Reporting Service for Environment and Development Negotiations

Online at http://www,jjsd.ca/climatc/sbl2/ ( Q

\/al. i2No. 130 Published byiheintafnatioftaHnstMe for Sustainable Deyalapment (USD) Thursday, dJunaZOPO

HIGHUGBTS FROM FCCC SB^IZ 
INFORMAL MEETINGS 

WE15NESPAY, 7 JUNE 2000
Delegaies to the iafbnnal meetings preoediAg SB-12 met 10 

discuss; Protoeal Article 3.14 (advene efTects); technology . 
tnnsfer; compliance; gui4elines under Protocol Aitietes S (metb- 
odologica] issues), 7 (communicanon ofinformadon) and 8 
(review of information); and oapaoiiy building. They also ' 
convened for a briefing on the IPCC Special Report On Land Use, 
Land-Use Change and Forestry.
INFORMAL MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS

ADVERSE EFFECTS; Pirtieip^ts discussed Protocol 
Ardcle 3.14 and outlined possible actions to minimize the adverse 
effects of dimatc change and/or impacts of response measures.

Actions to minimise the impacts ef response measures: 
SAUDI ARABIA said Annot IPardes should: eliminate tax ' 
distortions and remove subsidies; discourage nuclear energy; 
support wider use of C02 aejjueatntion technologies; help with 
economic div'endficalion; anq provide eompensation where 
adverse effects' am demonstnt^. The US recalled a recent OPEC 
study indicatiag thatjoint action by OPEC members alone could be 
sufficient to counteract any possible impact of response measures 
on revenue flows. With AUSTRALIA, he noted efforts by some 
oil-producing countries to act aside oil revenues to help midgate 
the impacts of response measures. VENEZUELA cautioned 
against attempts to shift commitments under Article 3.14 away 

I Parties. ZIMBABWE said indome from Annex 1 
catbon taxes could be used to support technology transfer, 

J^^bOUTH AFRICA added that the revenue could fund rele­
vant rasearch.

Actions to minlmjee Uie impacts of climate change: The US 
and UK said irnplemenditg the Pratoeol is the most important step. 
AUSTRALIA supported aPrcnocol with a fliU, coispetilive and 
Utansparent emissions tradiag rpgima and a CDM regime that 
includes sinks. NIGERIA and VENEZUELA said the mechanisms 
would be insufficient to ameliorata the impacts of flUtnnte change. 
SENEGAL called farimmediatafioancial and technical support to 
impleiBont adaptation measures. BANGLADESI^ BURKINA 
FaSO and the SUDAN atrasaed the need for early warning. . 
systems and disaster preparedness. JAMAICA and BURKINA 
FASO tughllghtod the spedal needs of least developed countries.

Future deciuoBa and precesief: On fljture dedalona on 
FCCC Article 4.8 and 4.9 and Protoeel Article 3.14. SWETZER- 
LAND said ifprefened one dedsion on both, while SAUDI 
ARABIA, Cl^A and other developing countries supported sepa­
rate consideration and decision^ as Artide 3.14 relates only to 
responabilities of Anne* I Parties.

DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSFER OF TECH- 
NOLOOV: ChairDovIand noted that three regtonal workshops 
had been held lo advance understanding of technology needs, 
generate ideas on enhancing technology tranter, and consider 
alamants of a ftamework for uohnalagy devalppmant and transfer.

Rapoiting on the African workshop. Peter Zhou (Botswana) 
outlined techulogy transfer barriers including the lack of climate 
change policies, weak legal and regulatory frameworks, inade­
quate finance and problems with sriucSural adjustment 
progranunes. He noted the need u, inleralia: create strategic part­
nerships between governments,'the private sector, and donors; 
provide easier aecess to financing envirenmentally-sound technol­
ogies (ESTs) and local technologies; and enhunce skills to support 
decision maldng.

Mahendra Kumar (Samoa), reporting on the Asia-Pacific 
Workshop, said teehnology ne^s assessments should be countiy- 
driven and transparent, involving multi-stakeholder participation. 
He noted the limited attention paid to adaptation technologies. 
Sheik Mohamed Khan (Guyana) said the Latin America and Carib­
bean workshop stressed the need to, inlar alia-, build indigenous 
capadllcs to assimilate and absorb climate-fHendly technologies; 
improve aoeess to technolo^ information; involve smaller coun­
tries in capacity building inidaiives; and evereome political 
barriers that result in low prioritizatiQn of technology issues.

In the ensuing discuswon, issues raised included the n^cd for a 
focus on technology tranafar&radsptatioa and aglobal advisory 
institution to assist countries handling unsuitable technology. 
Ogunlade Davidson, IPCC, outlined the IPCC Special Report on 
Methodological and Technological Issues in Technology Transfer. 
He stressed that technology transfer for climate change should 
always be viewed in the FCCC's context, and undenoored the 
need for rapid technology innovation and broad tranrferofESTfor 
mitigation and adaptation, The FPCC Secretariat introduced the 
climate technology website (btip://unM>/.icfeonsultiag.cem/ 
Unfccc/dimata.nsf) and the project inventory database pilot initia­
tive.’

COMPLIANCE: Delegates considered the Co-Chairs* 
Elements of a Compliance System for the Kyoto Protocol. On 
Objective, AUSTRALIA, with CANADA sought to limit the 
compliance system to Ann« 1 Patties* commitmeols. The EU 
suggested adding the objective of enforeiriS compliance.

. CaNatureand Prindplea. delegates eaepressed mixed views on 
whether or not to include them explicitly. SAUDI ARABIA and 
CHINA opposed by AUSTRALIA and CANADA proposed 
spedfying (hat the principle of common but differentiated respon­
sibilities applied between Annex I and non-Annex 1 Parties. 
SOUTH A^CA, opposed by the US, proposed adding the 
“precaunonoiy approach,*'
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On Scope of Applleodon, AUSTlLAUtA suggesicd specifying 
the provisions on Annex I Parties' obliganons to which the system 
would apply. CANADA, the US, the EU and SWIIZEKLaND 

the concept whereby the system applies to all commit- 
On Functions of a Compliance InstihniniL SAUDI 

^BRBIa proposed adding that ollcomplianee and non.-eompliance 
issues pertsiungto project uctivitieB under Article 12 (CDM) shall 
be addressed by the CDM’a Execu^ve Board. Supported by NEW 
ZEALAND, the US said the text should specify that the compli­
ance system is supplemeniaiy to ail campltBiioe aspects undv the 
Protocol. AUSTRALIA and the EU suggested an additional func­
tion of deiennining whether orrtot aParfy is in compliance with . 
ArticJeJ.l.

On Referral, the US. SOUTH AFRICA and SWITZERLAND, 
opposed by SAUDI ARABIA, favored a role for reports by expect 
review teams (ERTs). The US, SWnZERLAND, NEW 
ZEALAND, CHILE and BRAZIL opposed a role for the COP/ . 
MOP. The UK, opposed by several ddegaies, supported a role for 
the Secretariat, ___

On Screening, SWITZERLAND stressed the need to identify 
criteria and. in order to help delegates getacleer view of theflow of 
informaticin under the review and compliance processes ro prepare 
a flow chart. SOUTH AFRICA, with the UK, identified two 
screening processes: the ehannding of a ease to the proper forum 
and assessing if a case is unfounded or ids minimis. With the US and' 
the UK, but opposed by CHILE and SAUDI ARABIA, she said the 
fomiertaslc could bo petformed by the Seeretsriat. She added ctot 
the lancr task required a aufasantive auessment of a case that if 
undenaken by a separate entity, oquld duplicate the work of the 
compliance institution. '

tree SPECIAL REPORT: IPCC ChairRobert Watson 
presented the m^or findings of the IPCC Special Report on Land 
Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF), which were than 
sd^rated by the lead authors. On the global carbon' cycle, Bert 

^^Asaid eeesyateni models indicate that additional Terrescrial 
of atmospheric COR arising from indirect anthropogenic 

oTOis Is likely to be maintained for several decades in the forest 
ecosystems, but nisy gradually dimmish. Robert Waison under­
scored that defining afforestation, reforestation and defbnstatiDn 
will be critical, as &is will detemiinethe amount of land falling 
under Article 3.3 and treatment of the harvesong-reganeration 
oyele, On carbon aceounting, he presented land-based and activity- 
based approaches, noting that In the former case it is difBculi to 
fkaor out human-indued activities, while the latter poses a risk of 
double counting. Bernard Schlamadinger outlined three dUFereat 
accounting approaches applied to the FAC definitional scenario as 
well as the IPCC scenario to illusinie fte efiect of di^rent 
approaches under Anicla 3.3.

On Article 3 .< Robert Seholea noted that the riiagnitude of 
additional activities could be substantial oompared to Article 3.1 
obligations, and distin^shed between changes in management 
and in land cover. He highlighted verifiability and associated non- 
cllmaie impacts and benefits as key issues for the COP.

Jayant Sathay e noted that LULUCF project experience is being 
gained threug^ AD activities. He discussed concoms with 
LULUCF projects, notably permanence, baselines, additionoliiy. 
caibon leakage, monitoring and verifieatian aedimplementaiiobdf 
sustainability conditions. NiZRavindranath highlighted provisions 
for LULUCF in cuireat IPCC guidelines, and Dowthey ml^tba 

to aceaimincidatamquiremeBCfl of thaPmoo^. including 
additional activities under Aitiele 3,4 and projeei-based activities. 
Peter Fiumhoff said a system of erlteria and indicators could be 
useful to compare cuatainable devet opmnnt i mpaets acroos 
LULUCF alternatives. He said potential far synergies with athe/. 
mulnlateral environmenul agreements exigt, and that several

inter alia, institutional and technieal oapacify, oommunify 
^^Hpatien aad techaology transfer, are critical to stnn^etiing 
^Vostainable development impacts of LULUCF activities.

In the ensuing discussion, a number of delqgatea noted uncer­
tainties in the research, while several sought olorificatiop on tech­
nical issues. Participants also raised issues ^aledto; sustainable 
development and a relevant framework; avoiding deforestation in 
tropical regions: consistent ground and aonospheric definitions; the 
effect of climate on phoiosynthetie potential in tropical regions; the 
potential for sinks activities to account for a significant proportion 
of Annex IParties' Protocol obligations; and questions relating to a 
full carbon apeountiog syston-

CAFACITY BUniUNG: Chiur Ashe said the meeting aimed 
at developing s draft framework for capacity building, with the first 
session focussing on economies in transition (EITs). The 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION asked about timeframes for capacity 
building, CANADA urged ElTs to integrate oapociiy building into 
national planning processes, and to share their experiences.
Various US agencies outlined their capacity building activities for 
EITs. The EU highlighted the need for institutional capacity on 
inventories and on Protocol Articles S and 7. ROMANIA empha­
sized the importance of capacity building fbr inventories, Jl, and . 
Institutional and regulateiy frameworks, and suggested iterance 
to "cap^ty develepment" HUNGARY urged greater efforts to 
harmonize capacity building'aetions forEFTs, ENVIRON­
MENTAL DEFENSE and CANADA emphasized that capacity 
building should be sustainable. EGYPT suggested expanding 
capaelTy building to other stakeholders and maximizing (he use of 
regional institutions. The US underlined the fact that EITs have 
commitments to reduce emtasions and suggested using the Protocol 
mechanisms to support capacity building. Noting the existing tech­
nical and scientific capacity in EITs, SWITZERLAND underlined 
the need for political support. NIOBRIA noted the need to build 
capacity in negotiating skills and outlined recent initiatives.

GUIDEUNES UNDER PROTOCOL ARTICLES 5. ? & S; 
Subgroup «a Articles 5.2 (adjustments) end S (review of infor­
mation); CoChair James Penman (UK) asked the Secrciariat to 
prepare new Draft Guidelines under Pretoeol Article 8, based on 
the stnicture of an EU proposal cootaining; General Approach, 
National Inventory Submissions, Infonnatian on Assigned 
Amounts, National Systems, National Registries, and National 
Communicatiotis and Other Commitments. The ^oup then 
continued its consideration ofPartQ of theguideUnes. On Classifi­
cation of Inventoiy Problems, the ^ presented its non^aper 
providing for. inter alia, categories of problems triggering an expe­
dited procedure. The EU explained ihai under this procedure: the 
ERTs would notify both the Party under review and the compliance 
committee about a problem; the problems triggering an expedited 
procedure would be assessable during the initial check of invento­
ries; and temporary measures would apply until the problem was 
solved.

Subgroup on Article 5.1 (national systems): This subgroup 
received a partial redraft of the second Draft Guidelines for 
National Systems underProtoeol Article 5.1. Several delegates 
expressed their views on r^orting with regard to national systems, 
and on links to Article 7. Delegates also approved minor technical 
changes to sub-paragraphs on lavcntoiy Preparation.

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
articles S,7Sc8: Meetings are scheduled for 10:00 am in 

the Reger Room and 5:00 pm in the Haydn and Leime Room s.
MECHANISMS; MoetingB will take place at 10:00 ani and

7:00 pm in Fienary U.
LULtICP: To be held from 3:00 pm in (he Haydn Room.
COMPLXANCE: Ibis meeting >vill start at 3:00 pm in tKe 

Schumann Room._______
adverse EFFECTS: This meeting will take place fhira 

5:00 pm in the Schumann Room.
Meetings details'ore sub]ect to change. Consult the announce­

ment board for details.
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To: See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Kami

Subject Periodic Update No. 5 fiom BB12 (supplemeatal reporting)

“U and ectiviaes during (heTwelfth Meetmgs of the Subsidi£iry Bodies to the United Nations Framework 
Contranonm Climate Change (SB12) that arc meeting in Bonn during the June 5-16
UmoficTO. pus message meiudes the fbUowingreporis by USDELmrabeia olus.
copy of the Jiine 7 Earth Negotiations Bulletin: * ^

MaoedomV* ^ infonnal workshop prepared by EPA’s Jennifer

less
(B) Notes on the June 6 mechanisms discussion with NGOs and Busim 

representatives prqiared by EPA’s Jennifer Macedonia;

(C) Reports on the June 7 meeting on capacity building prepared by States Barbara 
DeRosa Joynt;

(D) Notes on the first technology transfer meeting and on the EU-UmbreUa Group 
consultation, both held on June 7, pr^ared by EPA’s Paul Schwengds;

(E) A report on the June 7 meeting on Articles 4.S/4.9 and Article 3.14 prepared bv
USAID’s Duane Laldch Muller; ^ ^ ^

(P) A ropon on the IPCC's presentation of its special report on sinks which I believe 
was prepared by USDA; and

(G) The June 7 edition of the NGO^prepared Barth Negotiations Bulletin.

All of the foregoing materials should be read in conjunction with our Updates No
‘ * ^ ^ only and are not '
intended for dissemination outside the U.S. Government.



JUN-00-2000 08:53 OES/EGC 202 647 0191 P.15/22

A
NOTES: 6/6 Mechanisms Infonnai Workshop

The session was spent “walking through the garden" on emissions trading and JI with

consoUdatcd text and decisions that need to be discussed and taken by Parties.

Chow's pmsemation on emissions trading (ET) covered the following issues- 1) 
Participation (Eligibility): 2) Modalities of Operation; 3) Liability. Most of ihe^ 
disc^ion was about Liability options, including whether the compliance leeuiie 
woiJd be strong enough to support seUer liability. Chow's comments hinted that he 
might have a bias against post verification and perhaps for seller liability. AOSB 
supported the Swiss proposal and the compliance reserve. In the US intervention we 
menuoned the sumlatines between Articles 4 and 17 and precedence that Article 4 
operates under seller liability,

The JI presentation covered 2 options for “regulatory intensity of Article 6 projects”- 
1) «t«d Jl^ojects to COM pnvocc cyclo/process, 2) .miniiMl reporliiie utd optional 
venfication by host Party. Although the second option was likely meant to capture 
the Umbrella Group position, it is not an accurate representation. Annex I Parties 
argued the differences between JI and COM. Several G77 countries (including India 
and Nigeria) raised the ebneeru that trading and JI “would squeeze out the CDM” and 
suggested restricting the size/amount of tradlng/JI or applying rules that will lead to 
parallel transaction costs to the CDM- EU responded by saying their supplementaiity 
proposal would help by limiting transfers (false). India stated that Article 6 is proof 
oftheim^ections of Article 17 (a dangerous line of reasoning). The US stated chat 
although JI might have a similar project cycle to the CDM, the difference that ERUs 
conw from existing assigned amount leads to an important question about the need for 
mstitutioM at the miemational level vs. the national level. Further, we supported the 
New ^aland intervention which focused on ensuring the environmental integrity of 
JI by focusing intamational revjew on projects in host countries found out of 
compuance with mventoiy and registry requirements, Poland supported option 2.

jRtasedohui
6/6/QO
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6
NOTES: 6/6 Mechanisriis Meeting with NGOs

clear wecUcta^*^^^ CBSCE). Indus,try focused on the following- 1)

^Mowi-g: 1, eUgibmo-requirement, with pmeouuuTn^nriofrerJZf
approach; 2) buyer liability with the opportunity to turn ‘good as 

ineii(,«w‘' °° v^icatiou; 3) priority for small clean CDM project? like 
re^ii^^ables; and 4) public participation in the CDM. including disdosuie of all 
relevant infoi^hon. pubhc participation in decision making at the stages of project 
approval, verification, certification, and accreditation, as w Jl as civil socie^^ ^ 

participation in the Executive Board. •

Jmscadonia
6/6/00
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C
laformal Workshop on Capacity Building 

June 7,2000
Notes; Barbara De Rosa-Joynt and Duane Laicich Muller

Th^st msctog on capacity building, chaired by John Ashe, focused on Economies 
m Transition (EITs) A hst of questions was presented to assist Parties in considering 
el«i^ts for a capacity building framework. The Chair immediately called on the US 
md Canada to provide their views on these questions. Both Parties demurred, noting 
the importance of hearing from EITs on their capacity building needs, and views on 
the Secretariat’s synthesis and compilation document on this topic to ensure such a 
^scussioa was as productive as possible. Russia emphasized the need for additional 
financial resources and a timetable for a review of progress on capacity building 
efforts. Russia also requested Annex I Parties to describe their capacity building 
effoite in EITs. Romania, Hungary, Slovenia, and Bulgaria noted their appreciation of 
previous Annex II efforts and the Secretariat's useful compilation and synthesis of 
their views. Several EITs noted their long-term interest in joining the EU, and 
therefore the even greater need for ensuring sustainability of tlicir capacity efforts to 
address climate change. Egypt also noted the importance of sustainability with a 
focus on producing more educational and training materials. Nigeria, Tanzania and 
Cl^ were also present during this discussion with BITs. Nigeria noted the capacity 
building efforts of UNITAR for African negotiators and the importance of having 
“awareness of their own capacity.” Portugal, on behalf of the EU, intervened late and 
noted the importance of capacity building efforts. Switzerland highlighted the 
importance of in-country political support for capacity building efforts. The US noted 
ongoing capacity building efforts. Including EPA’s work on emissions trading and 
joint implementation, the US Country Studies Program, and USAID's training and 
capacity building efforts. The US also indicated the potential usefulness of the 
Secretariat conducting workshops to address EITs capacity building issues.

The Chair will prepare an elements paper on capacity building for EITs by Monday. 
June 12. The next informal workshop, scheduled for Friday, June 9, will focus on 
capacity bulling for developing countries, and will include a presentation by the GEF 
on the Capacity Development Initiative.
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consultants from the regions presented results of the Expert

greater involvement and input from the private scctL 'and^iT^^ very helpful m facilitation 
workshops were generaUy very constm<^ve laying a bas1s°for no.^M
for improving technology transfer including technfloev ^ ^ elements of a framework
sector level, need for improved aecess to information mtecteolMyteS^LS'e“''°”h ““ 
technology cooperation such as the US^sponsored TCAPP n.»pH ^ approaches to

Secretariat a^ moat Perti«. inSg^ura, ^ be W

last presentations but the reactions were generally quite S^o74lf 

EU-Umbrella Consultations on Technology Transfer - June 7, 2000

1
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6
Informal Workshop on Article 4.8/4.9 (3.14) 

Wednesday June 7, 2000.(lQani»lpm) 
Notes: Duane Laldch Muller

The Informal Workshop on Article 48/4.9 (3,14) co-chaimd by Bo Kjellen (Sweden) and 
Mohammed Reza Salamai (Tran) focused discussion on Arti<?le 3.14 (KP). The co^chairs 
asked Parties to provide inputs and comments to the COP/MOP-l, Saudi Arabia staled 
that Anne* I Parties should remove subsidies on the production of fossil fuels; discourage 
the use of nuclear energy; encourage a wider use of carbon sequestration technologies; 
and assMt dcvdoping countries to diversify their economies.' Japan corrected Saudi 
Arabia indicating subsidies to the coal industry are being phased out. Zimbabwe 
supported Saudi Arabia on the need for insurance (e.g„ compensation), and called for a 
mechanism to exchange information on PAMs through National Communications by 
Annex I countries; build capacity of developing countries to develop regional models for 
response measures; and use a carbon tax as a way to reduce emissions and transfer 
technology. Senegal, joined by South Africa, supported Zimbabwe on the need for 
immediate financial and technical support. Nigeria, highlighting the important role of the 
energy sector in sustainable development, called for assistance in the area of gas/hydro/ 
solar/biomass sectors.

The US stressed that both aspects of 3.14 (response measures and adverse effects of 
climato change) highlight the link of 4.8/4.9, and that one way to minimize the adverse 
effects of climate change is to implement the Kyoto Protocol. Australia (and the UK) 
highlighted the imponance of infoimaiion exchange ancj capacity building, and supported 
the US in the area of uncettainty regarding impacts of policies and the need to implement 
the Kyoto Protocol; Australia and New Zealand stressed that An 3,14 calls for Parties to 
“strive to minimize," while also pointing lo the inTeirelatiorLShip of the global economy, 
and the need for open/transparent Mechanisms (CDM, II. ET). Bangladesh highlighted' 
the need for allocating a portion of funding for the least developed countries, especially 
in the area of disaster mitigation and training needs in the area of vulnerability and 
adaptation assessments. Switzerland supponed the IPCC’s report on Regional Scenarios 
for climate change, and the use of traditional channels for information exchange.
Burkina Paso and Jamaica spoke of the need for special considerations for the least 
developed countries. Nigeria disagreed with the US on,the issue of modeling, and stated 
that specific taxes on imported petroleum could help developing countries.

The co-chairs axe seeking written dements regarding An. 48/4.9 (3.14) by Thursday 
(6/8) and asked Parties to think about questions related to this discussion and PaMs. The 
next discussion will resume June 8 at 3:30pm focusing on the compilation of written 
commema/elements, in the anticipation of reaching negotiating text by SB-13.
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Report on the Presentation on the Special Report on Land Use, Land Use Change and Foreatiy

llic presoniationa focused on:
1) Tlie GlobaJ Catbon Cycle
2) Definidons
3) Implications of Aitiole 3 J (Afforestation, Reforestation, and Deforestation!
4) ImpliMtions of Article 3.4 (AdditionaJ Activities)
5) ConsistsDcy with Cmrent National Inventoiy Systems
6) Projects
7) Issues Related to Sustainability 

Questions/Concem* wore focused on two broad areas:
«ff meeting national commitments and for

2) Issues related to sustainability 

Measurability

Nigeria r^od the concern that authors correctly pomiod out how difficult it would be to measure and

The response feom 6o authors was the ah developed countries could measure carbon stock

technology transfer (free transfer of models) to make the system work gbbahy.

question that if we adopt a comprehensive aooounting approach, are definitions of

pie auttors noted that s comprehensive approach would eliminate issues, but that the Kyoto 
I^to(wl WW not based on comprehensive approach. le. Since 1990, only look at aRD
X™ “■* »» “ *»vta8 »»ny of th.

A country asked about the consiscency between current national reporting guidelines and the 
requiremants under the Kyoto Protocol?

Kyoto report!^ proses, it Was doable. The point was made that the guidelines already 
provide a good pomt of departure were country emissions were comparable.

Sustainability

sustainability criteria and 1 believe raised the issue that 
Annex 1 countnes could meet all ihmr coimrutmenB through sinte?

Re^^c WM toat ^obal sustainability is an important issue but ihe authors soundly
that Annex 1 countries could me« their commitments through sinks. 

Disused the pohey assumptions underlying table 4 and noted that it will »kc a combiiLirion 
of emissions reductions and sulk enhanc««nent to meet the targets, momarion

tha* permanence was not only a sinks issue. They noted that fossil fuel

and prsfventing a carbon cmiasmn. Preventing deforestation and Z) sequestering carbon.
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HIGHUGHTS FROM FCCC SB-12
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Aaa^d i^noiM^nlts (AAlTa) ju/plus to the Party's allocation 
plM. With NEW ZaUAND and the US, CANATlAsupported a 
seUcr rifflme camplameoted by an effective compliance system
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Voll2N0.129Pasti2
The US highlighted the need to maintain similar approaches on 
Aidcles 4 O'eiRt Ailflllment of commitments} and 17 (emiuiona 
udj|g}. as both permit tardea to Ailflll obligBiiona collectively, 
^^Kited out that Aittcle 4 refers to transferor liability. 
^■LU, on behalf of AOSIS, highlighted the need for environ'- 
nMO integrity of emissiona trading systania and sought dabora*' 
ion on the idea ofaQomplitnee reserve, COLOMBIA stiessad the 
leed for a suitable system for the measurement of anissions ftom 
>aint and mobile sources. INDIA stressed the need to drst demi^ 
nine the ebameter. nauro and volume of the transfaable, He said 
hat the CDM could be mvglBalized by emissions trading because 
>f its sustainable development requirements.

Joint Implementation; Chair Chow sought ddegates' views 
>n subjecting JI projects to CDM-'typc requirements. Noting the . 
lifFerenr objectives of CDM and JI, JaPAH and POLAND ^gued 
igainsi additional requirements on JI NEW ZEALAND, with (ho 
is. argued that a JI project should be subject to CDM-typa scrutiny 
tnly where a Party does not comply with Articles S and 7, and 
vhcre these both impact on the project. The JBU supported s CDM> 
ype project cycle to ensure environmental crcdibili^ at the project 
cvd. NIGERIA expressed concern that different transaction cons 
vouJd reduce CDM take-up and, wiU; INDIA and CHINA* 
iroposed similar rcqulremmits for JI. SOUTH AFRICA argued 
hat n's limitation to Annex 1 Parties does not jus^ty less onerous 
equirements. The US argued against imposing CDM-type require.' 
iientsjust to ensure parity with JI.

Industry and environmental NGOs’ positions: In an eveniog 
ession on business and NGO perspectives on the mechanisms, 
epresentatives from die business community, including the Intei^ 
lational Chamber of Commerce and the International Climate . 
,'haage Partnership, roGOthmended,/nteralr'd. thatCOP-ti: agree to 
Icar definitions bnfUngibility and tiadeabilily; eschewquantiUr 
iwc resections in themechaniama; provide darity'on the proposed 

controls for CDM; oreate a strong and Air compliance 
approve mechanisns for fast>4rack CDM crediting. 

^^Kresentatives expressed preference for seller liability,
TBe Climate Action Network (CAN), representing the NGOs.

' ai d Annex-I participatioo in the mechamams should binge on their 
ibliity to monitor and report emissions to a giv^ standard and 
rack changes U> AAUs. On liability, supported a hybrid 
juyer-seller liability eosming environmental efEbetiveness and 
:apturiBg l^e market's power tP enhance compliance. On CDM, 
r AN said it must: eneourage th e development of maHoets for otean 
mergy technologies in the South; support local, regional end 
tational development priorities; have minimum overall envimn- 
cental impacts; and notundenninB Annex 1 demotic action. CAN 
ilsD suggested measures to enhance public participation ia the 
2DM Project Cycle.

CROSSCUTTING ISSUES; Chair Dovland said this 
ne^ng waa aimed alfteilitating coherence and olimlnatlng dupli- 
::airoe of work among the various issues under negotiatiea. He 
noted linkages beween the wtok on mechanisms, compliance and 
Articles 5.7 and B, and suggested grouping these ereas-cutting 
i ssues in seven areas; supplementary information relating to the 
mechanisms; the review of mechanlsms-related activitier, the rela­
tionship between the adjuatineu and compliance procedure^ the 
relationship between the olaasificatian of problems and the 
screening procedure; implementatien issues; and criteria for mech' 
anisms pa^cipation- He then listed 14 specific questioos related to 
these cross-<utting issues and identified oduch eftha three eontaec 
groups should take tiie lead role in remonding to each of ihesa 
questions. He noted that fbrther questloiis ooutd be added to this' 
list, and that there were linkages between other issues under negeci- 
ation, such as the potential linkages between work oh PAMs and 
FCCC Ajticle4.8 BBd4.9andPretoCol Artiole3.14.

the relationship between the compliance mechanism and Articles 5 
and 7; and whether an Anne* I Party might lose its eligibility to 
pardeJpatain the mechanisms if in non-compliance with other Arti­
cles. GHaNA siraasad that provisions under Article 12 (CDM) 
should not be seen to replace those underFCCC Article 4.5 (tech­
nology transfer), 4.B and 4.9. The US raised questions about the 
rdab'oDship berween Articled (joint fuIEllmerirof coDunitmenrs) 
and Articles 5,7 and 8. the mechaaisms and the compliance 

' regime. The EU asked about the implications of dlfTcrent options 
relating to liability for reporting an^ review under ihe compiianee 
system. He said consideration of the linkage between Articles 7 and 
8 on the ono hand, and Articles 6 and 12 on the other, should be 
extended to Article 17.

Land use, land-use change and FOBESTOV:
Delegates were updated on the progress of the ooatnet ^up 
ebar;^ with compiling the proposals for a data-reporting format. 
On guiding principles and driteriaforthe identification ofaddl- 

, tional activities under Article 3.4 (changes in carbon stocks). Co- 
ChairPhilip Cwage (Uganda) underscored the need for consis­
tency with the FCCC objective, and said sequestration is not 
comparable with emissions reductions. The EU said criteria should 
be verifiable and take into aecountihe objective of sustainable 
development. She said carbon stock change should be attributable 
to human-induced activities. AUSTRAL^ said attention should 
be paid to the use of the criteria before considering the nature and 
scope of guiding principles.

The US proposed starting with the Issues ideritified in FCCC 
Article 3.4, He stressed the need for comprehensiveness to ensure 
that the maumum incentive is given to Parties to reduce emissions 
knd enhance sequestration, and said measures undertaken should 
be cost effective. CANADA underecored the importance of empha­
sizing the national context of sustainable development, while 
TUVALU stressed a broader approach,

Co-ChairThorpeirsson said a list of guiding priodples and 
criteria could provide a context for counrry submissions. He 
suggested ‘sep^ting guiding prineiples imd criteria. AUSTRALIA 
cautioned against differeatiaaog between guiding principles and 
criteria, recdling similar earlier discussions that had not resulted in 
agreement Supported by the US, she said the guiding principles for 
additional activities under Article 3.4 already exist In the FCCC 
and Protocol, and questioned the need for a list. The oo-chairs will 
eompile the discussions for consideration at the next informal 
meeting,
INTHECORSmOJiS

Some panicipants felt the session on cross-cutting issues repre­
sented a barometer for the meeting so far, which seems to have 
started constructively. A number of participants suggested that 
Wednesday's briefing on the IPCC's Special Report on LULUCF 
could result (a the most lively session of the meeting to date.

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER: This meeting will be held 

from 10:00 am intheHaydn Room.
LULUCF; A meeting is expected to convene at 11 ;00 am in the 

HaberRoom.
COMFLIANCB: The informal meeting on compliance will 

take place at 3:00 pm in the Schumann Room.
XPCC BXDeFjNGon LULUCF: The briefing on the new 

IPCC Special Report on LULUCF will lake place at 3;QQ pm in 
Plenatyll.

articles S, 7 & 8: This meeting ii aoh^ulcd to take place 
from 7;00 pm.

capacity BUTLDING: This meeting ia scheduled to take 
place finm 7:00 pm.

Meetings de^U are subject to change. Consult the announce­
ment board for details.

TOTAL P.22
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USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hamble;?^^

Periodic Update No. 6 from SB 12 (Thurs/Fri, June 8/9)

This message transmits an unofficial and infoimal report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB12) that axe meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 timeframe. This message covers activities from the afternoon of 
Thursday, June 8, to the afternoon on Friday, June 9.

Also included are reports on the June 7 JUSCANZ meeting prepared by 
Stale’s Jack Shick and one on developments in the compliance meeting prepared by 
L/OES’ Evan Bloom, We are also enclosing the June 8 edition of the Earth 
Negotiations Bulletin, along with the most recent edition of ECO, the NGO-prepared 

rag on these discussions.

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 

outside the U.S. Government.
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9 June 2000

SB12 Periodic Update No. 6: Progress Slows as Governments Start to Take 
Stock on Mechanisms and Sinks-rclated Issues

3

Atmospherics

The work of the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) slowed somewhat during the June 
8 discussions. The G-77 is i^ortedly still considering whether to permit the issuance 
of the revised mechanisms text before the weekend. The excuse given is that they 
want to have a public reading before doing so. The real reason, it has been suggested, 
is that Saudi Arabia and allies within the group are insisting that mechanisms is 
proceeding "too fast” in relation to what they argue is the lack of progress on their 
issue (Articles 4.8/4.9 et.). India’s Sharma did suggest to US that it might be possible 
to receive an “informal” copy of the document prior to the weekend. However, it 
might well have been only posturing to make himself look better to Annex I 

colleagues.

Meanwhile, consultations with the EU on both a bilateral basis and m 
cooperation with our umbrella partners continues on an accelerated pace. This has 
been perhaps the most positive aspect of this week's discussions. We have had 
productive discussions on Joint Implementation (JI), baselines, and institutional 
arrangements for die Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), among Other topics.

The Russians Arc Coming (and some are already here)

At past meetings, a delegation of six constituted a significant Russian 
component for climate change meetings. At this session, fully 16 Russian officials 
are accredited, Only a handful have thus far arrived, including veteran Sasha 
Metalnikov, who is heading the delegation. We plan to have a formal bilateral with 
our Russian friends next week when, hopefully, we can bring more of their 
interagency representatives into play.

We heard &om an Australian colleague who was in Moscow last week that 
Russia is continuing to keep the EU at bay. despite enticements to bolt from the 
umbrella group. Matelnikov told his Australian interlocutor that Russia remains a 
staunch member of the umbrella group, and even offered to host the next meeting. He 
also raised anew Russian demands for the so-called super-heated hot air that Russia 
claims for emissions savings in the 1990 to 2008 period,

Reactions to the NGO Letter

We have not received reactions from any government to the NGO lener 
reported m Update 4 that casts U.S. positions on the Kyoto Protocol in disparaging 
icrms- Surprisingly, it was not even featured in the latest edition of ECO (included in 
this repon), despite the fact that this broad sheet is only one page, rather than its usual
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chastisement has had a modest, mollifying effect.

Reactions to our Artide 4 Placements

Our delegates have succeeded in placing our concerns on the EU bubble and 
oarity issues throughout Ihese discussions with adroitness and clarity. Specifically, 
we have now referenced them in the Articles S/7/&8; mechanisms; and compliance 
discussions Our umbrella partners are broadly on board and no one has spoken out 
against our effort, although some moderate concern as the timing has been raised.
■nie EU’S pubUc reaction bas been likewise muted, although we understand that some 

alarm bells are ringing in the EU bunker.

Status of the Negotiations

The following paragraphs provide insights into the status of the various topics 
under consideration during this first week of informal discussion,

(A) Convention Articles 4.8/4J (affects of climate change and impacts of
response measures) and Protocol Artides 23 and 3.14: Discussions continued 
on the evening of June 8. The group looked at a compilation of proposals 
submitted by around six Parties and then talked about the way forward. Part of 
the discussion was somewhat surreal but typical of the best in climate change 
repartee by using a canoe metaphor to explain our process; some P^es saw us in 
one canoe paddling together; others saw a small flotilla; Canada pointed out the 
different kinds of strokes that determine the course of travel. Our readers will get 
the point

Both co-chairs (Salamat of Iran and Kjellen of Sweden) maintained their position, 
supported by Saudi Arabia, that they would like to move to a synthesized 
compilation document for discussion by the Saturday, June 10 meeting. Annex I 
Parties understandably objeaed, joined by some unexpected support from some 
developing countries, like Zimbabwe, These countries all indicated they want 
time to study the papers that have been presented, Some developing countries are 
looking especially at some of the adaptation proposals contained in some of the 
submissions- The group was scheduled to resume its discussion on Friday 
evening. This meeting has been cancelled. Whether this will mean that the 
encounter planned for Saturday will now be expanded to more than its anticipated 

three hour session is not known.

(B) Technology Transfer: The second meeting was held as an expanded “friends” 
group under Chair Dovland. Our lead in these talks. State’s Duncan Marsh, 
described the session as "rocky.” Dovland tried to focus the meeting on themes, 
rather than actions, but this provoked vocal discussion by G-77 representatives. 
Latin and A&ican delegates vented with complaints of a varying nature. The 
meeting was not positive. The EU introduced an interesting proposal that would



JUN-09-2000 10=11
9.JUN.2000 13=52

□ES/EGC
PUBLIC RFFPlKb

202 647 0191 P.06'12
I iw . r . X X

have brought capacity building in the CDM into these discussions. However, this 

idea is not likely to have wings.

sinks once more intervened in support of these activities in the CDM. Somew^t 
surprisingly, the EU indicated that it “might consider'’ certain projects provided
these met certain criteria.

At an umbrella group meeting, we raised the issue of a hybrid liability option. We 
found no takers. Australia expressed concern, while New Zealand jjpeared 
genuinely ‘shocked' by the perception that we were walking away from seller 
liability. We reiterated our support for seller liability but indicated that we are 
thinking about other options, too. Meanwhile Malaysia’s Chow Kok Kee, the 
chair of this group, reported that the G-77 had stiU not as yet agreed to release his 
revised text. Although he did not say so, the reason appears to be as reported in 

Update No. 4 - Saudi Arabia.

(D) Compliance; There was no meeting wth the EU on this topic on June 8, 
although one has been scheduled with the umbrella and union representatives on 
June 9, The effort will be to flesh out portions of the co-chairs’ text that need 
additional work before the paper is ready for prime time exposure.

The June 8 meeting continued to march through the new elements paper pr^ared 
by the co-chaiis. The EU introduced its proposal on consequences that it tried to 
present as not really constituting a financial paper. Our impression is that they 
botched their effort. In any case, the Saudis (now seeking funds for their 
proposed compensation fund) endorsed financial penalties as the cleanest way to 
go. Our subtraction approach was opposed by China and Brazil,

In accordance with our umbrella group discussions, the U.S. made a muted but 
effective intervention introducing our Article 4 concerns. Only New Zealand 
spoke in favor of adding Article 4 elements, with Japan and Australia remaining 
silent. Canada told us on June 9 that it intends to express its concurrence at the 
June 9 session. We shall see if they do. Please see the attached report on June 8 

developments.

(E) Policies and Measures (PAMs): A consolidated text has been prepared. The EU 
and the umbrella will meet on this topic at the former’s request. Stay tuned,

(F) Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF); Two core issues 
That are under consideration are (a) consideration of the IPCC Special Report and 
(b) elements for a decision at COP-6. The umbrella group would prefer a 
structure for a decision, rather than actual elements. In fact, the Icelandic chair 
told the group that while the mechanisms work is proceeding by means of a “walk 
in the garden," the sinks work is more like building a house. The IPCC report 
provided the foundation. Now there is the need to develop the architecture.

5
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In spite of this metaphor, it was quite evident during these discussion that the G- 
77/China has decided to slow the process down. Several developing countries 
indicated that they need time to digest the IPCC report. This does not appear to 
be a Saudi-inspired gambit Among the countries calling for methodical treatment 
and consideration of these issues were Bolivia, Nigeria, Tuvalu, Senegal, China,
and Brazil.

Meanwhile, the contact group working on the format for the August 1 
submissions is maldng slow progress. Frequent and unhelpful intervenDons by 
Tuvalu, whether acting as a Saudi ‘cats-paw’ or out of ignorance, are making the 

discussions especially painful.

(G) Capacity Building; There has been no change in this since Update No. 4. At the 
meeting scheduled for the afternoon of June 9, we are to answer a series of 
questions that SBI Chairman Ashe has posed for consideration. These are 
essentially in three broad categories; (a) What are the needs? (b) What are the 
means?, and (c) How do we get from here to there? This meeting will involve 
capacity building as it relates to developing countries.

(H) Cross-Cutting Issues: No change from earlier reporting.
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JUSCANZ Meeting ^
8 June 2000 
Jack Schick

JUSCaNZ met for nearly an hour to coordinate positions across a wide range of 
issues also joined by Harald Dovlin, SUBSTA Chair. Canada called for JUSCANZ to 
lay down some forceful markers in the 4.S/4.9 Contact Group to forestall early action 
in that forum. Australia reported that the Mechanisms discussion was proceeding 
smoothly as r.baimian Chow stayed on message that his consultations were not 
negotiations but a “walk in his garden." However, Canada warned that speed in the 
Mechanisms discussion may complicate matters in the 4.S/4.9 debate where the 
Saudis complain about lack of progress in that forum.

The US noted progress in the small group considering reporting and review issues 
with Canada seconding the impression of progress because the EU was being 
constructive in part because inventory specialists were speaking for the EU.
Nonetheless, Canada is wary that the EU will fasten on Article 7.2, which, in effect, 
calls for information on supplementary domestic emissions reductions. New Zealand 
saw a dovetailing of progress in the reporting systems discussion with the work on 
compliance but agreed with Canada that JUSCANZ should stay alert for EU mischief.

Switzerland was confused about the insertion of a new “elements” paper in the 
compliance group. Dovlin explained the Co-chairs were concerned that the old 
“elements’ paper was getting around in several versions. The new paper gets past that 
situation and puts some flesh on the bones of the elements albeit as an informal co- 
chairs document looking for reactions.

Harald noted the G 77’s eagerness to conven the Friends of the Chair on technology 
transfer issues into a formal Contact Group and said that he would form such a Group 
at some point to formulate a framework for decisions at COP 6. Canada reported that 
SUBIM Chair Ashe was trying to focus on the issue of capacity building for 
Economies in Transition (ETTs) with a small group as a key piece for COP 6. Ashe is 
seeking to identify “needs" and “means." However, Nigeria had laid down a marker 
that the G 77 was not altogether comfortable with special attention to EITs, and 
indeed Ashe does not intend to spend much more time on the issue. The US 
underlined that the discussion had been a useful interplay between Annex 2 parties 
and EITs.

Finally, Japan raised a “logistics" issue about the request by the commercial 
conference manager in Lyon for advance booking with a 30 percent deposit on hotel 
space for the September meeting of SUBSTA. This request goes against Japanese 
govenuneni regulations. She urged JUSCANZ to lobby the Secretariat and French 
government to reject it, Canada noted that the meeting will be unable to start on time 
because of a lingerie convention just ending the previous week, and the Secretariat 
needs four days to set up.
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Compliance ^ Second lafonnal Meeiing of the Joint Woricing Group (JWG)
Thursday. June 08. 2000. 3pm (reported by Bloom)

The JWG held a second productive session, continu^ 10 march through the Co-Chair s
naner The most interesting exchanges concerned consequences. In that

context, rL Eli unvdlcd its position in favor of use of a compliance fund, «
says it^es not equate to a “financial penalty" (but which we and others m the Umbrella 
Tmup do). The Saudis supported having a financial penalty as the “cleanest way to go.

The US delegation introduced a series of proposals connecting the Atricle 4 ^JUbble to 
compUance consequences. New Zealand was the only other cklcgation to spe^ leaver 
of Anicle 4 elements. (Japan, having told us m consultations eaiHer that Arnde 4
issues should be raised only in the compliance group, but not in the m^hamsins and
other groups,'failed to mention the issue in the debate.). Braxil and China spoke against 
our favored idea of subtraction of tonnes as a non-compliance consequence, 
condnoed to oppose any mandatory (hard) consequences, focusing instead on its proposd 
that the compliance body make (non^binding) recommendauons ofpolicies and measures 

to a Party found out of compliance.

The US delegation 'spoke in favor of working on issues related to a general procedure 
before deciding on special procedures, like an expedited process for mechanisms 
eliEibiliiy, and there was support for this approach. The EU, under pressure from France, 
now advocates calling the compliance body once established ‘The Compliance
Authority."
The Co-Chairs have asked delegations to submit suggestions for legal text to the 
Seaetarial over the next two days. The Co-Chairs will, they hope, produce a new text 
over the weekend that will be the subject of the work of the JWG next week. An existing 
wild card is whether the G77 and China will be able to produce a submission in a timely 
fashion, and whether that group’s failure to do so might end up delaying the JWG s work.

The US compliance team is working on its submission, and will be consulting in 
contexts with the EU (which has sought us out continually during this session) and the
Umbrella Group.
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM FCCC SB-12 
informal meetings 

THURSDAY, 8 JUNE 2000
DftlegMes to the infonml meetings preceding SB-12 continued 

liscussioni on: ntechanisms; land use, land-use change and 
orcstry; compliance; FCCC Arnde 4.8 and 4.9 and Protocol 
irtidc 3.14 (adverse effects); and guiddines under Protocol 
les 5 (methodological issues), 7 (communication of infonnation) 
nd 8 (review of infoiroalion).
NFORMAL MEETINGS ANnWOJtXSHOPS

MECHANISMS: Joint ImpIcmcnUtion; BOLIVIA and 
:OUTH AFRICA urged greata- equilibrium between the lules 
daung to COM and II. CANADA and JAPAN emphasized J]
jsubjeatotherigarofguidelinesundcrProtocol Articles 5,7 and 
.. china suggested ihat J1 be subject to CDM requirements, and 
ought clarity on who should pay for this. The EU and SWITZER- 
.AND said thrir submissions on baselines for CDM applied to 31. 
:OUTH AFRICA aftid its submission on moniwrina;. reporting wd 
■erification for CDM also applied to II.

Clean Development Mechxniira: BOLIVIA COLOMBIA 
he US, IRAN. HONDURAS and NORWAY supported the inclu- 
ion of sinVis projects in the CDM on the grounds that, inter alia: 
icarly one-fifth of global emissions come from deforestation and 
.Imosi 90"A of emissions from tropical countries are from 
.ULUCF activities. IRAN said that in light of theFCCC’s 
romprehensivc approach, the CDM should cover all six gases, and 
.11 sources and sinlts. The EU and SWITZERLAND oppiosed sinks 
■rojects in the CDM, as it raised questions of methodolo^cal 
mcertainty, non-pormaaence and leakage. The SUDAN and
iENEOAL said it was promaiurc to decide on the inclusion of 
.inks, as the IPCC report hadjustbecn released. AOSIS, with 
;0L0MBIA said Protocol Article 6 (Jl) and 12(CDM) shouldbc 
jivcB equal treatment in the context of share of process for adap- 
ation, as this would ensure real additional funds for adaptation, 
ufTicieni funds for administrative costs, and no additional transac- 
i on CO jU for the CDM. NORWAY and the EU opposed a provi- 
aon on share of proceeds in Articles 6 and 17 (Emissions Trading). 
50LIVIA called for an analysis to determine if proj ect-by-prpj ect 
ir regi onal/sectotal baselines would bo appropriate. INDIA 
supported projcct-by-proj ect baselines. SVWTZERLAND. the US 
md NORWAY underscored the need for stakeholder panicipataon 
ujd transparency in the CDM. SAUDI ARABIA and AOSlS 
ipposed nucl ear projecs under CDM.

GUmELINIS UNDEfePROTOCOL ARTTCUES S,7 & *; 
Subgroup on Artidu5,Z(adjusnneiiis)and 8 (review of Infor- 
maiiom): Delegates exchanged views on the Draft Cuidclines 
under Article 7. On information submiRed under Article 7.1 
Cmvenioiy) delegates. Inter alia, stressed thai infotmation through 
repstrios would be available more frequendy than annually, and 
highlighted linkages with work on mechanisms and LULUCF. On 
infonnation submitted under Article 72 (nauemal communica­
tion). the EU, supported by S AUDI ARABIA proposed reporting 
on“dctnonsirableprogress." TheUS,CANADA, NEW- 
ZEALAND and AUSTRALIA said this issue was not a prioriry for 
COP-6 and'eouid be dealt with through the fonheoming national 
communications. When considering the Draft Guidance on Meth­
odologies for Adjusrrnents, the EU, with SWITZERLAND and 
SLOVAKIA said the trial period on Invenioiy reviewwould 
provide the IPCC withthcinfonnition on probletnsiobe 
addressed. AUSTRALIA, the US. and NEW ZEALAND high­
lighted the urgency of addressing adjustment methodologies, in 
particLilarin reiatioa to the base-year inventory.

On Classificarion of Inventory Problems in the Guidelines 
under Articles, delegates continued cortsiderariop of thcEU 
proposal. They agreed on the following steps; identification of a 
failure to use agreed methodologies and guidelines or to produce a 
rimely repon; descriptiott/categorizarien of the problem; and deter­
mination ofwhelbcr ornotthe problem triggers, an expedited 
prooedure, or whetheritis adjustable or not On adjustments, 
SLOVAKIA the US, NEW ZEALAND and CANADA said all 
inventory problems were adjustable, while the EU said inventory 
problems ofaspecific threshold were not adjustable.

Snbgroupon Article 5.1 (natioiial systems); Patticipanis 
discussed the second Draft Guidelines for National Systems under 
Article S.l of the Kyoto protocol. On Inventory Management. 
CANADA noted the lack of reference to confidential informarion, 
and JAPAN said the extent of, and access to, confidential informa­
tion is resolved under Article S. Delegates resolved the issue of 
reporting by making reference to reporting requirements as they 
would be defined in the guidelines under Article 7. The EU, 
supported by NORWAY, proposed language on monitoring of 
emissions of legal entities and/or projects under Articles 6 and 17. 
CoChair Plume said it was a reporting issu b and noted that rcl cr 
vnnt work on the mechanisms was still at an early stage. The US 
opposed specific reference to Articles 6 and 17, and noted a para­
graph leaving the door open for future linking through Article 7 
and relevant decisions by the COP or COP/MOP,

n»«Sa ia cotmareSt (»ihS« liora umuot lb* Edjior. Elootnmlo v«m'ani oftho BuUotin w lenl to o-nuiUimbuto liw uiij bo fauivl m the LinUaja
WWW Krvnr It Krtp;//WwIU4c«dLnlB!6oi'. Thn jolaEtainagpwtii taken ibpyo 0ot>n O2000 Tha Livifig Earth, tea. hltp://livuie«iarUi.ecco. for infonoaUflaon Qu. Eanb 
V,go(,anorJ BuJlctin, rad U»gMagagiagD:eaewral«aja»a@Uad.otg>,___________________________________________________
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IPCCSpecialRrpoit. ____4 aand4.9 afidonProtocolArtiole3.HbyM(md»y UJupe.Hie
AOSIS, supported by several . cm can^a and olhers requested additional time to consider the

concenithatTheinformaimeedngwasgoingb^ondlhen^^ 1 ’ SSon^riruS noTrf *at neg^^
egreodatSBSTA-ll and, with the EU, objected to «ns - ^ ahead of other issues in the lead«up to CpP-6i
ation of draft elements for a decision, ^"8 Co-Chair Kjellin said the aim was to consolidate the documentremaintobeanaly«danddisaissed.Co-ChairThorgcisson C^turl^^^^dmc^
explainedthattheproposedeleiDcnts^tos^^v^a^^^ ,io„s on the adverse effects of dimate change. AUSTOALlAsaid

lioo, due by 1 August 2000, «din this dtseussiug to etato c:„su, to mid

jtiderstandingofthc Special Report. . WOVDURAS emphasized its vulnerability to landslides.

,,,:rss=sr=a ;;;=I*sr=s=:s,„.P^euul Arttdes ».A »PP«»I by POLAbOO. psop„«. deyelupiug .‘piiimdu budding

:^“rsi»;rug“:rLt.torSm
deue.opi«g-nuycup.ui.y«.»-l»tobi,i.y«ses.»,™., 

lEvith AUSTRALIA and JAPAN, the US swd the owctdlcompli- jjje CORRWOBS
ance procedure should be considered before the expedited procc- panicipanis have expressed concern over what they feel
dure. The EU, opposed by AUSTRALIA, said there should be a meetings to produce the basis for negoo-
pre-commitmentreview of elements pertaining to participation m as in the LULUCF. rowhanisms and adverse
the mechanisms, and an annual review duringthccomitutment groups. While they applaud prognsas, they fearthat the
period. CHINA cautioned the compliance group agninst prejudging cOP-6 means negotiations may be
the rules that will be developed in the mechanisms group. pushed more rapidly thamhey are prepared for at this flage.

On Rules of Procedure for the CorapUance Institution, the US, jQme delegates sense that these Informal meetings have
with AUSTRALIA, the EU and CANADA suggested fociumg on j jjmits of their mandate,
the elements needing agrenmem « COP-6, such as the decision-
making rule. Delegates expressed diverging views on the need for THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY

!l'.^'^pr^>l..ur:Cu.„y,i„.S,„e»totoKyu,u
On Outcomes or Consequences of Non-Compliance orPoten- S 7 & 8- This mealing will take place from 10:00

lial Non-Compliance. theEU said the consequences should create a ^ AR ^ of progress,
clear econom ic impact on that and «m at ™pwnng <h LULUCF: Delegates will convene at 3:00 pm In the Haydn
overage. He added the concept of cornpliance reserve and the IPCC Special Report and idcnnfy hey issues
opposcdbyAUSTRALIAandOANADAsuppottcdlossofacccss Rwm to toc^ on me ir p
to mechanisms. NEW CAPACITY BUILDING: This meePng is scheduled to begin
with AUSTRAL^, a compliance fund. SO^ /^CA wh ^ consider submis-
iheUS, suggested creabnga disnnctton opacity building in-rton-Annex I countries.
qucnces based on the braadh than^ould deal with lE CI^A POLICIES & MEASURES: This mcednE will be held in the

stou,»»Ruo«tolOOpu,„U.uU».to:.uu,d.,.uWi.

^puLu.or»utou.’totouto>.Au.nto™>.io„u.,
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Sinking Things Through...
Consider Arucle 3.3. As Bob Walson pointed 
out in Wednoday's LULUCF side event, so- 
couotiiig ud dcfiiutions for ARD and forejB 
can be done in a vwy (hat reflec($ what h^jieiu 
to ihc. atmosphere, or in a way that doesn't. 
Parues could ignore the IFCC defioilians (ovoi 
tivQUgh they are oalled for Under'Anicle S.2 of 
the Protocol), and claim lots of phony reduc­
tions that ^0 atmosphere never sees. Urey 
could ignore the loss of carbon that occurs 
when an old growth fottst is logged, but count 
the growth of trees planted afta- han/esiing. 
They could even ignore (he loss of carbon ham,' 
soil (tut occw for years after those seedlings 
are planted. Clear-eut a forest, bum all the 
slash, nun the wood into paper destined for in< 
ciocration end got credits for a few saplisgSi 
That endanfiored spedes-mfestod, ancient for­
est was doeadent anyway.

Certainly Article 3’j won't win a Nobel 
Fiizo for literary clgrity, but 6ere it a dear 
solution for ARX) defiaitions: adopt the IPCC 
definitional scenarios for reforestation, 
afforesiion and deforestation. Tlus approach 
may be Jess than perfect, hut as pointed out by 
one of the IPCC authon, it is the only approach 
that remotely resembles what is occurring in. 
(he atmosphere

Considerably more thought needs to be 
givai to how We am define forests in a way 
that works. TTic definition has to account for 
both the acTuai land use and some measure of 
canopy cover, not an easy ttsk. It was somo- 
what aiarmins that a diait list of possihla do- 
ments for a decision ac COP £, released today 
at the LULUCF session, did not indicate the 
need to actually define forests.

Let’s get on with it. No more holding up a 
decision on 3.3 until 3.4 is ncgoliaicd. fWc’tc

ioolsng at you. US.) No more askiivg for a pick 
and choose approach to definilions and ac­
counting rneihadolQ£>e$.in the August submis­
sions that allow each Party to provide estimates 
of its aibon stock changes under its own pre­
ferred definitianal scoiaiio. (That's you Japan) 

How about 3.47 Tlic potential for sinks un­
do-Article 3.4 to undennine the Kyoto commit­
ments w»i etnplwsiacd by the aulhots of the 
IPCC Special Bnpon ai Wednesday's side event. 
With Aiiiolc 3.4 potentially soalang up a com­
pletely unacceptable propornon of tire reduo- 

. tions mandated by tire Protocol, and with Annex 
1 Parlies' projected or aotual busincss-as-usual 
sequestmtion aroountiog to e significant per­
centage of their gross anissions tom fossil fu­
els, there is cause to be alarmed. Concern over 
the inclusion of non-additional soqueEuaiion is 
one of the reasons why the Clirnote Action Net­
work opposes additional activities under 3,4 dur­
ing the First Commitment Period. ‘

can's concocii with sinks goes b<^ond their 
potential effect on the climate inicgtity of the 
ProtoeoL Without stringent ovvirotunenDl safe­
guards, sequestration strategies such as affores- 
tadon of nadve grasslands or fire suppression in 
fire-dcpcndant ecosystems could datroy some 
of the world’s tnosi unique habitat. We were 
pleated to-hear the Co-Chain suggest that Par­
ties consider how additional activides will can- 
tribute (or not) to the goals of othatnuldloleral 
environmental Qfireements (ranember (he 
Biodiversity Convendon?) and sustainable do- 
velopincnt. But wc were disappointed that the 
Percies didn't agree on the need for more spo- 
eifie guidelines and principles that guard againsi 
crediting business as usual, damaging native eco­
systems wd die other pilfiilJs of 3.4.

As negotiations proceed On sinks, delegates 
sliould not lose sight of the iad that (ho vast 
majority of reductions Bead to mkc place on the 
fossil fuel croissions side of the ledger.

Remember 2005?
It is an uncomfortable truth for Annex I ooun- 
erica diat drey ore required by the Protocol to 
have made demonstrable protTess, by 2005. in 
achieving their coramilmaits, Not surprisingly 
then, many parlies continue to sweep this is­
sue under the cmpeL ECO applauds the EU 
for tlicir valiant attempts yesterday to bring 
this issue ontp the agenda. Clfearly demonsCra- 
blc piT3|jrcss must be reported under Anicle 7 
and reviewed uiulcr Anicic 8, meaning this is­
sue must be discussed ahead of COP6. Stick 
to it I

,The Fourth Nsiionol Comtiunication will 
provide some information on d<anDnalrable 
progress, This should be submitted before the

ISSUE H02 UOLUME Clll

end of 2005, Paries arc obliged to repon on 
projected and actual anissions, and on imple­
mented policies and measures. But a thorough 
review could do more. One suggestion is the 
repotring and review of detailed quandiativc irr, 
dicaton, at the sectoral level, to assess the ef- 
fccl of policies and mcasurts. Another is for 
parties to report on their preparDQon for imple- 
mentarioci of the Protocol - cstsblishmcnl of 
notional systems, and imploraoniation of do­
mestic legislation and enforcement processes.

A fimhCT question lluil should be asked is. 
if this information becotBcs avaibble. to what 
use will It be put? (and remsmber, 2005 is not 
very far away.,.)

FREE OP CHARGE

TOThL P.12
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List of Recipients for Periodic Reporting 
From the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies 

of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB12)
June 5-16, 2000 
Bonn, Germany

Organization

State/OES
State/OES
State/OES
State/OES
Stata/L/OES
OES/EGC
State/OES
State/H/OBS
State/G

Commerce
Commerce
DOD
DOD
DOD
DOI
DOJ
Energy
Energy
Energy
EPA
EPA
Treasury
Treasury
USAID
WH
WH
WH/CCTF
WH/CCTF
WH/CEA
MH/CEQ
WH/OSTP
WH/OVP

Name

David Sandalow 
Ken Brill 
Brooks Yeager 
povenmire/Hobgood 
Sue Biniaz/Evan Bloom 
Dan Balzer et.al.
Susan Gordon/H,Kaufman 
Chris Mann 
Nigel Purvis

Deina Palmer
David H. Feata
Bruce Degrazia/K.Doxey
Dan Benton
Sherri Goodman
David Hayes
Jim Rubin
Dam Reicher
David Goldwyn
Margot Anderson
Bill White
Robert Perciaspepe/J.Beale
Robert Crumby
Todd Stem
Hales/Barrett
Ian Bowles
Roger Ballentine
David Gardiner
John Gibson
Robert Lawrence
George Frampton
Rosina Bierbaum
Michael Orfini

202
202
202
202
202
202
202
202
202

647-
647-
647-
647-
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From Hambley, Zimmer No. 104

TELEFAX

Date: Friday, 9 June 2000

UNCLASSIFIED

TO: OES - Assistant Secretaiy David Sandalow 
OES - Ambassador Kenneth Brill

FROM: USDEL/BONN - SB-12 (ClimatB Change) - Mark G. Hamblej^ 

Mark G, Hambley, FAX No. 49 228 269-8222, Room 104

SUBJECT:: Climate Change (SB 12); Periodic Update No. 5 
for Thursday/Friday, June 8-9,2000

Attached is our periodic Update No, 6 for June 8/9. Linda Catlett will transmit it to 
other climate groupies in Washington. Many thanks.

MGH

V
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13 June 2000

To: See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Bonn - Mark G.

Subject; Periodic Update No. 10 from SB 12 (Monday/Tuesday, June 12-13)

This message transmits an unofficial and infoimal report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that axe meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 timeframe. This message covets activities from the afremoon of 
Monday, June 12 to mid-day On Tuesday, June 13.

Also included is a report on the joint SBSTA/SBI June 12 session prepared by 
State’s Jack Shick, along with the June 13 edition of the NGO-produced Earth 
Negotiations Bulletin that provides information on Monday’s proceedings, This 
report should also be read in conjunction with Update No. 11 that contains additional 
supplemental reporting prepared by various USDEL members.

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 
outside the U.S. Government,
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13 June 2000

SB12 Periodic Update No. 10; Debates Embroil JuAe 12 Meetings of SBSTa and 
the SBl; Saudi ‘^RoU” after the Release of Co-Chairs Text on 
Adaptation/Compensation Screeches to a Halt Amid an Evening Brouhaha

Atmospherics

The pace of discussions slowed perceptibly on June 12 and 13 as the Erst 
formal sessions of the Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBl), the Subsidiary 
Body on Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTa) and their joint working group 
held their meetings. SBSTA and the joint working group especially became 
bogged down in debates on sinks and Articles 4.S/4.9 and 3,14 
(adaptation/compensatioa) reapectively. The joint working group ended later than 
anticipated but is done until Friday (June 16), barring some emergency situation. SBl 
did better and has only a few items remaining for consideration, including the 
planning for future meetings. SBSTA will be dealing with technology transfer.

It is not yet clear where either the mechanisms or the working group on 
Articles 4.8/4.9 and Article 3.14 are going. The Saudis were on a roll after the June 
13 debate on their favorite topic. During the evening contact group that followed, 
they became angry at EU/Umbrella Group assertions that they would not use the oo- 
chaira' document as a negotiating text. Ihis provoked a bit of nastiness in the 
mechanisms group which followed. Saudi Arabia’s Muhammad Al-Sabban 
interrupted Chairman Chow at one point and told him that the meeting could not 
continue. Switzerland tried to calm him down; Samoa stated that It had never seen 
one Party interrupt a Chair in this manner. There were calls for a break for 
consultations and after the usual “too-ing and fro-ing”, one was granted.

After some heated side-bars, during which Annex I was pressed by SBl 
Chainnsn John Ashe to agree to work from the co-chairs text on 4,8/4.9 (AI refused), 
Ashe then turned his attention on his own group. They agreed to continue the 
discussion, and the meeting was completed after one hour. There will undoubtedly be 
repercussions, but it will not be until later this afternoon (June 13) that we get any 
inking as to their magnitude.

Meanwhile, sinks and compliance appears to be in better shape - for the 
moment Even so, some delegates are starting once more to feel somewhat 
overwhelmed by the amount of work facing them over the next five months prior to 
COP-6 in The Hague. The Saudi factor is but an additional factor that contributes to 
their concern.

Flatus cf t'Lif; i.

The following paragraphs provide insights into the status of the various topics under 
consideration during this first week of informal discussion.
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5
Conventioii Articles 4.S/4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of response 
measures) and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14: The issuance and status of the co- 
chairs’ text on this issue continued to be embroiled in controversy, at least on the part 
of Annex I which was especially hammered by its content. The second Issue of 
concern is whether there should be one decision or twQ inooiporatlng Protocol Article 
3.14 into the decision on Convention Articles 4.8/4.9, To say that the Saudis were on 
a roll until the evening kerfhfflB on June 12 was probably an accurate assessment. It 
is not clear how this will play out, but tiie Saudis will undoubtedly press their G- 
77/China colleagues to exact some kind of sanction in other negotiations,

SBSTA Chair Dovland tried his best to forestall a detailed discussion of this item at 
the SBSTA/SBI Joint Session on June 12. Annex I Parties rather begrudgingly 
decided to hold their fire as long as Saudi Arabia and the G-77/China did so. In the 
event, the G-77/China launched a long, two hour debate that want on ad nau.saum over 
one aspect of the discussion: whether to treat the convention articles (4.8/4.9) in a 
separate decision from Protocol Article 3.14 or not. Led by Nigeria speaking for the 
G-77/China, over 20 different non-Annex I Parties all agreed tiiere should be separate 
decisions. Voicing their support were Venezuela, Senegal. Chad, Burkino Faso 
(speaking for the African group), Indonesia and several others, including almost every 
Amb country from Morocco to Qatar, See our report in Update 11.

Arguing against this proposition were the EU, the U.S., Japan, Canada, Switzerland 
and New Zealand. This turnout refected a meeting of the minds meeting between the 
EU and the umbrella group on June 12 at which the status of the co-chairs’ text was 
discussed. All present agreed it was not a negotiating draft; a view not shared by the 
G-77, but there was some difference of view among the EU/UG as to how to treat the 
teart.

This situation has been conftised and complicated by a report coming from the EU 
that asserts that the current paper does not represent a co-chairs’ text. According to 
Sweden’s Kjellen, the co-c^irs plan to issue their “real” text on Wednesday. Some 
EU govenunents allegedly pressed Kjellen not to issue any text. The Swedish co- 
chair'was adamant, however, and said that a text that Annex I would be more 
comfortable with will be issued,

At our joint Umbrella Group/EU meeting on June 12, Australia, the U.S, and Canada 
variously expressed shock and bewilderment at the games being played by the co- 
chaira. Australia indicated that it would bring this matter up if it is raised in a public 
forum. Thus far it has not. (Comment: A senior German delegate, when pressed as 
to why the BU has not put the arm on its Swedish colleague, threw his bands up in the 
air and said the Kjellen is “not a member of the Union on this question.” End 
Comment.)

Technology Transfer: The “Friends of the Chair” met on the evening of June 12.
The G-77 came with a well-coordinated position and asked for specifics in the 
proposed text, while we proposed ‘‘themes.” The meeting was described as difficult. 
The G-77 will present a paper sometime today (June 13). It is anticipated that co­
chairs for a contact group will be appointed sometime today, as well.
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Kyoto Mechanisms: We have vetted the text. The organization is better, and it is 
shorter. Several problem areas remain. In part, this is because the text did not 
accurately report umbrella group positions on some key issues. (For example, many 
of OUT points on joini implementation were ignored or not taken on board; in addition, 
the baselines portion of tiie text was apparently prepared by a contractor and does not 
reflect as well as it should the direction we would like to take this discussion,)

At the joint SBl/SBSTA session on June 12, the Chair also tried to forestall debate but 
without success. India, speaking for the G-77/China noted that the question of nature 
and scope of the mechanisms has not been adequately discussed nor have these 
concepts be placed sufficiently in the text. He reserved the right to insert any parts of 
G-77China's proposals back into the text and began with one paragraph (not spelled 
out). He also said that the group wanted terms of reference for both the proposed July 
work shop in July and the September negotiating session in Lyon. Saudi Arabia made 
similar points; Colombia called for mechanisms that will permit a strong mitigation 
effort. Romania^ speaking on behalf of the economies in transition (including our 
umbrella partner, Russia) focused its commoits on JI, noting that all projects should 
be subject to government approval only on a project by project basis.

The EU, Canada, Switzerland, and the U.S. all spoke out, as well. We noted some of 
the gaps in the text but applauded it as a step forward. See our detailed report in 
Update No, 11,

AS has been noted, quasi-bedlam broke out during the contact group when Saudi 
Arabia tried to shut down the meeting on the evening of June 12. We will have to see 
how matters develop later today (June 13),

Compliance; A new co-ebairs’ text was issued late on June 12. It will serve as the 
basis for discussion on the afternoon of June 13. Our first reading suggests that most 
of our points have been incorporated. Unfortunately, (he EU’s proposals on 
institutioiis appears in the main body of the paper with our carefully thought out 
proposals buried in an annex. On balance, we appear to have a document we can 
work ftom; however, wo will have some hard slogging to do on the institurional anri 
other areas.

Policies and Measures (PaMs): This issue was raised at the moming SBl meeting.
It is expected that two co-chaiis will be appointed to work out decisions. We have 
suggested Switzerland and either Egypt or Nigeria (unlikely in view of its overall G- 
77 role as coordinator).

Articles S/7/&8 (on methodologies, reporting and review): Progress continues.
The contact group on Article 5.1 concluded its work on national systems. This must 
now be presented to the SBI for its approval, prior to going on to the COP for 
decision. A new co-ehairs elements paper, reorganized by Annex I Parties, has been 
prepared and will be considered at a meeting later today (June 13).

Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF); Interest in this topic 
threw SBSTA Chair Dovland’s plans for a smooth Monday plenary session into 
oonfusion. Following IPCC Chair Bob Watson's presentation, a lengthy discussion 
ensued during which tho Q-77 aaked for an additional LULUCF workshop and for the
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prepaxatlon of a report by the Secretariat analyzing the results of the IPCC Special 
Report. Brazil inchcated that this is not possible, citing principally the timing issue.

The contact group continued later on June 12, The work on the data formats for the 
August 1 submission has now been largely coznpleted. The EU started out with a long 
list of criteria for Article 3.4 submissions, but by the end of the meeting, the Chair had 
proposed that projects be evaluated based on their contributions under the provisions 
of ihe convention or the protocol. Woik continues later on June 13.

Capacity Building: The paper issued by SBI Chairman Ashe containing the elements 
for a decision was issued on June 11. It will be discussed at the next meeting of this 
group which is scheduled for later today, June 13.

Cross-Cutting Issues: No change ftom earlier reporting.
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Joint SUBSTA/SUBIM Meeting 
12 June 2000 
Jack 3chick

Nigeria launched a vigorous assault on unified Annex I opposition to the Co-chairs' 
so-called consolidated text on 4.8/4.9/3.14 that epiicJdy took over the opening formal 
meeting of this session. Mohammed Barkindo* as G 77 Chair, laid out the Group’s 
criteria for success at COP 6 that it is more important “to get it right than to get it 
done,” Getting it ri^t for him means bluntly that the G 77’s “interests must be 
satisfied.” “We will not step aside for the Mechanisms, compliance, and sinks 
without concrete actions on 4.8/4.9/3.14" and said “it is Important for everybody to 
understand that at the outset.” Ho rejected enhanced roles for developing countries 
beyond the 1995 Berlin Mandate that excluded them from emissions commitments. 
Instead, the O 77 is looking for financing of technology transfers. At COP 6, he said, 
the G 77 will insist on a commitment to “specific funding amounts” on a long term 
basis. Moreover, all decisions must be in balance and integrated together (a decision 
on 4.8/4.9/3.14 must achieve the same status as the decision on Mechanisms, 
compliance, and sinks,),

Saudi Arabia endorsed Nigeria’s statement. The Saudis were joined by nearly the 
entire Arab world that lined up to speak in support of Nigeria’s effort. Many African 
countries joined the chorus of endorsements mainly by reciting the ravages of climate 
change that were already affecting them and for which they needed assistance,
AOSIS joined the list of supporters. China and India made relatively pro-forma 
supporting statements but did not go beyond that—in India’s case, a one sentence 
nod. Interestingly enough. Colombia, Peru, and Venezuela were the only Latin 
American countries to support Nigeria. Brazil, Malaysia. Thailand, and South Africa 
remained silent.

The Co-chaire of the 4.8 Contact Group tried to reassure Annex I countries that their 
text of last weekend was without prejudice to developed countries’ views and 
acknowledged that Annex I did not favor separate decisions on 4.8Z4.9 of the FCCC 
and on 3.14 of the Kyoto Protocol (double jeopardy for Annex I). Moreover, they 
indicated they would have another papci^-a negotiating text—^by the end of the week.

Australia led the counter-attack, insisting that only one decision be taken at this 
session, combining the consideration of 4.S/4.9 together with 3.14. The current text 
was not an appropriate basis for discussion for Australia that urged going back to the 
compilation document where Australia’s views were initially stated. Portugual 
immediately joined Australia with a similar statement, noting in particular that COP 4 
and COP 5 decisions Icept the two provisions together. The US would not agree to 
modify the Buenos Aires Plan of Action that associated the two, arguing that the way 
forward was a further discussion of the issues and conceptual draft elements of a 
decision to be pursued after this seesion. Switzerland and Japan also joined the 
Umbrella Group-EU effort to turn, back the Nigerian bid. Japan recited the technical 
support programs it ha? already extended to developing countries to deal with climate 
change In an effort to j csssuie the C 77 that it sympetbized e6peciu.;iy 'A-ith the plight 
of the least developed countries, it clearly joined the US and EU. Canada linked itself 
to the US and EU while also saying that it has new ODA funding available. New
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Zealand chimed in but %vith a mild-mannered statement (it has been the least 
enthusiastic of the Umbrella Group to take on the Saudis over the 4,8 issue).

Compliance got off with the Co*chair’E status report and an armnunp.ftmftwt that his 
newest draft elements text would be available at 6 PM tonight—no extended 
discussion ensued as the Joint Meeting was running out of time. However, Chairman 
Chow of the Mechanisms Contact Group, while congratulated all round for his efforts, 
drew a complaint from India that Chow’s 94-pager had left out some of the nature and 
scope material, India also wanted to know what Chow’s terms of reference are for the 
Lyon session in September. Both the EU and Umbrella Group endorsed Chow’s 
latest text (witihout going into further detail where there is unhappiness with many 
sections). Canada warned that the 94-pager was still too long and complex: “We need 
simple rules for our work to produce satisfactory results at COP 6.” Australia, the 
US, and Rumania (for EITs), and Chile generally supported Chow’s text. (Comment; 
Saudi Arabia spoke to the Chow text but did not shred it as some in the Umbrella 
Group had feared it would if the EU and Umbrella Group opposed the status of the 
4.8 text)..
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Earth Negotiations Bulletin

A Reporting Service for Environment and Development Negotiations 

Online at http://ww.iisd.ca/cliniate/5bl2/
Voi i2No. 733 PuUl8heet)yjnelrri^a6onsnnsiiMeferSustmn$bl6Developmeiit(IISD) Tuesday, I3jupe2000

HIGHLIGHTS FROMFCCC SB-12 
MOMDaV, 12 JUNE 2000

On tho opening d&y of the twelfth Sessions of the FCCC subsid­
iary bodies (SB-12), delegate raet'in a momiilg session of the 
Subsidiary Body for i^dcnlific and Technologisal Advice 
(SBSTA) to discus* land use, land-use change and foresny 
(IrULUCF), and guidelines under Protocol Articles S (mothod- 
ologUal issues), 7 (eomniunicanon of information) and S (review 
of information). The Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBl) 
considered Annex I and non-Anrres I communications, the finan­
cial maahanisin, and administrative and financial matters. In the 
afternoon, a joint SBI/SBSTa session addressed issues relating to 
adverse eftbms, compliance and the mechaniams. Contact groups 
were convened to continue consideration of LULOCF, adverse 
effects. Protocol Articles 5,7 and 8, and the mechanisms.

SBSTA
LULUCF; IPCC Chair Robert Watson outlined the key issues 

in the IPCC Special R^on on LULUCF, Co-Chajr Gvnige noted 
the capacity building function of the pre-sesaional infarmal meet­
ings with regard to ^e LULUCF Special Report and progress on 
the data format for submissions due on 1 August.

Several delegates called fer sufficient time to consider the 
Special Report, Tho G-77/CHINA expressed concern that the 
“sink” in Annex 1 countries would create an entltlemcni to emit, 
and called for appropriate carbon accounting approaches. 
COLOMBIA, opposed by SaMOA, supported equal treatment of 
forestry in the COM The AFRICA GROUP underscored links 
between land degradation and sequestration,

AUSTRALIA and CANADA suggested dealing with Article 
3.3 (afforestation, reforestation and deforestation) and 3.4 (addi- 
tional activities) as a p«kage. SWITZERLAND preferred prlort- 
(izing Article 3.3, while the EU Stressed emissions reduction as the 
main emphasis when considering Article 3.4.

GOOD PRACTICE GUIDANCE AND UNCERTAINTY
management in national greenhouse gas
INVENTORIES: Taka Hraishi, IPCC, said the ffCC rfepOit on 
this topic was a significooi addiiiotwl instrumeni in improving 
national inventoty estimates. The BU urged adoption at COP-6 of 
good practice guidance as part of inventory reporting, GHANA 
callpd for regional workshops to enhance developing country 
understanding of the IPCC report.

ARTICLES S, 7 & 8: Co-Chair Pad orrtik ratted on the pre- 
sessional iriformal meetihg end its outcomes. The US and JAPAN 
rcQOmmended adoption of guidelines for nation^ systems at COP- 
6. The EU said some raattara under Articles 5,7 and 8 can only be 
completed after COP-6, as decisions made on other issues ne^ to 
be taken into consideration. The' G-77/CHINA seld work on Arti­
cles 5, 7 and 8 should take into account other Protocol arucJts,

■ including those on demeinstrahle progress, the financial mecha­
nism and adverse effects. On the linkage to the meohanism*, 
J^AN proposed that any Party should be able fo use the mecha­
nisms until non-eomplianee with Anloles S and/or 7 is proven.
SB/

ANNEX I COMMUNICATIONS: Delegatee considered 
experiences with the review of second national communications. 
SWnZERLAND. with theRUSSlANFEDERATION, underlined 
the impertance of training review experts, and proposed a worle- 
ahop to exchange information on the preparation of third national 
communications.,The EU said it expected a decision on Protocol 
Aitiele 7,2 (national eomrnunicstions) at COP-^ and a decision on 
Protocol Article 8 (review of information) at COP-7. The US and 
CaN>U3A suggested postponing considerauan of tho review of 
guidelines on national communications until SB-14

NON-ANNEX I COMMUNICATIONS; SBI heard the first 
report^ of the Consultative Group of Es^erts (CGE), which was 
established to assist non-Annex I Parties improve theirnatiopal 
communJeations. .CGB Chair Josd Gonzalez Miguez (Brazil) said 
the CGE had at its first meetihg a^od on & schedule of meetings 
and activities, and prepared an indicative budget. The EU. opposed 
by brazil, the CENTRAL, AFRICAN REPUBLIC and 
KENYA suggested that the COE's findings bo presented by June 
2001 to contribute to the review of guidelines $o as to adopt aC 
COP-7 improved guidelines for tho second national communica- 
tiona. The US urged the CGE to provide specific adyicc on the 
guidelines and report on it at SB-14,

FINANCIAL MECHANISM; Several Parties highlighted the 
importance of the GEP‘s support for the preparation of non-Annex 
I national communications and expressed appreciation for the GEF 
Capacity Pewdopment Imtiative (CDI). CANADA supported the 
comprehensive approach in assessing capaeiiy development needs. 
The BU said the CDI should provide the basis for a framework on 
capacity building, along with national eammunicarions. The G-77/ 
CHINA sussed the need to link the CDI to the overall process 
under dectsion 1 o/CP.5 (capacity building in developing countries) 
to avoid duplication. The IPCC outlined the GEF's proposal enti­
tled “Assessment oflmfiacts of, and Adaptation to. Climate 
Change in MultipleRegions and Sectors m Coordination with the 
IPCC.*'

administrative & FINANCIAL MATTERS: FCCC
Executive Seoretaiy Michael Zammit Cuiajar pfesented a docu­
ment on late payment of contributions. He suggested consideration 
of the option that Parties with arrears of one year or more could be 
inelipble to, inter alia-, host a session of the COP/Subsidiaty 
Bodies; be invited to or receive fonding to attend informal meet­
ings; o.rbe allocated membership of the Bureau of the COP or its
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Q&d (hd Dirveroi' is

ltd OowcttudcciL of CAGadA



JUN-13-2000 16=13

Tuesday, IS June 2P00
Earih Negotiations BuUeiin

202 647 0191 P.11/11

I
VoL 12 No. 133 Page 2

^sidiaxy bodies. Several Parties stressed the need for fijnher 
don of iho options presented by the Exeoutive Secittaiy. 

censulutioos 'Mil be held on this issue.

lUb31d)U

^rniNT^IINTSBI/SBSTA
SfiSTA Chair Dovland (Norway) opened the meetiqg and 

called on delegates to develop te)et on as many issues as possible in 
accordance with the Buenos'AiresPlan of Action. The G>7?y
china stressed the need to nagedata the issues as a paeleage and 
said the outcome should be ab^anced act of decisions. He called 
on Annex II Parties to eonuxiit speoifie financial resources for tech­
nology transfer and capacity building by COP-^.

aD'^BSE EFFECTS: Chair Dovland reported on the recent 
worieshops and informal meetinga on PCCC Anide'4.S and 4.9 and 
Protocol ;ytide 3.14 (adverse effcotB), The C3-T7/CHINA, with 
other non-Annex I Pain es, advocated the adoption of two draft 
decisions: one on Article 4.8 and 4,9 and eno^cron Article 3.14.. 
The ELi. AUSTRALIA, JAPAN, US and SWITZERLAND 
preferred a single decision. AUSTRALIA, with JAPaN and others,
saidtheconsolidatcdleXlWBsnoianappropriatebasislbrconiact ^
group discussion, and proposed revisiung the compilation of 
Parties’ views.

COMPLIANCE: Co-Chair Slade of the Joint Working Group 
on Compliance (JWG) reported on the workshop held from 1-3 
March 2000 and the informal meetings preceding SB''12. He said 
thai these, together^with further suboiissions from Ponies, formed 
the basis for Uie negciitiating text fof SB-12.

MECHANISMS: Chair Chow teported on progress made 
during the inter-sessional period and introduced relevant doou- 
menta. including the draft consolidated text on mechanisms. A 
number of delegates sold the new consolidated text formed a useful 
basis or reference point from which to proceed, The G-77/CHINA 

^^^ed the need to inelude rather than exclude 'views, and to deter- 
nature of the process and terms of reference for the contact 

on mechanisms in the lead-up to COP-6.
COLOMBIA said'thfi CDM ahou{d; ensure suSieieiit addition­

ality; provide for equal treatment between the three mechanisms; 
recognize the unilateral model for the formulation of prejeeta; and 
focus on prioritizing the sustainable development aspect of CDM. 
ROMANIA, speaking for the Group of Eastern European coun-; 
tiies, and supported by the US, said JI and CDM have distinct roles 
and should not be treated in the same way. AUSTRALIA cautioned 
agmnst loading E and CDM with transaction costs. CHILE 
supported inclusion of stoks mthin the CDM.

CONTACT GROUPS ,
LULUCF: Delegates considered the Co-Chaire' note on draft 

conclusions for SBSTA-12 relating to criteria and guiding princi­
ples for identification and selection of additional aetivitjas under 
Article 3.4. The EU called for inclusion of further criteria and a ■ 
guiding principle emphasizing emissions reduction. AUSTRALIA 
disagreed, stressing the importance of not being prescriptive, but 
allowing for consideration of national drcumEtances. TUVALU 
and the G-77/CHINA proposed deleting reference to sustainable 
development and to mul^atsrel envixoTunental agresments. Some 
Parties suggested rdferring to speeifie articles, but prooeeded to 
agree on a general reference to\he FCCC and the Protocol.

adverse EFFECTS! Co-Choir Kjelldn etnphoBized Ihoi the 
goal of The contaot group was to develop a propos^ for negotiating 
text for consideration *t SBSTA-13, On procedural issues. dHo- 
gates differed over whedxef to develop one or two draft decisions.
SAUPI ARABIA and aevafal otiiar developing ieouqnies, opposed 
by AUSTRALIA and JAPAN, supponed connouing work on the 
basia of the Co-Chairs' consolidated text. SWITZEKLA^ said it 

^^Btoromalure to take a deoision on long-term actions without
research, information and a full assessment of options, and 

process was moving too ftst Several non-Annex I Parties 
oc^essad eoncem that this position would malea it dlCBcult to 
nieYc forward, and KUWAIT nond that this eould result in the

whole package of issues bung blocked, NIGERIA said there was 
sufficient inrennation to take action, in spite of gaps. Co-Chair 
Kjellte said the group should continue discussions to move 
forward based on the C43nsalldated text.

MECHANISMS: Chair Chow introduced the draft consoli­
dated text on mechanisms. SaUDI ARABIA revested adj oum- 
oient of the meeting, noting the obstructive position ofeenain 
Annex I Parties in the contact group on adverse effisets. and 
recalling the agreentent struck on 9 June to use the consoli dated 
texta tin adverse effects and on mechanisms as the basis for negoti­
ation. SWITZERLAND, supported by SAMOA, CaNaDa and 
JAPAN, and opposed by BRAZIL and KUWAIT, requested 
fUi^er ^seussion on the consolidated text Delegates resumed 
thdr deliberations and recommended, inter alta\ the devetopment 
of a more concise text elaboration of the nature and scope of the 
mechanistna; development of a ponidpaioty and transparent 
system that engages the private sector; and clarity on dealing with 
assigned amounts within each mechanism.

ARTICLES ti, 7 & ft: This contact group reached agreement 
on the second draft of the Guidelines for National Systems under 
Protocol Article S. 1. The Secretariat introduced SBSTA-12 draft 
Conclusions on Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainly Manage­
ment in National GHG Inventories. In considering the Chairs' draft 
Conclusions on Guidelines under Protocol Articles S, 7 and ft, dele­
gates discussed, inter alia, deadlines for the voluntary irnplementa- 
tion of the guidelines for national systems and ft>r their possible 
revision based on experience of Parties.

TECHNOLOGV TRANSFER AND DEVELOPMENT: 
ThsFriends of the Chair group exchanged views on the themes for 
action emerging from the regional consultative process.
fNTJNSCORRmORS

The spirit of cooperation generated duiipg the informal meet­
ings was shaken late Monday, when tensions in negotiations in the 
contact group oh adverse effects spilled over into the mechani sms 
group in what many saw as tit-for-ut reprisals. The apparent reluc­
tance of some Annex I Parties to discuss a consolidated text based 
on Parties’ proposals on adverse effects sparked a response in the 
mcchoniaras group from Saudi Arabia, who sought to bring the 
meeting to an abrupt hale Several delegates observed that the inci­
dent underlined the difficulties in moving forward on a ’’package" 
given some Parties* insistence on simultaneous progress on all 
issues. Others also noted that divisions within the G-77/China on 
adverse effects were becoming more apparent by the day,

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
SBI: SBI will convene at 10:00 am in Plenary I To consider 

arrangements for intergovenimentBl meetings and administrative 
and financial matteia.

SBSTA: SBSTA w>U meet at 10,00 am in Plenary II to consider 
technology transfer and policies and measures.

LULUCF: The coptaei group on LULUCF will meet at 12:00 
pm in the RegorRoom to consider the Co-Chairs’ draft conclu- 

. sions.
COMPLIANCE: The JWG is expected to meet this afternoon 

to discuss the Cb-Chalrs* text.
AR'nCLES 5,7* Si This eonttot group will meet fhotn 7:00 

pm and is expected to consider a new text of draft coitclusiona on 
Guidelines under Protocol Articles 5, 7 and ft, and the Co-Chairs' 
text od Proposed ElemontC of Draft Guidelines under Article 8 of 
the Kyoto Protocol.

Meedngs are subject to change. Consult the announcement 
board for details,

TQTRL P.11
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To; See Recipients’ List ^

From: USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hainble:^

subject; Periodic Update No. IS from SB12 (Wednesday/Thursday, June 14-15)

This message transmits an unofficial and
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the lilted Nations 
FrLework CoLention on Climate Change (SB12) that are meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 timeframe. This message covers activities from the afternoon of 
Wednesday .June 14 to roid-day on Thursday, June 15. 2000.

Also included is the June 15 edition of the NGO-produced Earth
Negotiations BuUetin that provides:information ® ^hat
oroccedings This report should also be read in conjunction with Update No. 14 that 
containsSditional supplemental reporting prepared by various USDEL members, 
plus the latest edition of ECO, the NGO rag.

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 

outside the U.S. Govemment.
This wiU probably be the last regular update in this series. Update No. 16 will

contain supplemental, reports.
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SB12 Periodic Update No. IS: Mixed Report as 5B-12 Nears Conclusion

Atmospherics and General Comment

The optimism that marked the first week in Bonn has dissipated, as has the 
nervousness that greeted the reception of the co-chaiis texts on the rnech^sms and 
on adaptation/compensation at the beginning of the second week. Most delegates 
now feel that Saudi intrusions into the various processes is more of an unpleasantness 
that has to be dealt with and one that is (for the time-being) being handled without too 
much disruption to the work in various fields-

With both Subsidiary Bodies now meeting in rather short spurts to move issues along 
to the next meeting or to the Conference of the Parties for further deliberation or final 
decision, participants are now looking towards the forthcoming intersessional 
activities for indications of what detils might be cut to enable COP-6 to fulfill its 
anticipated objective of enabling Parties to begin the ratification process. And m spite 
of the intense schedule of intersessional activities being forecast, many are now 
starting to wonder whether adequate conclusions on core issues will be possible at

The Hague.

There is as yet no pubUc mentioning of this suggestion which is still viewed by many 
in near-apocolyptic terms. Most delegates also believe that it is too soon to expend 
much time or energy woirying about this prospect. There will be sufficient time for 
that at the end of the Thirteenth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies m The Hague m 
September. End Atmospherics and General Comment.

UmbreUa Heads of Delegation Meeting

Eight of the nine heads of umbrella group delegations met over dinner on June 
14 to discuss process and substantive issues. Ukraine was the only representative 
missing. No one fiom Kiev is present at this meeting- Delegates discussed the four 

being promoted by the Dutch for the Warsaw ministerial later this month.
Thcy were unanimous in their rejection of the Dutch suggestions that supplementanty 
and Article 3.14 be specifically identified- SBSTa Chair Dovland (our current 
Bureau member) undertook to register this point with the Secretariat. (Comment; We 
had earlier done so in meetings with botli Executive Secretary Cutajar, Polish COP-5 
President S2yzsko, and Dutch Mlniker Pronk. End Comment.)

Other options for the minlstctial discussion were discussed. One that attracted 
a good deal of support suggested informing Ministers of the scope of the problems 
that remain, to see if any of these could be given priority, and to try to infuse the 
negotiations with a new sense of purpose. The U.S. compared the Warsaw Miriisterial 
prior to COP-5 as being far better in this regard than either of the two New 
Ministarials that had preceded or followed it - the last one being on April 28' .
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Status of the Negotiations

The following paragraphs provide insights into the status of the various topics 
under consideration during this first week of infonnal discussion.

Convention. Articles 4,S/4>9 (affects of climate change and impacts of response 
measures) and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14; The U.S. drafted an alternative 
decision on Axtioles 4.S/4.9 that amplifies Annex I views on both impacts of climate 
change and impacts on response measures. The debate has once more resumed a 
more professional tone. There was an almost cordial discussion on adaptation at the 
June 14 meeting. It is still not clear if a new text of some kind will be produced at 
this session, although it is known that this is the co-chair’ preference. In any case, a 
new consultadon on this topic is nov/ planned for August 23-25 in Bonn.

GDIN Information PresePied: At the June 15 meeting, we (Miotke and company) 
stirred up the room in a positve fashion by presenting information on the Global 
Disaster Information Network (GDIN), drawing on materials forwarded to us by the 
Vice President’s Office, This portion of our intervention was made in response to 
concerns expressed by several delegates from Venezuela, Mozambique and Afiica 
generally on the need for better systems to predict severe storms in sufficient time to 
warn the public. The Vice President’s personal interest in this issue was cited.
Several delegates approached us after the meeting asking for additional information. 
We gave them a handout drawing on our statement.

Technology Transfer: The “friendsi of the chair” group met again on June 14. The 
G-77 came forth with a text that they wanted to use as the base for discussion. 
However, Chairman Dovland held firm on his view that the group should work on the 
basis of the themes identified earliei; in the week. The Umbrella Group has solidified 
its support for Jean Cooper as the Aimex I candidate as one of the co-chairs for the 
contact group on this topic that wtU be established at Lyon in September. Meanwhile, 
this group also ha.«; tentatively accepted the U.S. offer to hold consultations on 
technology iransfer at the National Renewable Energy Laboratory in Golden, 
Colorado, on August 2-4,2000.

On June IS, a debate ensued over the question, of the CDM as a proper tiicme in this 
proposed text. The G-77 and South;Korea said that it should not be included; the U.S, 
and several Annex I Parties took a contrary view. The discussion remained quite 
cordial (due to the development of good working relationships among the participants 
through the ftiends of the chair process), but no consensus could be found. Finally, 
Phair Dovlsnd indicated that he would put the point in the text and it could be 
negotiated formally starting in September.

(Comment: A senior and experienced Secretariat official tells us that it is his 
perception that we have lost the initiative in this discussion. Despite the firm hand 
taken by Chair Dovland, he indicated that tire G-77 is not likely to take the rejection 
of their text lying down. Once the new co-chairs are named and start their work in 
September, he predicted that the G-77 text will emerge as the basis for negotiation. 
End Comment)
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equitable progress in “other areas” (e.g., Articles 4-S/4.9). An evening session was 
scheduled to determine if additional negotiations might be necessajy to bring this 
matter to conclusion.

Policies and Measures (PAMs): A contact group met under a Swiss chair (Jose 
Romero). State’s Susan Wickwire and her team skillfully managed to drag out tho 
debate for almost the full two hours of the session to avoid discussion of two of the 
EU’s current pet projects: development of terms of reference for the next workshop 
and elaboxating principles to define demonstrable progress by 2005 — the latest EU 
buzz Words, Conclusions on this topic will be drafted by the chair of the group.

Articles 5/7/&S (on methodologies,^ reporting and review): Despite some garbled 
language introduced by the Russians! on good practice and continuing Saudi efforts to 
try to slow matters up, this group is starting to wrap up its work for this session. As 
indicated, the group completed work on Article 5.1 on national systems. The 
proposed decision also recognizes that some elements of Article 8 will have to be 
decided after COP-8.

Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF): Adele Morris has 
compared the work in this group to the Discovery ahanners “eco challenge” with the 
participating having to cross aftigator pits, sheer chasms, and violent rapids to eek out 
eveiy bit of progress. But they have; crossed many hurdles, including the ones 
involving formatting for the August T* submissions, A remaining hurdle concerns 
Brazil's effort to distinguish between manmade and natural effects in accounting for 
some land use changes. The U.S. and moat umbrella countries strongly disagree with 
this approach. Both the U.S. and Australia (supported by a very worried Japan) have 
worloed out substimte language tiiat they are endeavoring to have incorporated in the 
text being prepared by the Chair.

Capacity Building: Despite Saudi efforts to change the direction of the group at the 
eleventh hour, this group met on June 14 to discuss capacity building as it relates to 
developing countries. The group managed to avoid working off the G-77/China text 
and is moving towards a draft decision that can serve as the basis for negotiation 
during the September meeting in Lyon.

Cross-Cutting Issues: No change from earlier reporting.

Due to the closure of our facility, this wUl probably be the last regular update 
from this meeting in Bonn that ends tomorrow (June 16). We will try to dispatch a 
final supplement as Update No. 16,;
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tioo. The US urged BUXomaric application of mandaioty outtomes. 
SAUCil arable suggested thAttfie complianDc body detcrfflino 
mandatoiy outcomes or consequences only for Ann ex I Poities.

On Submission of Questions, seveml delegates smesacd the 
imponance of Article 8 (review of infoonation) Ejepert Review 
Teams (ERTs) reports. SAUDI aRaBIA, opposed byNEW 
ZEALAND, supporred aroljs for the COP/NdOP. The US proposed 
that Parties shouldbe able to raise questions regarding another 
Party’s implctnentation only with respect to the facilitative branch- 
The EU proposed that the Secretariat also be able to reftf questions 
of compliance. OnPrdinimaryExamination of Questions, SAUDI 
ARABIA suggested that multiple cases on the same type of issues 
should be refetted to the subsidiary bodies.

On. Proceedings, several delegates stressed the importance of 
integrating elements of the Annexes in the main text, On'Decision- 
Making, SAUDI ARaBIA said decisions would be adopted by 
consensus, and in case of failure, by a thfeo-fourths majority vote. 
On Avoidance of Conflict of Interest, CHINA proposed that the 
member of the compliance body who-is a national of a Pa^ 
irtvolvcd in a matter shall not take part in “ the considerstion of the 
matter." CANADA added that this includes members having a 

. directormdireciinterestinthe matter. On Sources of Information, 
the G-77yCMNA, opposed by NEW ZEALAND, distinguished 
betweeamandatory andnon-mandatoiy sources, TheUS.udth 
NEW ZEALAND, suggested the possibility thatNGOs submit 
information. He said the Party concerned should have the opportu­
nity to respond to the information submitted. The RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION, the US add SAMO Asaid the issue of confidenti­
ality of information might conflict with the principle of tranapar-
ency and needed librthexthoushc.

On COP/MOP. SWITZERLAND, vdth NEW ZEALAND,
' saidiiwould“tBkenote” ofthe compliance body’s reports-On 

Outcomes and Consequences, SAUDI ARaBIA said the CDM 
should not be addressed under the compliance system. With 
china, he added that references to ”Pany” with respect to eligi­
bility requirementfi should be prefaced by “Annex I.” BRAZIL, 
with SAMOA and the EU, suggested framing “financial penalty" 
as a separate option. NEW ZEALAND introduced on option 
pcirmitring purchase at a penalty rate, infer alia, from future 
commiunert periods. AUSTRALIA suggested adding that if an 
Article 4 Gotrit fulfillment) parly becomes ineligible to use the 
mechanisms. aU othw members of the agreement would lose 
acceas to the mechanisms. On Other Provisions, the Q-77/QJIN A 
fiuggested requesti ng the Secretariat to prepare p ossible opnoo s for 
the adaption of procedures and mechaoiams related to com^iance, 
On Annexes, Parties differed on the need to integrate them into ihc 
main usst.

007

HIGHLIGHTS FROM FCCC SB-12 ,
WEDNESDAY, 14 JUNF 2000 

The Subsidiary Body for Impleineoation (SBI) met iatte 
norning to consider Annex I andnon-AanexI oommunications, 
nd the financial mechanisni. The Joint Working Group on 
lompliance (JWG) epntinued discussions ontiic Ci>Chairs’ text, 
lontact groups met in afternoon and ev^ng aoBsions to eonsidef; 
and use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF); adverse 
ITccts; the mechanisms; and guidelines under Protocol Articles 5 
cnethodolo^cal issues), 7 (communication ofinformation) and 8 
review of infotmarion). Informal consultations w^rc held on
apDcity building in developing countries, and on policies and 
.neaaures.The Friends of the Chair'Ertiup on the techrioloar 
ransfer consultatiye prdeess also met. .

:biNATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS: Delegates adopted the
■raft condukotts on national communi cations of Annex I P^es.
"hey also adopted conclusions on the report of the first rneedng bf
ie Consultative Group oh Experts and on the provision of finan-
ial support for non-Annex IParty national communications.

financial MECHANISM: On the financial mechanism,
'ele^tes adopted draft conclusions, with minor amendments, on
he progress report on the,GEF review of enabling activiticit and its ■
apscliy building activities, ■

On additional guidance to the GEF on support to the IPGC, the
JU said that, whereas FCCC Parties should send signals to the ;

the proposed-IPCC projeor oould benefit the process. It
appropriate for them to prejudge die GEF Council’s dea-

^^Haking. He proposed replacing “approval" with “considcr-
Rof* in the draft conclusions, SEI adopted the draft conclusions,
samended. . ' • ' .

• :'OINT WORKING GROVP ON COMPJMnCE 
• The TWO continued its consideration ofthe Co-Chairs’ Text,

)n Scope of Application, CHINA, supported by SAUDI ARABIA- 
nd opposed by ARGENTINA and CHILE, suggested listing the 
Lnnsc t Parties’ commitments to which the compliance system: 
vould apply, and said issues of compliance With other cimmit-; 
aentswouldhedaBltwilbunidertheKilultilateralConsultative ; 
■rocess On Establishment, Sfruemre and Functions, the US, with 
AUSTRALIA said the text should emphasis die twb-branch' ; 
truewre, CANADA specified that the outcomes ofthe facilitative
iranch would not be limited to outcomes of a noormandatory ;
lature- On Structurif, SAUDI ARABIA, with SAMOA 8“lri 
nembers should equally represerit the five UN regional groups. 
4EW ^ ALAND sou^t greater Representation of Ann« I 
'arties. on Functions, many doleBatcs opposed a screcmingfijiie-

Itlil bsup of ibe EarlhKratUitiOiU ISuIlciin. O'
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'""'jMIAICAuiiderlinedthct.ffiilforftitureworkshDps'aitnrfat continued to consider actons raquked in rdatioa to
oncrete actions -The PHttJPPENES. widt the US, supported | needs and ne^ asBessm^l, enahling i A
aveSating conneetioiis between climate change and estfreme : informahom The ^oup also considered and agreed on the SBST
vcathcreveStSpWhilcNlGEMAstressed the need tbf preparedness Choir's dra^conduslcms.
3 cope with such events in developing countri os. The UK s«d ; j. COJtliU)ORS
lentification of actions is only possiblewlth an und^tandlng of Some partidpacits were commenting on contrasting positions
ac relationship between climateimpacts and other phencmcna. etnergingfrom certain EU members on nuclear technology under
'hcEU said scientific lincenainty should notbeareasem for mao- the COM, While one Party announced a strong "anti" stance,
on. ■ I another publicly indicated its support for allowing nuclear tech-

Articles S, 7 & B: Dplogates considered the draft wnClu- jmiogy within the COM- Speculation among a number of partici-
ions otiQuidtlines under Arudes 5,7 andS ofthe ^oto^oio^ . centered on hpw this might impact thfc eventual olaboration of
Jelegates agreed on the tact, indudinglangiwge highlighting : S,e El? s position on this issue. •

- raDMGSTOLOOKFORTODAY
t COP-S. Delegates considered the General Approa^ to Review COMPLIANCE; The JWG is expected to meet at 10:00 am
ifrhe Co-Chairs Proposed Elements of Draft Guidelines under ; and ai9:00 pm in Plenary n to discuss a revised Co-Chairs' text
trtide 8 of the Kyoto Protncal and provided guidance to the Seore- MECHi^OSMS; Tbi s meeting will take place in Plenary II
ariat in its dabpration of the text. ThcEU said the guidelines 11 ;00 am to consider the Chairs’ draft consolidated teirt
hould include the elements for review underthe FCCC and the; aHTICLES S, 7& *: This group vnll meet at 12:00 pm and
'rotocol, but; would tingle out those parts pf the guidelines not ; g.go pm in theRegerRoooi to continue consideration ofthe Co-
pplicnble to AnneicI Parties that arc not Parties to the Protocol.^ chairt' Proposed Elements of Draft Guidelines under Arnclc 8 of
'he Gi77/CHINA suggested adding the objective of ensuripg that iheKyoto Protocol
he compliance bcjdy has the infbnnatioo necessary to cany out its LULtrCFi This contact group will meet at 3 ;00 pm in the
unctions The EU said all EETs reports would bp fbcwnrdod TO the jiegejRoomtocimsidar the Co-Chairs'draft conclusions, 
lomplianccbody. ■ : ■ • , ADVERSE EFFECTS; This contacr group will m^r at 3:00

MECHANISMS;T3elcgates considered the draft conaoUdn^ pmlnthe Schumann Room to continue consideration uf the Co­
exton mechatiiatna.Delibo'atioils focused on the nature of diams- Chairs’consolidatedTBKt. ■ ' „
ions necessaiy-fe tJtis stago. While AUSTRALIA, POLAND, : SBSTAi SBSTA will convene ax 5:00 pm in Plenary H and is
^ANADAandtheUS favored bracketing text, the G-77/CHlhJA gjjpected to surtoonaidcriag various draft conclusions.
md SAUDI ARABIA sn-essed that this was not anogotiation and CAFACTTV EIJtLDiNG: An informal meeting IS scheduled
uggesied instead thatParnea focus only bn tlDclnsions'* to the ttart, Potato place &om 6:00 pm inthe Schumann Room.
5ekgates con^dered Part One of tha ConfloUdaied Test on Mecha- nUENDS OF THE CHAIR: This will meet to finalize the
asms relating to Hand indicated areas where specific written ; jiniftSBSTA conclusions on technology transfer and development
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See Recipients’ List 

USDEL/Bonn - Mark G.

Periodic Update No. 11 from SB 12 (supplemental reporting)

This message transmits additional repoiting on events and activities during the 
Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United N^ons Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (SB12) that are meeting m Borm during the June 5-16 
time&ame. This message ineludes the foUowing reports by USDEL members, 
principally covering events on Monday, June 12.

(A) A report on the TCAPP side event on June 12 prepared by EPA's Paul 
Schwengels;

(B) Report on a meeting by the consultative group of experts on non-Annex I 
communications reported by Jack Fitzgerald;

(C) A report on the First Meeting of SBI on June 12 prepared by extraordinary 

USDELcr unknown;

(D) .Notes on the June 12 mechanisms joint working prepared by another

(E) A report on the Fimt Meeting of SBSTA on June 12 prepared by DOD’s Lt. 
Colonel Peters; and,

(F) A Reports bn the joint SBSTa/SBI joint meeting on June 12 prepared by State’s 

Jack Shick-

AJl of the foregoing materials should be read in conjunction with our Update No. 
10. As is the case with other reports, these are for intemal use only and are not 
intrnd**d for dissemination outside the U,S. Government
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Treasury Todd Stern 202 622-0073
USAID David Hales/Barrett 202 216-3174
WH Roger Ballentine 202 456-1736
WH Ian Bowles 202 456-2710
WH/CCTF David Gardiner 202 395-2311
WH/CCTF John Gibson 202 395-2342
WH/CEA Robert Lawrence 202 395-6958
WH/CEQ George Framptou 202 456-2710
WH/OSTP Rosina Bierbaum 202 456-6025
WH/OVP Michael Orfini 202 456-9500
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Tec^olo^ co„p.«.on P-i-
Notes by: Paul Schwengels

TCAPP program ha5 ° cooperation and transfer which should be
a constructive model of ^‘^^gf^^activ^iies under the Convention, The session
incorporated into future sy Stolpman of EPA, a brief discussion of
included an overview of the prop y ^ ^ ^ ^ Business Council for Sustainable Energy
i^volvement of private - Mexico by Ubaldo mdan of CON AE (the
(BCSE), and a presentation ^ the TC^ pr ^ followed by a Panel Chaired by
National Efficiency^og^ ■ ^ representatives of 7 TCAPP
former SBSTA Ch^an a representative of the regional project underway in the
Country Teams. The panel als rSADQ. The SADC project is being carried out by
Southern African Development o support, under its program called
the multUaieral Climate Tochnology js very siLlar to TCaPP. The
Climate Technology inclucLg a Lar sense of significant accomplishments to
presentations were ve^ “^L^^ed and areas for improvement. The group
date, and also a frank discussion picture of the nature and role of this
discussion was Chow made very

remote .b=u. TCAPP progr»u. as » example, and aonree of 

input to the technology transfer consultative process.
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which devel^^ c^tn« P»=>““ . ^rted the deeWtm end the

experts group in the comparable mfoimation from devclopmg
clt^'Sve l»s-tcL lever tor eocoureging greater action on their part.

The CGE met tor die first to S ^
'^"“mfilS^toerfiStoflaJk^itierald ftom EPA and the U.S. Country

ihto accost the requirement in the COP decision to hold six 
Studies oiocess the CGE established an aggressive schedule to
regional “e gBl4 meeting in May 2001. This will enable the
?eDorUo be revised and finalized in time fox consideration at COP 7. The r^ort wiU be
b^ed on tN^o sets of inputs; the reports of the regional workshops and additional mputs
f. inHividual CGE experts This offers the U.5- and other Annex 1 Parties ftom the totrttol COE 3od Swiuorland) a
stofioant opportunity to provide auhstanlivo analym and recommendations. 
dS^tthc CGE'e report to SB14 will be produced by a small group conastmg of up to 

eight experts from non-Aimex 1 Parties and up to six experts ftom Annex 1.



JLJN-14-2000 09:29 □ES/£bC, 20£; t'-l ■ Li i .-I J I-'. ■ ■ 1;;

The Chair. John Ashe, sianed ihe session with a
organi2a[jon for the session. Fol corLiunications by Annex I Panics (based on
discussion of the review of the soc supported ihe proposals of the Secretariat and
FCCC/SBI/2000/3) Portugal. ^ fdadsion on Arricle 7.2 of the Protocol be
urged that a resolution on review go ,,-rt-rtpd the need to work ouickly on publishing

T'Slfoort (FCCaSBI/2000/INF.2). The US ehd

lf*e »-ed ^.a. U w. too eadv »'

begin a review.

NeXL.he^opeB^~-^"
reports of the Glo n /prcC/SB/2000flNF 4) as well as a discussion of thfe IPCC guidance 
on f S US and^P^rtlgalSu^all supported the capacity-building efforts of the GEF

fSif^ooSlce ofG^s Capacity Si^lopment Initiative (CDl) to aid capacity-^bmlding m norl­
and the impormce or P ^ j4..elooed countries. The US fuitiicr noted that significant
Annex I countries, ^ informarion from the non-Annex I panics themselves,
frlrbUM^^d^ultSateml donors, and from the CDI. Tanzania, speaking for the G77 and China,

li5-.s:£|s?.!SH-5=S3-5Sa
Assuming approval at COP-6, projects will start m Apnl, 2001.

s5=rr£S‘T?;s~ei£=ss.^Lnressid Lncem over late payment and noted the difficult position this put the Secreianet m. 

sSnoaS't?a%u''stenlSn%f®v^riBSl^?^^^^^

L"dS or forTiohE imrr-sLlon.1 m«.togr. The UN »d Ko.,1. oo^ lb.
«ome imrions have in meeting their contribution commitments and noted the need for a differential 
a;^c"h tu hLS^g ^linquent eonntries. At this point the Chair closed the first meeting.
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NOTES*. 6/12 Mechanisms Joint Contact Group 

The Joint Contact Group (JCG) began with a Cba^s
was shortly interrupted by Saudi Arabia to insist that tins disous^on could Mt go on 
since the 4^8/9 3.14 text had been rejected. Swiss. Samoa> and Canada indicated the 
discussion should continue. Saudi insisted on a quick consultation with support from 
Kuwait and Brazil told Chow that he probably should consult now rather than leave
the procedural issue hanging over his head.

After a quick consultation, the JCG resumed with a general exch^mge of views on 
mechanisms and the new text. Japan, Canada. New Zealand and US urged for 
progress on a shorter text. Uruguay asked Parties not to overreact and to identify 
Li^mises that will not create artificial barriers for developmg countaes m the 
CDM India asked to discuss the nature and scope, indicated that registri^ couldnt 
be discussed until the nature and scope is defined, and said interim CDM/ExecUtive 
Board are not consistent with the Protocol. Brazil suggested a way to conceptually 
discuss the mechanisms by starting with three blank sheets and ttymg to wnte what a 

resulting certificate would need to say.

After that brief exchange, the Chair indicated that we would resume Wednesday at 
5pm with a detailed discussion of the full text starting with decisions, then Annexes, 
then Appendices, After detailed sessions and submissions of succinct legal text, the
Chair will revise the text.

Jmacedonia 6/13/00
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DAY 1 SESSION 1, SUMMATION OF THE 
SUBSIDIARY BODY FOR SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL ANALYSIS (SBSTA) 12

SBSTA 12, Session 1.1000 to 1300 lira, Monday June 12. 2000, the seyion started and ended on
time. However, it did not complete the planned agenda. Technology Transfer ^d Best
Practices” were delayed until the subsequent session Tuesday morning at 1000 hrs.

Sfeiir further unno.meed that er. Wednesday. June 14,2000 te Bureau of the Confe^nee of 

the Firties CCOf-S) ''““•d meet to discuss among other issues, the feedback from the parties 
regarding the success of the informal week prior to the SBSTA.

T and use, land use CHAN<^^^- and FORESTRY _
The Chair then moved to the first agenda item; Land Use, Land U^ Change ^d 
fLULUCF) The Intergoveminental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Special Report (SR) lead 
then briefed limited summation points of the SR- This was followed by an endorsement of the 
report by the United Nations FAO in addressing poverty and the importance of agncultme in
carbon emissions and sinks. The speaker, Mr. WolfKelman(sp),emph^i^ed the use of
standardized definitions and that the FAO World Food Summit had set the goal of cutting in half 
the number of people starving in the world by 2006.

The chair then called upon the Co-Chair of the informal meetings, Mr. Phillip Gwage of Uganda, 
to summarize the events of the previous week of informal meetings. Mr. Gwage expounded on 

the four main points.
1) Open discussions increased understanding of the matenai.
2) A small focus group was formed and has made good progress in building data tables for

the Article 3.3, and 3.4 submissions on August 1. 2000.
3) There is a need for capacity building for the developing countries to fully appreciate and

understand the IPCC SR, and c.t> i j
4) The LULUCF is an important contribution to climate change and the IPCC SR 16 a good

starting point for buUding language for terrestrial carbon accounting.

The SBSTA Chair recognized the good discussion, the establishment of the Data Tables group 
for the Annex 1 Countries August 1. 2000 national data submission for synthesis, and announced 
the formation of a LULUCF Contact Group that would meet at 1500 hrs today. The Chair then 
opened the floor to interventions. There were 21 interventions. A table comparing the summary 

of these interventions is at Annex A.

The Chair then closed out the discussion of LULUCF by directing the formation of the Contact 
Group. He gave the group the charter of developing draft “Conclusions” including a framework 
(elements) of a draft decision.

Lt Col PoEWfi, ODUSDCBS)EQ Page 1 of 2
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IPCC revise the Good Practices report to include LULUCF. Ghana Columbia requested help 
m capacity building in order to implement the recommendation of the good practices SR. New 
Zealand, the European Union (EU). and the United States (US) specifically requested the 
acceptance, and implementation of the Good Practices SR in the generation of National 
inventories. There were no dissenting opinions.

articles 5 7 & 8The chair closed discussions on the Good Practices SR., and moved to the third agenda item, the 
development of guidelines for Articles 5. 7, & 8. The Art. 5, 7. & 8 chair ^^vjewed^c stems of 
discussions and read prepared text of the IPCC lead author. FoUowing that the pSTA Chair 
directed that, “At this session, work must intensify. Art. 5.1 guidelines need to be completed and 
progress made on defining Anicles 7& 8”. The chair directed that their would be formed a 
contect group on Art 5, 7, & 8 that would be co-chaired by Ms Helen Plume of New Zealand and 
Mr, Newton Paciomik of Brazil. That eoiitact group would meet at 1700 bra to 2200 hrs tonight. 
The SBSTA Chair then opened the floor to interventions.

Portugal on behalf of the EU. Stated that they like the text of Article S. 1. and requested that it be 
approved, and that at COP-6 they should be able to agree to the text for Arhole 5.2, They said 
that under article 7 the EU believes that COP-6 should agree on requirements for reporting 
demonstrable progress by 2005. Under Article 8 the EU requested that ‘'Expert Review** team 
report their reviews to the “Compliance Authority”, The EU also requested that a complete set 
of guidelines for the review process should only be agreed after the (rial period is over,

Saudi Arabia intervened that the discussion of Article 5, 7, & 8 must also include discussion of 
Articles 3.2 10,11,2.3, 3.11, and 3.14. Switzerland requested the chair clearly define the time 
table requir^ents for reaching agreement, and stated that early implementation was essential so 
that they can be issued weU ahead of 2008. China, speaking on behalf of the G-77 and China, 
agreed with Saudi Arabia. They further requested additional informal consultations and stated 
that Annex 1 countries are “duty bound” to supporting Clean Development Mechanisms (CDM) 
and the provision of date. They stated that these duties do not apply to developing countries. 
China concluded by saying “Expert Review” should be Unked to, or decide compliance 
which was opposite of the EU position. The US intervened, recommending adoption of Article 
5 1 as written, And welcomed the formation of the contact group to continue discussing the 
remainder of Articles 5, 7, & 8. Japan echoed the US position on Article 5.1 according to 
respective national circumstances. Japan further stated that along with EU, the SBSTA should 
agree on the language for Article 5.2 at COP-6. Japan concluded that parties should be able to 
use the mechanisms until proven to be out of compliance. As 1300hr approached, the chair 
directed the contact group for Articles 5. 7, & 8. was to continue to deliberate at 1900 hrs.

At 1300brs, the Chair delayed further action on the agenda and adjourned the proceedings.

HCol Peters. ODUSD(ES)EQ Page 2 of2
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■ zI

1-^

Comtiy .. Accounting V
■'

Pnwess ■ Balance OahfliiiitiiiCTlt Defimtions Human
Induced

Non-002 Pennaneaoe SBSTA i
(\

Brazil
(C77&aina)

Against fall 
catbon

Resist going to fast Resist license to 
emit

Agree to 
wo±on Aug
1 SuhmiuiciL

(t
1
(

Portugal {EU) Credible 
accounting 
systems; 
vcrifiabk &

Info of report is 
difficult, need more 
fime

Balanced 
treatment of 
increases and 
decreases in 
carbon stocks

Agree to 
WQskon Aug
1 Submission

Human
Induced Only

Permanence 
is very 
importaGt

SA^itzerland Data fomaab 
areiinpoitant

Need guidelines for 
Aog 1 submission

Needs to inclade 
consensus for 
biodiversltv

3.3 is higher 
priority then
3.4

1
1

1
1

Auitnliii Sinks BTOJtnta 
loop hole!

Sinks compKmenl 
emissioa
reducltona_______

Go Forward- 
IPCCSR
Good start

Human 
Induced only

JipBA 3.3 & 3.4 reed
simple
coinparable
/lafD

Need guidelines to 
bmild Aug 1 
submission

F&ARD
DeBnitions
areneodod

New Zealand
uaia

Agreed to 
guidelines

Omitted
Agenda for 
2QWB

A£iean Group Link 3-3.A 3.4 
AiinkwACDM

Need Capacity 
Building to 
undetstaAd report; 
BBOd more time

PnrtDf G77
Resist License to 
emit

Need more 
rime

Link to 
desejtificafion

Translate 
LULUCF Doc 
into ail 
bnEoages

Canada Link 3-3. & 3.4 Poland conf A 
guidelines for 1
Aug submissimi

IPCCSR
good

How and 
whoi sink are 
to beinelvded

M^Svincci UR
Poland

Ctina(G-77&
China)

Sinks
unoertunty 
means hif^ 
risk;
complicated
accoiintinR

PartofGT?
Resist License to 
emit

IPCCSR
Good

ARD
Definhtans
eienoedcd

Full
partidpatiDn 
of de:veloping 
countries

Page 1 of 3



JUNE 12,2000
n Wt A '

pocTA

Coiuitiy - . -i 
" ^

'Aocrmoting "
S' ■■'■t-.. '

PTO^S Balance " ConunitraHQt
'r<

Definitiozu
_ J= -

Human 1
Induced

Noa-COl 1remiaii?iic& ■
. .

>Do t /A

--. .-. .. ■

VS^
. ' ^35.' .

Data foimats 
aie inguirtant

Need guidelines to 
build Aug 1 
submission

Art3J doesn’t 
count vast amount 
of Atmert 1
Forest; Can me
3A to capture 
*'mVt

IPCCSR
Good; solid 
fomdatioD

jStabiiiZB '
GHGatsafe
tevelE

U JUluC Ult

Augl
SubmiBion
needed

Pero Need more time Supports EU, & 
G7740iina

TKsJPCC riw icpon inio
UN
LansuBgcs
^ITip 1A A m

Central .Africa 
Republic

Indorses Brazil 
(G77&China)

Need more time,
SR not abiblc

•ItalPCC&
FAO

Protect
biodivmily

Vi CltAfJUva
AfricanNGOs
toSBSTA

Columbia Sinks must be in 
COM; Parity 
treatment between 
sinks & CDM

Endorse
ffCCSR

GHCrand
sastairrahle
development

Samoa (Small 
Ishod^es)

Sinks
UDceitainty
meaishigb
luk;
complicated
acoounting

Does notsuppeat 
CDM; emitsioM 
leductions i»t 
sinks

Comnutted 
to procjeBB

3.4namrw
defifution

Avoid
perverse
incentives

ftJUlCH 1 JmUi 
rbow credible 
emissions 
reductions

Ugarula Supports G77& 
China, Small 
Island Slates &
A Inrjii ^TThiin

Need more time to 
geliiill
understanding of
rgriftTf

Sinks consistent 
with convention

Emphasizie 
importance of 
land

il6qu6»ca 
special 
workshop for 
Abica
'KlAAi^ 1

Riusian
PedEmtiDn

AUlbfi VJiVU|7

Take advantage 
offlcxibUity

Move forward 
needs guidelkca 
updated

3.3 & 3.4 not 
cuncnily covered 
in inventory

IPCC helps
ratify
prolDool

ARD
Delirufions 
are needed

N«a
inventory
guidelines
uodaled

Ghana Complat
Docnmcnl

■Need guidelines for 
Aug 1 submission

ARD
DeOnitienr 
are needed

Page 2 of 3

czI

ii
I

K)
C3
Q
Q

O
UD

S
cn\mQ
n

rviG3
ru
cn-Ci
-0



AWIEX a. summation of the land use, land use change, and FORESTY (LULUCF) intervenhons to
THE SUBSIDIARY BODY FOR SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL ANALYSIS (SBSTA) 12 ON DAY I, SESSION 1

AJNE 12, 2000
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Joint SUBSTA/SUBIM Meeting 
12 June 2000 
Jack Schick
Nigeria launched a vigorous assault on unified Annex 1 opposition to the Co-chaixs' 
soiaUed consoUdated text on 4,8/4.9/3.14 that quickly took over tb^ opmmg formal 
meeting of this session- Mohammed Barkindo, as G 77 Chair, laid out the Group 5 
criteria for success at COP 6 that it is more important ‘'to get it n^t than to get it 
done." Getting it right for him means bluntly that the G 77’s “interests must be 
satisfied “ “We will not step aside for the Mechanisms, compliance, and sinks 
without concrete actions on 4.8/4.9/3.14” and said “it is important for everybody tc 
understand that at the outset.” He rejected enhanced roles for developing countries 
beyond the 1995 Berlin Mandate that excluded them from emissions commitments.

the G 77 is looking for financing of technology transfers. At COP 6, he said, 
the G 77 will insist on a commitment 10 “specific funding amounts” on a long term 
basis. Moreover, all decisions must be in balance and integrated together (a decision 
on 4,8/4.9/3.14 must achieve the same status as the decision on Mechamsms, 
compliance, and sinks.).

Saudi Arabia endorsed Nigeria’s statement. The Saudis were joined by nearly the 
entire Arab world that lined up to speak in support of Nigeria’s effort. Many African 
countries joined the chorus of endorsements mainly by reciting the ravages of climate 
change that were already affecting them and for which they needed assistance,
AOSIS joined the list of supporters. China and India made relatively pro-forma 
supporting statements but did not go beyond that—in India’s case, a one sentence 
nod. Interestingly enough, Colombia. Peru, and Venezuela were the only Latin 
American countries to support Nigeria. Brazil, Malaysia, Thailand, and South Africa 

remained silent.

The Co-chairs of the 4.8 Contact Group tried to reassure Annex I countries that their 
text of last weekend was without prejudice to developed countries’ views and 
acknowledged that Annex I did not favor separate decisions on 4-8/4,9 of the FCCC 
and on 3,14 of the Kyoto Protocol (double jeopardy for Annex I). Moreover, they 
indicated they would have another paper-a negotiating text—by the end of the week-

AustraUa led the counter-attack, insisting that only one decision be taken at this 
session, combining the consideration of 4.B/4.9 together with 3.14. The current text 
was not an appropriate basis for discussion for Australia that urged going back to the 
compilation document where Australia’s views were initially stated. Portugual 
immediately joined Australia with a similar statement, noting in particular that COP 4 
and COP 5 decisions kept the two provisions together. The US would not agree to 
modify the Buenos Aires Plan of Action that associated the two, arguing that the way 
forward was a further discussion of the issues and conceptual draft elements of a 
decision to bo pursued after this session. Switzerland and Japan also joined the 
Umbrella Group-EU effort to turn back the Nigerian bid. Japan recited the technical 
support programs it has already extended to developing countries to deal with climate 
change in an effort to reassure the G 77 that it sympathized especially with the plight 
of the least developed countries, it clearly joined the US and EU. Canada linked itself 
to the US and EU while also saying that it has new ODA funding available. New
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s::rjssgrssss^~£s^drew a complaint from India that Chow’s 94-pager had left out some of the nature ^d 
scope material. India also wanted to know what Chow’s terms of reference arc for the 
Tyon session in September, Both the EU and Umbrella Group endorsed Chow s
latest text (without going into further detail where there is unhappiness with nmy 
sections). Canada warned that the 94-pager was still too complex: We need
simple riles for our work to produce satisfactory results at C^ 6, Australia, the 
USfand Rumania (forEITs). and Chile generally supported Chow s text (Cornment. 
Saudi Arabia spoke to the Chow text but did not shred it as some m the Umbrella 
Group had feared it would if the EU and Umbrella Group opposed the status of the
4.8 text)..

TOTRL P.13
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7
16 June 2000

To: See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hambloy

Subject: Final Update, No. 16 from SB12 (ThursdayAFriday, June 15-16)

This message transmits an unofficial and informal report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 timeframe, Tliis message covers activities from the afternoon of 
Thursday, June 15. to mid-day on Friday, June 16, 2000f

Also included is the June 16 edition of the NOO-produced Earth 
Negotiations Bulletin that provides information on Thursday’s proceedings, along 
with some additional reports prepared by USDEL personnel.

Althou^ imclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 
outside the U.S. Government.

This is the last Update from Bonn in this series.
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From the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies 

of tlie UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB12) 
June 5-16, 2000 
Bonn, Germany

Organization Name Fax

State/OES David Sandalow 202 647-0217
State/OES Ken Brill 202 647-0217
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OES/EGC Dan Balzer et.al. 202 647-1091
Statc/OES Susan Gordon/H,Kaufman 202 647-3970
State/H/OES Chris Mann 202 647-9667
State/G Nigel Purvis 202 647-0753

Commerce Dana Palmer 202 408-9674
Commerce David H. Festa 202 482-4636
DOD Dan Benton 703 693-4507
DOD Brace Degrazia/K-Doxey 703 607-4237
DOD Sherri Goodman 703 693-7011
DOI David Hayes 202 208-1873
DOJ Jim Rubin 202 5144231
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Energy Margot Anderson 202 586-3047
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Energy Dan Reicher 202 586-9260
EPA John Beale 202 501-0394
EPA Dina Kruger 202 565-2077
EPA Brian McLean 202 565-2141
EPA Robert Perciaspepe 202 501-0986
EPA Bill White 202 501-1480
Treasury Robert Cumby 202 622-2633
Treasury Todd Stern 202 622-0073
USAID David Hales/Barrctt 202 216-3174
WH Roger Ballentine 202 456-1736
WH Ian Bowles 202 456-2710
Wn/CCTF David Gardiner 202 395-2311
WH/CCTF John Gibson 202 395-2342
WH/CEA Robert Lawrence 202 395-6958
WH/CEQ George Frampton 202 456-2710
WH/OSTP Rosina Bierbaum 202 456-6025
WH/OVP Michael Orfini 202 456-9500
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16 June 2000

SB12 Final Update, No. 16: Relative Last Day Calm Belies Turbulent Week and 
Difficult Future, but All Issues Move Forward

Atmospherics and Genera] Comment

The halls of the Hotel Maritim, the venue for this conference (as it has been 
for several other intersessionals and for COP-5) were relatively calm on June 16, the 
last day of the more than two weeks of meetings. There wgg little of the antagonism 
that dommated proceedings intennittantly over the past week - largely because a 
balanced decision on Article 4.8Z4.9 (balanced because it is equally harsh to both 
sides) was completed on Thursday evening.

Compromises were also reached on ways to go forward on the other key 
elements of the so-called COP-6 package, including capacity building, technology 
transfer, land use and land use change and forestry, policies and measures, 
compliance, and Articles 5,7,&S. On the calendar, we were even able to shift the 
dates away firom Thanksgiving for the year 2004,

An enormous amount of work remains. However, despite the difficulties 
posed by the still massive mechanisms document, capable teams on all sides will 
work diligently to whittle the revised text down to manageable proportions by COP-6 
decision time. Negotiating the decisions on the developing countries core set of 
issues (including tcch transfer and capacity building) will undoubtedly be difficult but 
is certainly doable. And if the Saudis mean what they say that they only want a 
process to address their Articles 4.8/4.9 compensation and adaptation issues and do 
not use perceived grievances to block other issues, we might be able to accommodate 
them, too.

Compliance has proceeded in tlie most organized manner of any of the 
discussions. It now has a text which, despite some difficulties, can be worked on in a 
way that will not disadvantage us. Similarly, we have thus fer deftly avoided traps 
laid for us by our EU partners on the policies and measures discussion. Moreover, we 
have done quite well with the outcomes on the guidance, infoimanon and review 
provisions of Articles 5/7/&S.

We even moved the sinks related issues along as well as could have been 
expected at this moating, Our formatting ideas for the August 1 submissions were 
broadly accepted. And while we still must prove our point, our options with regard to 
Article 3.4’s additional categories remain in tact..

When one looks at the enormity of the tasks ahead, it is easy to conclude that 
we will never get it done by COP-6. This view has been echoed in these updates 
throughout this week. Indeed, we are not as well advanced as we were at a similar 
juncture prior to COP-3. Moreover, we do not have tlie strong, benign dictator in the
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person of Raul Estrada keeping delegations focused. However, we do have one 
advantage over the June/July 1997 time-frame; we have our overall “target" in mind 
and do not have to wait until late October for that key decision.

The mechanisms text is daunting, but it is not an insunnountable task. And 
while sinks issues (and especially Article 3,4) appear daunting, our sinks team leader 
believes we have a good chance of arriving at conclusions that axe acceptable to us if 
we keep our heads high and our powder dry. Washington’s support in arriving at 
some important end game determinations will be vital in this regard

But our greatest advantage is in the quality of the men and women on this 
delegation and those backstopping them in Washington. Their dedication, energy, 
hard work and sheer dedication to pursuing this issue in a way that is in the best 
interests of tire United States are unsurpassed. This is the real reason why one can 
cake a measure of confidence that COP-6 will be successful, barring unforeseen 
circumstances. I am pleased and proud to be associated with USDEL, and all of the 
recipients of these reports can talce a measure of satisfaction in their contribution to a 
job very well done indeed, End Atmospherics and General Comment.

Status of the Negotiations

Except for the final approval of the recommendations, all pertinent issues have 
been resolved. Rather than summarize them here, it would be better to examine the 
details in the documents themselves that will appear in the final reports on this session 
published by the climate change secretariat.
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6
JUSCANZ 
15 June 2000 
Jack Scbick

areued for Israel to be admitted, noring that Korea and Mexico like Israel, are Non- 
Amiex I parties in JUSCANZ. Russia is not part of the OECD but is a member of the 
Umbrella Group-^ur times are changing. In the debate (hat ensued, no country 
opposed Israel’s admission outright, but several had reservations.

• Norway observed that the present membership comprises only OECD countries, 
but he had heard that Israel was considering a voluntary emissions target to be
announced at COP 6. . Japan counseled against bringing in too diverse points of
view around the table. Iceland was not clear whether the decision m New York 
was intended to apply to other bodies. AustraUa insisted it could not decide on the 

spot but needed to consult in Canberra.

• Switzerland straddled the fence in saying tiiat JUSCANZ had begun as an OECD 
caucus but had also originally been open to new membam. Similarly, Canada 
reminded that this group is a “changing animal,” beginning as Australia, Canada, 
and the US, and then later adding others.

The US asked the group to make a decision one way or the other at the first 
JUSCANZ meeting in Lyon so that Israel not be left wondering.

More on DeBoer
Switzerland reported that Pronk’s emissary, Ivo DeBoer, is still soliciting reactions to 
his proposed agenda for the Warsaw Ministerial and asked for any ftuther reactions 
(why Switzerland caste itself in this role is unclear). Korea complained about the lack 
of an invitation to the New York Ministerial in Ap^l but wondered how valuable such 
meetings arc if they do not reach any agreed conclusions. The US noted that 
DeBoer’s list looked like a European agenda with supplementarity placed front and 
center and suggested that we need not air out differences on that issue in the presence 
of Tniniaters and subalterns from the G 77.

Canada asserted that ministers could help prioritize the issues for COP 6. For taking 
stock of where we are, they may not take much comfort from the negotiations this 
week in Bonn. Atistralia agreed that deals are not ready to be done because the 
technical work is unfinished. New Zealand called for ministers to provide a shared 
sense of commitment and direction; he characterized DeBoer’s as an agenda of 
“manufactured priorities.”
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Joint Working Group on Compliance 
6-15-2000 (Russ LaMortc)

The Compliance Group met briefly today to receive the revised text and to 
adopt the report of the meeting. The revised text now reflects comments received 

the floor on Tuesday and Wednesday, and serves as a heavily bracketed 
compilation of many different options (including the US approach). The co-chairs did 
not allow any more comments on the revised text, but wiU prepare another version 
after the upcoming informal inteisesaional meeting in Iceland. The resulting text will 
be the base document for negotiations at SB 13 in September. The report of the 
meetiiLg includes a conclusion that provides a solid mandate for that approach.
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NOTES FROM THE FRIENDS OF THE CHAIR MEETING ON 
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER JUNE IS. 2000 (10:30 to 13:00) AND

SBSTA: PLENARY SESSION (16:00 TO 18:00)

PTTRPOSE OF MEETING:

1 Hn3l review of Chair’s Graft conclusion tin agenda item 9(a)
2 Continue reviewing the xable submitted by the Chair regarding proposed themes and 

' activities submitted by Parties for the framework. Progress had been made reg^^di^^
the overall themes but more work was needed to fill in the whad and how* 

columns..

1 The FOC group approved the draft conclusions on 9(a) after spending a sigruftcmt 
amount of time on paragraph no. 2 regarding expressmg appreciation for the countries 
that sponsored the consultative'workshops. At issue was the fact that they w»e 

to the CTI workshops, which China felt to be unacceptable, given the fact that 
during the Cn workshbps. CDM was mentioned as a possible vehicle for technology 
transfer (TT). This was resolved by keeping reference to CTI in the conclusion but 
striking a phrase on “coliaborative process” and' changing “valuable" to “useful.”

2. With respect to the table, the group began with the section on “Capacity Building, 
since other themes (technology needs assessments, technology infonnalion. and 
enabling environments) had been covered yesterday. The U.S. made the.point that 
capacity building is a general topic and is being discussed elsewhere, so we should 
keep this in mind as ,we discuss it in the context of technology transfer. There was no 
major disagreement on this and the group moved on.

3 Th*» remainder of the meeting was spent discussing a list of categories to be included 
under the tide of "general overall approach” that would presumably provide some sort 
of an introduction in any future negotiating text, and the last theme in the table 
entitled “mechahisms.” '

4, VS(ith respect to the. general ■ approach list, several Parties made suggestions for 
additional Items to be included, such as:

• Equitable transfer of technologies (Ghana)
• Fast track implementation (Guyana)
• Win-win approach and key role of governments (Korea)

5. With respect'to the mechanisms theme, the US intraduced the notion that the items 
listed in the “whaf' column such as donor. co-ordination, technical assistance, 
demonsiiation projects, etc. should be moved to the “how column.” Many countries 
agreed with this assessment, as did the Chair.
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a
6 Th6- majority of the' time was «pent going back and forth, on ^ issue of the, 

appropriateness of listing CDM as a potential me<Aanism for technology transfer.
was quite cdnientious with the G77 and China arguing that technology transfer 

under Aiticle 4.5 of the Convention should -be kept completely separate from 
mechanisms included as part of the Kyoto Protocol. The US, Australia, Canada, the 
EU and Japan stated that the CDM, along with JI, should be considered as some of 
m^y potential mechanisms that could, be included in the table. Some specific 
comments included the following;

IN SUPPORT OF INCLUDING CDM U WER MECHANISMS COLUMN 

' . ■ CDM is not a theme in and df itself but we should acknowledge it as a potential
vehicle for TT and include it for now at least (Australia)

-Keep CDM on the list (Japan), , , '
• Don’t want to throw CDM out if it can assist in the TT process (Slovema.

Portugal)
• Anicle'4.5 is not strictly about LDCs so we should also include JI (US)

, ' • rr’has alr^dy occurred under AU so we are not starting from scratch (France)

against the INCLUSION OF CDM IN THE MECHANISMS COLUM

*' Must separate CDM from TT because we are talking here about Article 4.5 of the 
UNFCCC.. (Thailand)

• It is 'premature to put CDM in .the context of TT here as a. matter of principle.
There was no decision aiCOP4 to link .the TWO. (China) ,

• ' Kyoto'isn’t in force so we should not insist on listing CDM (Guyana)
• There is potential for many different kinds of mechanisms for TT- and we are 

stflUiug the process by remaining stuck’ on the CDM issue (South Africa),
■ 'Kyoto is not yet in existence so why should we even be discussing using 

mechanisms under Kyoto such as CDM for TT? (Nigeria)
• The main fear is that Annex II Parties wm only use CDM in connection with 

Article .4,5, thereby ignoring aH other potential mechanisms. (Guyana)

The Netherlands mtroduced the' idea of putting reference to CDM iii brackets to make it 
clear that this is ^ issue that Is still up in the air .since it is clear that there will be no 
resolution on the issue at SB12. Therein followed,a lengthy discussion on the issue of 
brackets vs. a footnote,, which was proposed by the Chair and wiU likely be included in 

The re'vised table.
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KRXT STEPS
1 The will provide a revi$ed table durijig the afternoon Plenary Session.
2. Parties have imiil June 30 to get additional submissions on this issue to the secretanat.
3. Parties will continue lo discuss the issues included in the table at an FOC meeting in 

August (which may be linked to a meeting on Article 4.8.4.9 <- TBD).
4 The Chair will build on the August FOC meeting and texts which have been 

submitted by Parties, as well as the IPCC 'Special Report on TT. to mi out the rest of 
the table C'how” column), and to come up with a draft text (in EngUsh only) to be 
discussed and negotiated at SB 13 in Lyon in preparation for COP6.

■<;TtSTA PLJ^aRY

1. The conclusions on TT for both agenda iteiiia 9(a) and 9(b) were adopted without any
interventions or comments by Parties, „ u

2. Co-chairs from Canada and Nigeria were identified for the TT Contact Group, to be 

established at 3B13.
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM FCCC SB-12 
THURSDAY, 15 JUNE 2000

Friday, 16 Juno 2000
the 6uaJ compilation and accounfi^ would bcTcportcd/irMS- 
niJtted. lie EU suggested an additional option that the pre-

to: guidelines undo-Protocol Articles 5 (nirthoddoffcal issue*), 7 ^ an annual basis. SWITZERLAND said the guidelines
(communication of information) and 8 (review of information); . should establish criteria for the selection of eseparta hot nominaled
good pmctico guidance and uncertainty maBagomeot in^nraa] . grt/emincniB.
gnsenhouse gas invoitories; devdopinent and trar^r rfwAMlo- Review ofNadonal Invaiuaiy Submissions, delegates
pes: and land use. land-use change and forestry (LULUCF). The ^j5c^J5ed the categories of firts-order problems to be identified
Joint Working Group on Compliance (TWO) adopted thei^rt on check or during the individua] invenioiy review
its work during SB-IZ. Contact groups met throughout the day to ^ AUSTRALIA suggested that methodological
conclude diacusaions on W nslarins to: mcchMisms: Protocol problems be identified during the invcnioiy review stage. The BU 
Articles 5,7 and 8; LULUCF; wdadvotac effects. Infomal consul- problems, such as “unexplained appanmi data
tations were hold on capacity building and policies and measures. inconsistencies,'' could he identified during t)ic initial check. The

US said the lateness of a submission should be defined wd ^stin-JOJNTWOttKilVOGKOVP ON COMPLIANCE
Delegates considered and adopted, vuith minor mnendraents, 

the Report of the JWG on its work during SB-12. Annexed to the 
report is a tost on compliance that, along with inputs from Parties, 
will serve as the basis for negotiation at SB-13.
CONTACT GEOVPS AND INFORMAL CONSULTATIONS

MECHANISMS: Delegates continued consid^g the
Chair's draft oonsolidated text on mechaniams. Indicating areas 
where their submissions faqd not been refle^od, and adding text

gulshed from the failure to submit The EU said the trial period 
would help in achieving abetter understanding of potential inven­
tory probloris.

On procedures for adjustments, JApAN suggested adding the 
dpDoo whereby the Party itself could voluntarily apply an adjust­
ment AUSTRALIA jsid this could accelerate the review process. 
The'US said the incentive should rather be for Parties to follow the 
IPCC methodologies as elaborated by good pmclice, NORWaY 
said theExpertROTew toBin (ERT) would only propose an adjust-whcrc their submissions bad not been refleaod, ana aaomg ten 53^,1 ExpertReview Toani (ERTj would only propose an adjust-

Where necessary. On the CDM, delegates difTcrpd on the need for. ment, while the compliance b^y would adept it. The US said the
itueralia: all three mechanisms to comribute to the Captation compliance body hnd a role if the Party concerned refused a recom-

' ' , mended adjustment.
On the Review of Infonnation on Assigned Amounts, NEW 

ZEALAND sought a refennoe to Article 4 (joinf fulHllmettt) to 
ensure transparency on the disnlbutlon of assigned amounts 
between members of the agreement. AUSTRALIA called for ihe 
addition of a new Part VI “Review of Activities under Article 6.”

----------------------------- --------------------- ,---------------- adverse KITFECTS: Co-Chair Salamal asked delegates to
ts of the CDM. conaidor the process leading to COP-ti, and noted that en informal
On emissions trading, delegates differed on the need tiar, frrter oonaultation may ^ hold on this issue dnritig the intersessioitel

oHa: iheuuge oftheProtocol-consistant tenn 'Tart of an Assigned period prior lo the informal meetings preceding SB-13. The G^77/ 
Amounf instead of“Assigned Amount Units’*; leg^onriiios to CffiNAsupportcdthedevelopmentoftoctfordiscusaionffthe
participate in the CDN^ a shait of proceeds firom emissions trading jnfonQg] meaiings priorto S3*I3 and noted (ha^ under the Buerios 
to fund adaptation: and limits oahransfers. Iha group acc^rted of Action, COP-ti needs to develop initial aoti ons rather
draft conclusions for SBSTA/SBI agreeing to forward the “cohsolT simply a prooesB. SaUDI ARABIA supported the noed for
idated trset ooprinciples, modalities, rales and guidelines** to SB- farther worieshops focusing on conorclo actions. The US stressed
13 as a basis for further n^otiatipn, thattheobjectiveofthisprocosswasTopromotetheprospocisof

AKXICLBS 5,7 * 8: The gmup eontmued conrideratipn of mtifying the Protocol. He said progress vras needed ai SB-13 on
the six parts'oftbcCo-Chalrs* Proposed Elements afDraftCSuide- negotiating ditift decisions.
linesunderArticleBaftiteKyotoProtocQl.Bt&niBg'u^ththe Co-Chair Salamat Said discussions duringthepasttwo weeks
Genoal Approach'to Review. The US stated that there cduld be ygy productive. He ditoibuted text for tdovnnt SB-12
overiap between annual reviews, sinoe the process might take moje conduaiona that, inter aha, note tiiat the Chain of the subsid-
thsn a year. NEW ZEALAND said the text should Specfc^ to whom

inter ana: ail mree mecnanisms 10 comnnwe 10 loc wupmuon fitad; investment and technology additionality, mooitoting of 
economic, sodal and cultural impacts of projects; and m option 
that reflects the various proposed CDMs, induding unilaternl, 
biUtcral and muinlaieral. 'Ihey discussed; the role of the COP/ 
MOP and the Executive Board; the content and extensiveness of 
The CDM Reference Manual; cammon baselines for the CDM: 
equitable distribution of CDM projects: and requirements and 
costs of the CDM.

On emiasionSu«v44»j5, - w.* —, -
atia: the usage of the Protnool-consistant tenn 'Tart of an Assigned

_____.in T_______ M M r______ I A   a.TT^iwA«*>

for InierDBlidcLRl Dc«c1bpaiafit (DFID) ud iba Euid 
Mmistry of BcivirDiimeot CHMQ^ aoA fka Oormorv

■ and tfaa Vtwgiag Dimetor i»
the OweniBJSet af CnomJa 

Iba Uoilul Kinsaont^pamneiu

ttellSBSnrinorPowfpviUlUd aXifllia.VlTotao«ni oir),m«Dci. idd 

R3B oy^j Tho oriiuoDA eiciseaed in flw EnrtKNwjowwoMBulklja art foort ofibe antfinn owd SSiW"«OimcAumBnwoaoTloiDPoa»njyranaDiuioviw5i»i 

xiHiAy IhBhivjngHM*,lBB,hllpi//lj»in^4i«.eoiB.FcTinfmiBi«ennon QwEm*
>Bunaui
i.oitAmb«l o
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withthe>sastaaceofthc$ecfetamt,MfiUdevelqpn
Tfflct based on'Ac cuirent cansoUdited tort, on Other inputs ^
Parties and on comments made during the discussions
TWpnclusioDS also note ihalihe Chairs' test will serve W tbe 
^■Irnegouaiion HI SB-13.The group adopted these oondu-

^^^UCP: Co-ChairThargeirsson noted that the dr^^clu- 
sions had been completed after additional eo^OTons m the 
monunB. On criteria and feuidiiiB prinoples. Parties had aff^ to 
request indication of how the additional acnvmes proposed by 
Sties in their 1 August submissions would relate to the obiechves 
and principles of the FCCC and Kyoto Pr~^l. Thj ^ 
reached aareomeot on the alBments for a synthesis of textual 
proposalafrom their I August submissioBS, whiebth^ renuestod 
die Secretariat to prepare. The Co^hair noted an ad&uon^
conclusion highUghtingihe fact that doojtn^forthenatsesnon
u/ould be available only at a lata date, arduijpd to
erate Acir consideration of the i6SUe. SAUDI AJ^IAhigWighted 
the tight schedule for an interaassJohal cansultation. while 11 aut 
offered to host this meeting in Rome. The Secr^at «nd 
POLAND providad details on the wortahop to be held J“*y i"
Poznan, Poland, and the Secretariat oudinedthe'proeaas for the I
August suhrniasions. .

POLICIES AND MEASURES: In an Informal meeting 
chaired by Jose Romero (Switzoland), delegates considei^ 
revised draft conclusions on policies and rjieasures (P^s;.
During the deliberations, the EU and JUSCANZ merab^ raw- > 
ated their respective positions on the timing and nature of fuirher 
activities on PftMs. PartidpantB agreed to replace te^ re^- 
mending that the work on P&Ma continue, in part cuIm thrtogh a 
workshop in 2001. with the recommendation that tiic issue ^ 
considered further at SBSTA-13. The text proposed by and
G-77/CHINA on Terms ofRefertnee for a workshop on PftMs.was

^I^^ACTIY BplLDlNG; Delegaies discussed eapaoi^
both in coiialriea with economies in transifion (EITs) and 

^Plwdeping eeusiries. On capacity building in ETTs. ddegatea
considered submissions from the Russian Federation and Poland.
The PoUbIi submission focused on elements re^a^g to irnplemen-

bn intapieted diffcreatiy. The US stressed tiw ca^iy 
should be resuite-baaed and deigned to produce dearly identified
results. The EU suggested inviting the GEF ^ WDP to report on
the CDI at SB-13 and requesting other organizanons to reptn on 
their «;apaclty buiIdmg activities. Chair Ashe wdcomod fUrther 
submissions by 30 June, after which the Secretarial would prepare 
a draft fronework, on capacity building.

SBSTADdcgatcfl adopted, without discussion* draft concluiiocs on: 
Guiddines under Artidcs S. 7 ami 8 of the Kyoto Protocol, whi^ 
induded an Annex oaQuideliaes for National System* EorthcEsb- 
roation of Anthropogcailc Greenhouse Ga* EniiBBiarna by Sources 
and Removal by Sinks under Artide 5.1 oftho Kyoto Protocol 
fFCCC/$BSTAy2000/L.2); Devdopment and Transfer of TechnoU 
ogles - Status of the ConSultaiive Process (Decision 4/CP.4); and 
Development and Transfer of Technologies -Other Matters 
(FCCaSBSTA/2000/L.4).

After some dclibertrion, the Draft ConclusiortS on Good "nic- 
tice Guidance and Uncertainty Management in National Green­
house Gas Inventories (FCCC/SBSTA/2000/L.3) were adopted, 
■with two wneodments: Annex I Patties with EITs may phaae-m 
good preewea guidance “two yedrs." nUher than one year, later than 
other Annex I Parties; and reference to “dl Parties'* being ssasted 
by good practire guidance in pieparirig hJghcr-qualife^ greenhouse 
gas rnvcniories was deleted. j

. On the Draft Condusions on Land Use, Land-Use Change and 
Forestry. SAUDI ARABIA, opposed by a number of Parties, 
inci uding TUVALU speaking for the 0-77/CHIN A. i^oaed 
deleting text on convening an intorseasional coosultation on 
LULUCF after SBSTA-13, The text was retained and the conclu­
sions were adopted with an Annex providing formats for the 
submisaon of countiy-apedfic date on proposals by Annas I 
Parties fbracnvitiea rdded to Protocol Article 3.3 (^orestatioti, 
reforestation a^ deforeBtanon) and Article 3.4 (additional activi­
ties). ITALY offered to host the intersesalonal conaulution. 
suggesting it take place in October,

D1THECORI12DORS
The FollBti sunmission locusw w wcmwuB Some participants haw said ttey will be wichi^ ^
tation of apadty building. It includes calls for. fhW aHP: devel- the upcoming meeting of the EU Council of Ministers for clearer
onins action plans to refiect national needs and priorities; inviting iodicarian* of the Union's negotiating position* on so«M rt

J----- 1—in iaaucs y SB-12. Several observers bflW friistrE*
tion at the EU’sperfonnance during the SB-lZdiseusslons, n^ng
____  ..h «t0BonrR4 aiul a lack of COhcT^

oping acnon plans roraiioanauonio nccuo the QEF, through a COP deebion, to Consider the needs of ETTs to 
the Capacity Development Initiative (CDl); and orgaaiaioa a work- 
Bhop for tbe purpore of identifying and coortiioating regioral and 
subregional programmes. The Russian Federation submission 
covered the prindplea, objectives, strategy ahti Implemaotrion 
eleneais fbr a draft ftamework. The RUSSIAN PTOERATION 
noted that there was agrtcmcait amang the ETTs on the principles 
and scope of tbe framework, hut stated that consultations to
complete an Etr group submisslDn wore ongoing.

Delegates also considered the revised Chairi s text on opacity 
buildtog to non-Annox 1 countries. Several patticipmite rdterated 
the need for capacity building m be epunny-driven, iterative and 
long-term, to build on indigenous sapadtios. and t6 opreate 
through local institutions. The US and the EU proposed U^g a 
menu of activities, noting tiiat different countries have different 
eoncerns.The C-77/CHINA proposed additional amendments to tec 
Cbaii^ a text itoif stress the need for capacity buildiDg to contribute 
to sustainable development; parmeTShip with, and assistance from;
developed countries; and proper guidance fiomintexgovenmieneal
organizations, such aS tha GBF, UNDP, and World Bank, to ensure 
that access to resources Is transparent, with clear and less eumher-_ 
gome procedures. Supported by qUlNA. he urged moving forwwd
------ ^conrecte actions by COP-6. UGANDA Bought clanflcanon

israeaatby “oenten of excellence," noting that diis could

lion at the EU’ P peiToimance flunng inc an-1 a ean apparent setback on policies and measure* and a lack of coher­
ence, which contrtSB with that of the Umbrella Group. Othm have 
suggested that any perceived loaa of ground atthi* stage 
negotiating prooes* is overstated, and that a verdict op ^ Uman s 
performance is premature prior to the Mnisieriti meeting, which 
will take important decisions such as those on sinks and nuclear 
power.

things to look for today
SBSTA/SM JOINT SESSION? The Joint SBI/SBSTA sesfdim 

will be^ at 10:00 am to Plenary I and is expected to consider and 
adopt draft condusions on adverse effeoa, the meebamsms, and 
Comptiaftce, and a dediion expreastog solidarity with soutfaem
African countries, particularly MoZMnhique.

SBt SBI will meet at 3 ;00 pm in Plenary II to consider and 
’ adopt ouTSWdlng agenda imma, including thqac on arrangoments 

fortotergovaiimen^ meetings, and administrative and finanaal
***^isTA; SBSTApdU meet at 3:00 pm to Plenaty I w consider 
and adopt outstanding agtai^ items, including those on policies 
Old measures, and cooperation with relevant toiernatianal argaai-
zanons.

TOTAL P.11
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Update No, 13 (9/13/00)
Wednesday, 13 Septanber 2000

SB13, Upd«. No. 13: Portie. Continue to Jockey for Position ee the Monntnin of 

Work Looms Large

Atmospherics
The enonnity of the task facing delegations at COP6 is finally sia^g to hit 

home. The mechanisms’ discussion read through only about wo pages 
12 session Thus far, not one paragraph in the over 140 page document has been 
approved. Chairman Chow Kok Kee dearly has his work cut out for him in terms o 
earning up with a new text that can be more easilydigested and negotiated.

Other processes are more manageable, but some ate now n^ng an end as far as 
further progress at this meeting is concerned. Compliance is now being somewhat 
stymied by Saudi insertions of its language on adverse impacts of rcy onse meawes mto 
th^orcement section, and by additional bracketiiig Land Use “d Land Use Ch^ge 

and Forestry is dealing with a new chapeau proposal by
which outlines some basic (and unacceptable) principles. UsefUl discussion m technolgy 
transfer has largely been stopped by the G-77 spokesperson from the Philippines, while 
Lful discussions on Articles 5/7/8 arc also nearing completion, afrer earher pr^ess on 

a myriad of important technical details with regard to eligibility and reporting. The 
policies and measures discussion is still in its infant silages, while dtscussion on 
adaptation/compensation will probably not enter its “hottest phase until Article 3.14 is
discussed on September 14.

One bri^t spot may be in the area of capacity building. This is *e one topic that 
the Executive Secretary has pushed as offering hope for a positive signal from the Lyon 
S. we are ^^g to meet with the G-77 to fry to hammer out a 

We shodd know by tomorrow the chance that we might be successful The decision, if 
^e^>;^ould be ad referendum. Nothing will be officially agreed until other dements of
the Kyoto Package are also satisfactorily resolved.

JUSCANZ Meetings
Complete reports on the September 12 end 13 meetings are attached for reference.
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Specific hsues
Following are soma dotaiU on the statns of apeoiSc 

USDEL meinbcrs are included as the supplement m Update 12.

Srss^rs'.sssi""'?”’"David Dooiger). Meanwhile, Jennifer Maeedonia has dOTO excellent work in 
Sinatinlan emissions hading effort with the iU the hardest «sue 
Ability rMuirements. As has been snggestod, the biggest pins 6om Lyon has been the
aSSonal off-line pregress we have made on technical issues with onr umbrella
Ta^m and, in mLy umtances, wi4i the EU - in the mechanisms and on several other

issues.
CotnpUancei A portion of the text dealing with stmetnre and ptoc^e

Zhonta fhe ability of the «n=haiS to prodnee a new text. The Saudis dso ta,*et.ri 
a pottion of*e text in teaclion to the bracketing of their proposed inseition on Protocol 
3.14 on the impacts of response measures.
Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF aka sinks): The

idemblc progress of the past ten days has been tested by the mtroduction, by Braal,
0 priJeip^for inclusion in the document’s chapeau. Some of these concepts
are unacceptable; some more properly belong m the mechanisms . .
others cJbe negotiated. Among the critical poin^ m Brazil s
would permit no credit for carbon feitizadon that Brazil says largely accosts f°r most f 
Annex I’s sinks. Moreover, Brazil argues that carbon sequestraUm should be only for a 
limited period of time - delaying, rather than displaang carbon. This point is al^so 
unacceptable to the umbrella group. Reaction to the co-chairs text is required by

Wednesday night.
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s
Technology There was

KSul^*« e“m“L“comddes with both the meeting on capacity building and with 

a scheduled G-77/China coordination meeimg.

2SErsi“““o'S2£rSt.»“-.an acceptable conclusion by Friday, September 15. Staymned.

^t:^rof u,s.i^erce‘to
Discussions continue on September 12.

Convention Articles sni&i: A proposed draft daision on

4 8/4 9 and Article 3.14 into aspects of the repotting review and mventoiy requirements. 
Raoul Estrada, speaking in his new role as Argentinian head of delegation, mdicat^ on 
September 12 that the U.S. should think about compmation. In coimenMg on the 
dSeult discussions on inventories, Estrada reportedly aocused ^.S. of ha™g .the
highest emissions, growing emissions, and the most difficult country to deal wi 
these negotiations.
Convention Articles 4.8,4.9 and Protocol Article ^ M (Adaptetio^nd 
Compensation) or Impacts Of Climate Change mid
Measures: There were two meetings on this topic on September 12_ Tl^e ^ 
smell consulution involving Annex I, Samoa. Nigeria and Saudi Arabia that dealt 'ntt
^wav forward. No agreement was reached. The second was a formal sKsion et which.
in the words of our senior coordinator: “We came, we talked, we cared. 
on adaptation, and we anticipate completing this discussion at the 
On September 14 (Thursday), we should get into the most fractious end difficult fopic on 
foe iMponse of Annex II Parties to the adverse impacts of response measures (Protocol

issue 3.14).
Activities Implemented Joindy. No change from earlier reporting.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Intemetiomd Transportation flBunkers): No 
decision was token. As noted in the attached report prepmed by DOD s Dave P«m. the 
matter has been referred back to ICAO and IMO for further consideranon at SB14 m
2001.
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dx^ed initidly) but te b«n Tn S“ mpWed draft 4«iai.n. tha

ss=scs“-"=;"‘““““‘
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jUSCANZ—12 September 2000 
Jack Schick

was last ^-ck. Michael Cutajar wiU corsult tuilha, remrnding that it is a matter of 

resources and timing.

n^cd that Saudi AtSia had rejected the whole list because of the TBD status ot the 4.8M.9 

workshop,
The US undciscored the change of atmosphere this week to a darlcCT. cloudier ^
noted Brazil’s action last night in tabling 6 points for a very reslncttve use of ^
principles to be included in the chapeau of the sinks decision. ,
CoUating process in the sinks group, which has been movmg at a rapid pace. Secondly, he 
rc Jetted Sirman Ashe's role in a dispute last night over which text to use for “P^^ 
holding decision -the Chair’s text (as is the case with all the otl^ Contact ^
rnrG77text Ashe deferred to the G 77 with the comment that capacity building IS for the
devdop^g countries anyway and went further to threaten rcLttbution in the Mech^sms Contact 
Li unlL the G 77 t«t were given priority in the Capacity
map^opriate conduct. Moreover, it is a bad precedent tor one party s text (the G 77) to pose as 
the negotiating text for all parties.

trom ihc Protocol. Moroovor, O»oda »«. disucis^ by 4o Sood. o of ^
oTm 9 OiObP) remaps yatorday m ploMrj in lofotring to deooloping oonomo os the ‘mojority 
view” and to developed countries as the “nunority” on 4.S/4.9 issues.

Although agreeing that Brazil’s move will slow down the sinks negohauem,

stS lug6«=f to *0 EU’nooo^nooo on oinb w»o 
fo^ttnnately oovLod wilh m “unless oui oonooiM are uldrossed.' Lei s address iem, ho sal .
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y
jUSCANZr-12 September 2000 

Jack Schick

on elections for the nev BuKsui is confused b^uK.^ extending John Ashe and Haiald

Norway o]
pined ilBt ihe Q 77 "" SjTsId iS met

coneem yesterday t»B Aehe
with the Umbrella Group with intern^ coordination- The US is open to

capacity building for the ElT countries is anodyne.

Convention issues being considered here.

S'Sm pejeets. Mettice add^ d»t bos. cou„dy.genem.edyrcd»» «= » 

very sensitive issue for I^tln America.

sss3r~:=ia--r„and asked to consult with JUSCANZ on this issue as well, 

opportunity to do so (he had no evidence per se).
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Q

Greenhouse Gas Ennissions from International Transportation

Under “Other Matters", the Secretariat received reports frorn both the 

IMO and ICAO. The ICAO and IMO reports were presented in 
writing. A representative of the IMO read their report text to the
SBSTA.

There were three interventions. They were from Frjan^
(on behalf of the European Union (EU)), and the United States (US). 
Each intervention thanked the IMO and ICAO for their efforts. They 
also encouraged the IMO and ICAO to rapidly conclude their work, 
and announced that they looked forward to the IMO and ICAO 

reporting their results at SBSTA-14.

Additionally, Switzerland wanted the IMO and ICAO to take action to 
reduce emissions, and thanked both bodies for allowing the UNFCCC 

to attend their meetings in observer status,

France, speaking for the European Union (EU), stated that OHG 
emissions from international transportation are really important to the 
overall agreement. They urged IMO and ICAO to complete thar work 
and implement actions to reduce emissions at least by 2001. They 
also urged Parties to ensure their delegations, to all international 
bodies dealing with climate change, coordinate closely.

The US intervention is at attached. The US supported the work of the 

IMO and ICAO and encouraged others to work with them to develop 
concrete plans of action. Like the EU, the US urged Parties to ensure 
their delegations to the FCCC. ICAO and IMO coordinate closely on 
climate change activities. The US stated that it looked forward to the 

discussions to be held as precursors to decision on concrete 

emission reductions.

The Secretariat closed discussion and referred this item back to IMO 

and ICAO, He directed them to complete their work so that the 
parties can consider their plan of action at SBSTA-14. The 
Secretariat stated that GHG emissions from international transport 
(Bunkers) would be an agenda item at SBSTA-14.

D. Peters,
12 Sep 2000. 1. ATCH. Sucement of the US of A, SBSTA-13, Agenda Item 9Cd). Other Matter
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Earth Negotiations EuUetur^
^................ ... • T ’/ Negotiations

i Online at http://www.iis<Lca/cKmate/sbl3/

the ^in* toconrider the vemit of COP-7, admiiuJttMive wid the implemeirting

SSSSES^
COP-7 VE^rUE: The SBIa^tcdadt^d«iw«» be consultanonswconsideraproposeddnftdccirtODWbn^^

aubmitted lo COP-4 acceptingMaocco s otfa m ho^OP-7. ^^-n/rKm. conuining additional guidance to^Ae opetaaog
administrative and FINANOAL cftdty of the finandal raechaniam. Tbe

implementaiiaa of the headquarters agreement, SBI Chait Ashe r..77/rHTN A_ oudined the proposal, aimed at integrating
recalled coneatns leJaling to adeq^ 
wUu and work petmits* GERMANY ?

0999) and interim financial perfgnaancc (20°5?ACaV ^ ^ ^ demenis for a draft docisiao on “best praeuw mSecitaaiy Cutajar reported that the FCCC and CCD S«etw«“ ^rieit proposed by rhe US acknovd^giog completion of ^

ssst»«ss£snsr,^^»
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VoL12r/0-l4»P»-^*2
EvtkUegotiaiions Bulletin

Wednesday, 13 Septetnher 2$fiO ....... .................................. ...................................................................

sugt ts puBtanding iivia we being considered in the LULU FCCC A^e 4.S. SWITZERLAKD objecied w a

------ OiendiKossedPartnoftheguiddinesunderAitide USpnipOBaItodd^thetenn“equi^^«do^
,. HI A tk* n.77^HSA's iaabiliw lo of technology tiaiufer. pven the diveniiy of ebwactenstics ofr^elcg-eathendisco^Pi^nofl^^i^^^^^

i»uo«idonmore»pccificissu«.pl*dngbr«V«tsoninanyp.rn. „fecTS: P«c.panon,ettoconsidcr*e

col»«e,1TieEU,«lhlAPAN,CWADA^ZEAUUfl>. b«k

______  Th^HIISSIAN FEDERATION elobaldimuechange niidgarionefTcct;ftirestcons<^«noiiand_

SrHF“’ rSE^SSlSsl"
;S£SS^p;

reip«aibilinobei»noflh^M toaon. CoSiatG«8»uidll»priralilo<i«llib«lb>»»!G-™chiba
J^VS^:^^c^^CHINA. hi^iSb.rf..*fo,tbe

.dA=-dAnid.n».».A««y*«.Aai=..3^^34
at the cost of the COPlMOP. On Bcereditsnian. BRAZIL s«E8«»'l THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
replaoiog a refeitnce loihe acoediwiion body with the EB. SAUDI meetings and emtaci gnnips are scheduled to tahe
ARABIA hiBhlighnai the COP/MOP as the saprrae auAonty. throughcnn the day to cootinue the week’s discuMioos on

On designated operetionalcaniriea.^^'^LIC OF draft terti proposed by group Chairs.
KOREA opposed by NORWAY, introduced a reference to ADVERSE EFFECTS; This group will meei at 10:00 aniin
conflict of iotereSL On psnicipatian. P^es 6sagt^ on the need ^ ^
for ten rdaling to: prqieas proposed, developed, financed and ARTICLES 5,7 i 8: This meeting is taking place at 10 00 am
,mplememedbyiioii-AnnexIcounlii«;candinonsonn^^«i galon Pasteur.
pinidpaiion such as the fulfillment of commitments undn FCCC TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER: This group '"•> convene at
Article 12 (communication of infonnaliM);mdceiT«ndipb.hV j.qo pm in Salon Pasteur, , _
criteria for trsnifers and acquiahons under Pfoiocol Article 3 CAPACITY BUILDING: This meeting will convene at 3.00
^‘^‘"tECTNOLOCY TRANSFER: The contact group met to P*" L^J|]JfcF?TlSgroup will meet in Amphitheatre at S;00 pin.
consider the CoChaire' draft ten on a framework for mOTPSW* the group will convene u 5:00 pm m WiM 2.
and effective scbons to enhance the implemematioii of FCCC FINANCIAL MECHANISM: Thii iofonBal meeting to
Article 4.5 (davelopmoK and transfer of lechnolo^). discusstcxtproposedby the G-T7/China is taking place at 7:00 pm

On Purposes, the <^77/CH1N A proposed specifymgil^^^ i„Rhonel.
tKt shall serve as a framework for implementanon of FCCC MEciuvNISMS: This group is to meet at 8.00 pm m Audito
Article 4.5 commitments, and stressed that die ^ rium Lumierc.
devdoping countries can implement their commitments under the
FCCC^pended on effective participation by devdoj^ ciwnineL
SWnTERLAND said it should enhance implementation of Arnde
4 5 hy increasing the fiow of enviionmennilly-sound technologies

THTOI PDnPf.e;') 1 1
TOTAL P.11
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H Sqjtember 2000

yo; Please See Attached List

From; USDEL/Lyon. Mark G. Hamble^JC^^^

Subject: SB13, Update No. U for Thursday, 14 September 2000 ,

Attached is an edited unofficial and informal report on events at the 13'^ 
of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB13) 
that are meeting in Lyon between September 4-15, 2000. A copy of the Ear^ 
Negotiations Bulletin covering activities on September 13 is included with this report.

Although unclassified, this report is intended for the information of the addressees

only.

-,nT3 ./ozjn OT • ci“i
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Update No. 14 (9/14/00)

Thursday. 14 September 2000

SB13 Update No. 14: Anxiety Increases over Fate of Mechanisms Text; &77 
Indicates its “Frustration” with Progress Thus Far despite Movement on Capacity

Building

Atmospherics
Anxiety increased on September 13 with a serious confrontation during the late 

night mechanisms’ working group between several key G-77/Chnia representatives and 
Chairman Chow Kok Kee, This ended up effectively stopping the discussion which then 

continued on September 14 (Thursday).

At a Thursday meeting with the chairs of the Subsidiary Body on Implementation 
(John Ashe) and of the Subsidiary yBody Meeting on Scientific and Technological 
Advice (Harold Dovland), representati'/es of major groups outlined their impressions of 
developments during this session. At this meeting, the G-77/China spokesman (Nigena) 
indicated that his group is “frustrated” by the progress thus far, noting that the 
mechanisms are advancing while key developing country issues are not. The U.S. bU 
France Australia, and Japan all conveyed a differing impression. In any case, quiet ott- 
line work between the G-77 and Annex I iepresentatives appears to moving capaaty 
building towards a conclusion at this meeting.

Heads of Delegarion Meet the Chairs

At a September 14 (Thursday) meeting with the chairs of the SB I and SBSTA. 
Rovcniments representing various groups were asked for their views on developments 
over the past 12 days. Nigeria, speaking for the G-77/China, said in an unusually short 
statement that his group is “frustrated” with the situation. He complained that, while 
there is progress on the mechanisms, there has been little or none on areas ot key concern

to his group.
The EU and 1 apan all spoke of concern about the mechanisms text (or lack 

thereof) but indicated Sicre ha.fbeen progress in other areas. The U.S. 
of oroCTess- (a) those issues where there has been substantial progress; those where 

Ss bU 3a”rfdctoty progress in that there are btaekeled but negotiable teata (sneb
aa polieiea »id measures, sinks, Atrieles 4.8/4/9/3J4; and “Ti'tSn.SL’ilm )
th^e has been disappointing progress (such as technolo^ fr^sfer and Ae
The U.S. noted that in technology transfer, the situation had deteriorated vex p

OniT4“7_4-^T ,
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wesk and pnhaps could be improved; in the case of the mech^sms he s^d« there is 
real concm that there will not be a text emerging that ts user-Stendly or woika .

Samoa indicated that he saw a process ot graduated progres^ 

tSfoTnd^n the O-77/China position that the group is ‘^trated" with

line work that was being helpful to the process.

JUSCANZ and WEOG Meetings

A perfunctory meeting was held by JUSCANZ on September 14. We have 

nothing substantive to report.
At a September 14 meeting of WEOG, Swedish chair tried to drf«nd his handling 

of the Bureau question involving the extension of t^ chairs of SBT and SBS^gr an 
imprecented year in office. He also proposed a reordering of the rotation of ^EOG 
chairs for the UNFCCC process, citing problems m getting accurate information from 
New York on this question. Please see the attached report.

New Twist from the C-77/China

which haa been hald oler since COP-5 withonl resnlution (and wth “
frOT the G-77 that this item be amended to focus only on present oommitments, l.e..
those for Annex I Parties).

This issue was raised but not discussed at the meeting with Ashe and Dovland on 
4 It Io“ d have to be approved by the SBI on Friday (September 15) .f i is 

Lt“efet.‘ There arc ind.cations dtat several Annex I Partes would need add.tton.1 

consultation before pressing ahead with this change.

c.T • c,M rinn“_HT__ itic
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Sandalow Visit Going Well

0012026473970 P.05

5
OES Assistant Secretary David Sandalow is visiting Lyon on September 13/14 

separate channel.

Specific Issues
Following are some details on the status of specific issues. We are including with 

this report copies of the latest edition of the Earth Negotiations BuUetm that provides 
some of the details for the meetings on September 13.

Mechanisms ((JT, International Emissions Trading, and the Clean Devdopm^ent 
Mechanism (CDM)): Please see the attached, more detailed report. Ch^irm^ Chow s 
plans to complete the run through on the text for the CDM were aborted late Wednesday 
evening (September 14). When he said he had questions that he would like to pose on 
sinks and the share of proceeds, Bra:iil indicated that the G-77 has problems with 
discussion of the long-term impacts of sinks and requested that these refCTences in the 
text be bracketed. China, India, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, and Brazil all indicated 
that anything referring to sinks in Article 12 had to reflect the pnnciples introduced m the 
LULUCF discussions. Chow, attempting to keep the discussion going, then attempted to 
cast these points in the form of questions, as well. However, he was once more rebuffed 
bv Brazil. The umbrella spoke up in support of Chairman Chow to indicate that the 
discussion should continue. However, the atmosphere was sufficiently sour by this point, 
that further discussion was not po.ssible.

On September 14. discussion is slated to resume on emissions trading and the 
registries. According to reports, Chow then intends to place key passages mto bo d 
leftering and Send the long text (now more than the 142 pages it started out the session 
with) to the UN translators. The text in bold will be turned into the general negotiating 
text This was the procedure followed at Kyoto wiUi some success. However, the 
mrchanisms are more complicated. It is not clear whether ^s approach work or 
whether it will be acceptable to all Parties, We and others havc^deavofed to impress 
Ion Slow the impoiSncc of having a workable document by COP6. The mechamsms 
w^orkshop in New Delhi was intended to help presen/e this, but many do not expect this 

meeting to be as effective as initially planned.

&°;t a-iy .ex...
to forward for consideration at The Hagues.

TCTn 1 f-o -itnT] ..-ci-qn c.T ■ cn Mi-ri7'_t-,T__I73C
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^ LTforesls The groap also discussed the accounting provisions and various
Je^proposed for inclusion in Article 3.4. More controversial areas arc expected o c
discussed on September 14.

Technology Tra»sfcr Another sluggish session for heo hoim^
tntosuhsrenUve^s^ A —
SL°e fn ^e tore. It has been reported that dre P W
Legate is proposing that progress on the mechanisms be slowed m response to the lac 

of movement on technology iranster (sic).

to iai7ep“ d on continued cooperation by the Saudrs and the Phrhppmea, espccally.

Policies and Measures (PAMs)r Please see the attadied, doited tcpoil W°* hns 
been finished on a heavily bracketfjd decision text. One sticking point is how the 
Characterize the nature of information sharing. Also we need clarifications on what e 
EU means by a process designed to show demonstrable progress.

Convention Articles 5/7/*8: No significant changes to report. Work on ^dc g fcr tis 

conducted.

The Global Environment FaciUty (the GEF»; A contact

this topic and then not having any comment to make when press 

Activities Implemented Jointly: No change fitrm earlier reporting.

-.n-1 .-I—it- L-r T . ,TnnnT’_-b^ t j-^c
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions from International Transportation (Bunkers): 
No change from Update No. 13-

Impact of Single Projects: No change from Update No. 13

f—*r-,i-sr? 4- T
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WEOQ—14 September 2000 
Jack Schick

seiving such as John Ash f member objected,
up the matter again at COP 6. Nu w

leave. So. the issue is still m his hands.

Geraii»y bTDUgWup »»issue uncles) *'p“ridSb' PreP=^“

S JSrd^wtl" “s“U fu. COP d, «bieb will hsvc ».ier s^sunUvu ,ss»«

resolve at that point.

It is easy

for ie New VoeP W500 -e U » . dl?f»euTehedule, In edddinn, he
OTSuSraeni “ '”= '"“‘i * , weqG ehair for Oetobot but is only »n obsmet of
Phoned "J’f'joc.Z Z is no. e signefory to the FCCC. *f'
WEOO, S' «bail but sinoe we do nol Mrol egern unnl COP ,

Germany will be chair of WEOO mewro.

formed.

i-i“7 -,ro
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REGERINGSKANSLIET

Swedish proposal for WEOG - chalroianahip/climate

Keep the nomal order 2000, change to three months year 2001.

2001
Jan - March 
April - June 
July - September 
October > December

2002
Jan - March 
April - June 
July - September 
October ' December

2003
Jan - March 
April - June 
July - September 
October - December

Australia
Austria
Belgium
Canada

Denmark
Finland
France
Germany

Greece
Iceland
Ireland
Italy

etc.

Maoivu
103 3^ TTOCJtHOU-

riMa

I nwOnW fteftn * wm; pPhMrr; a«9IU oan 

tWMMNS
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Policies & Measures Contact Group, 9/12/00 and 9/13/00

WW1 Y Yk3

10
Green

U S toSSc J Vresttog of die droft decision to ^ tho focm 
proposed rcvisioiifl. ^ JArtirle^lfb'i achieved consensus on our introduction
„u„oly on 4 hnve been con.plolod. and
of a any finthor wo* would rapiosont p*j.a.ato.y wo*

^ng on. in paiticular, the first two of these pomts.

r^s.'sssss-i;«s:—ESi::i‘“
introduced many references ^ Interestingly. EU members
^vfn^.“^^'ed*»S,^ shout ^ese anemptod Unhs.

identified *eir key obj«uv« k r ^ other UG members have

However, we have process^’ for such work. We have indicated the need
SrS« deto'^of the details Jt wouldbound to fhture wo*, but have remtoed 

noncommittal on specifics.
Bradttotg of text toSmuSSx*-

sS2Srs2s:s'==^r
refeaiccs

t ^e " fames to" wo* b.laterally b^een now
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llUpdate cn the Mechanbms Conwet Groiip - September 13. 2000

issue in Article 3.2 in that i' depends on B c^e. enviromnente and
*,lSr ^o. «.cb .K. "Sh.,, or 40 p^ocood., wh.ch

Poland sUw*od had no application to Article 6.

compliance). In an unusually ImlpM commen gaudi Arabia stressed that no sector sthould be left behind,
sinks projects a.s ^id but for dtot r transboundaiy impacts. He also mentioned that

T^“S“V»r;r
or you don't - responding to the Saud«' Si is^c mSe kept separate as a Convention matter.

w.«. •«« - •" ■>» •"=““> ^ f““
the ■'positive list” approach.

Before ™™g » 4= op.r..i.o ~ f

;rsirr.fSZSSS=titiss^^Discussion of the role of the COP/MOP 1 Umbrella Group). Regarding the role ot the Executive
of Saudi Arabia) and a more Imuied. pol.cy-dnvcn ro c e.g. tt^c Umbrella ^ proceedings to
Board, mtemstingly. Samoa added language process. The U.S. used
"invited" participants which would seem to baselines (nerfonnance threshold+CER calculation) in terms of
the opportunity to explain its new two-step ba-sdines. After brief discussions ot
what the role of the EB would be m evaluating “d »PP the^scussion focused on participation and eligibility issues. A 
accrcdiiation and operational entities, a arge P° deletion of aigibility requirements for their pardcipanon but
number of non-Ann« I P^es deleting references to non-
added Clements for Annex 1 Involvement. =^“^Y“oa)^hilaTthns sou£t to retain them (e.g.. India and Saud,
compliance or the compliance body (a.g., Brazil. ■„■ orauni amou£ Annex 1 Parties that would establish a
»Z.y lie U.S, *»rtbcd . »e» to ^ S.
0,„C » review whvto thw tol7^" Siltek of .o.ion by . complimoo body would^ooiprevom .
national system, but that such a penod would gamoa, who wanted a positive affirmation ot

r-r-H end of the session, India (on behalf of India) intervened
compliance with the m&BStruc ^ r q aspects of the CDM.
“ "SL7ro:.re:»dr“.t^r«f cBRo.»....ood—«.o.. ,0*^ .opw,.,.
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highlights from FCCC SB-13 iinplTOrtiation of
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CONTACraROVPS^^tOM^:n^^^^j^,^^^ On Pu*p««. diveigiBB
4Slmpto«SriS^ rf* m"l h

Art^7.2, nrawiBg that the approach was ^ lAP^ propeaed rofem«g tb technologies Hat are ^tabl e to

--ns-Ians by Expat Review Teams CERTs), ments in providing a reB«l«»iy fhunework for »
EU. propoBirf moving tb® ®" clMSificMon, ®^*®8 jj G-77/CHNA stressed punuig into comext die rdeofgweni
ERT's toould idenli^r ratJ^ d»M Jf reot^ nienis and the private sector in removins bamers and testnctians

“”S:S?JSrfteG.TOCHIN* prepoulto J1«M reft"

1Sre».-ft-NpreZ-W.pre.~i»t«m^pParties considcrod New Zealand’s propcmal on Pan m ot me dclibcndons during the second half ofSBSTA

asked why the aesaon on fjmrtng had ro^e^on^feSS procBS.” TTic US

sss=^SS:i-».. s'-ss^^^SSSr ■APVHtSi: OTSCTS: Parties ironbnurt ™ ~ G.77/CBINA. advocated ddenng the li^nween ro^VulnSabiUiy and Adapanon in die revised 2d toonslrable progress. JAPAN quesdonrt
on FCCC Article 4.8 and 4.9. Delegaiea measuring demwStnble progress by m^»mcni on the chapeau would have implications to discusn^ ^ paiLietena The G-77/CHINA and SAUDI AMIA,
oTher paregrspS. CHINA underecored integrmng opposSl^CANADA and AUSTRA^ propossd^text on the
suaiainScd^clopment progremmes. aa this is the „ minimiae the adverse efFero of Annex I
tivi- of the FCCC, but stressed the right of a sovaragn contribudon of intenwoonal -fi.J_:;_ «.tio>ial nolidcs. The US caunonad against the ___ _ r..T7yCHINA and SAUDI ARABIA urprf specificssssfssssr^p-
»d C a>Sda. Wdoraed text on pilot and/or demonstianon bSiarf a request to the Secretariat to tngwuze a workshop


