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8 June 1999

To:

From;

Please see Attached List 

Climate Change USDEL/® onn - Mark G. Hambl

Subject; Supplement to Climate Change Update No. 7 for June 7/8,1999

Attached aie additional and more detailed lepoits on the various meetings and 
contact groups -which took place on June 7/8. The reports are as follows:

(a) A report on the contact group meetings on Jime 7 invol-ving non-Annex 1 
communications prepared by Treasury’s Michael Colby-, and,

(b) Notes on the June 8 SBSTA meeting on bunker fuels prepared by DOT’S Kevin 

Green.

These reports should be read in conjunction with the regular climate change 
update Number 5 for June 3-4 and Number 6 for June 5-7,1999.



JUN-09-1999 10:47 QES FRONT OFFICE 202 647 0217 P.03/16

Notes by: Michael Colby, US Treasujy/OASIA

Contact Group - Non-AmiM I National Communications, cont.
June 7,1999 (SBMO Item #4)

Discussions outside the Non-Annex 1 Contact Group

The EU (Germany, Netherlands, UK), and some of the other UmbreUa Group

SoCSienLtiveJio several aspects that ^ do not Ulm in the 0-77/C draft text. 
Germany and the EU therefore drafted a text, using much of our previous draft language 
(not all, but enough so that all of our issues were raised, after a couple to
discuss today). UK and GER seem more reluctant than the US and AUS/NZ to G- 
77/C's propoil for aNon-Aimex I Experts Group, and phrased the language so that any 
Lh gr?up\ould include experts from Annex I as weU, and its ta^ would be to focus 

on the technical assessment of the non-Annex I communications after they are received-

Contact Group meeting #3,6-7-99

The South African co-chair was tied up in the LU/LUCF contact group, so Dan 
Reifsnyder chaired the meeting. The UK presented the EU proposal. TTie chair opened 
the floor to either comments on the UK paper, or responses by the G/77 to 
asked of it last Friday to flesh out their proposal for the Experts Group, etc. The G77, 
with the exception of the representative from Togo, chose to pick apart the EU proposal, 
with Bemadidas (Phil ) challenging something in every single paragraph - even iten^ 
that were intended as olive branches. John Ashe (ANTIGUA) focused on problems he 
perceived with the language on using the PCC to advance work on emissions factors, 
and the consistency of the proposal for activities for interim funding (between first and 
second communications) with previous COP decisions. Mexico was the only other G77 
speaker, with a brief, mixed statement. Togo’s representative listed about 8 or 10 things 
he personally thou^t the Export Group could do, and also opposed the IPCC role on 
factors It was clear, though, that the rest of the G77/C was not prepared to flesh out then 
proposal from last Friday. Switzerland and US were only other Aimex I speakers, 
generally supportive of die UK proposal for getting the important issues out on the table.

The struggle for control of the agenda has been joined. The Issues are now pretty 
open The Contact Group plans to meet again Tuesday afternoon, but it is not clear 
whether they will be able to meet again after that The next step may be for the co-chans 
to draft a synthesis proposal, but there are two proposals on the table, with some elements 
that may be possible to resolve, and others looking less likely at the momeni.
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Notes from SBSTA Meeting 10, Agenda Item S.b—Bunker Fuels

June 8,1999

Prepared by Kevin Green, DOT

5

Mr. Jose Romero (Switzerland) has been conducting infonnal consultations on 
international bunker ftiels since the June 1 SBSTA plenary. Participants have 
included Australia, Austria, Gennany (for EC), Finland, Greece, Japan. Korea, the 
Netherlands, Panama, and Saudi Arabia.

On June 3, Mr. Romero provided draft conclusions that summarized points discussed 
during the plenary, sought comments on the IPCC report by July IS. called for 
consideration of allocation during SBSTA 11 (aimed at a decision by “COP XX”), 
urged ICAO and IMO to accelerate their work, encouraged domestic efforts to reduce 
emissions from “aviation and shipping” (and eneouraged reporting on these efforts), 
and invited the secretariat to explore ways to better link ICAO, IMO, and SBSTA— 
perhaps through a joint workiiig group and a joint expert workshop.

Our comments on this draft called for deletion of the paragraph on allocatioi^ and for 
a simple focus on information exchange between ICAO, IMO, and SBSTA (i.e„ no 
Joint working group or new workshop). We also proposed insertion of text calling on 
Parties to provide support to ICAO and IMO for efforts responding to Article 2.2.

A June 4 meeting to discuss comments on this first draft by Mr. Romero was 
postponed because Saudi Arabia was not present. We did, however, receive written 
comments from several Parties, all of which called for a deletion of the language that 
would have set a specific target date for a decision on the allocation issue. Australia 
called for a strengthening of language on domestic action. Gennany (for the EU) 
sought a SBSTA decision on the IPCC report, and a focusing of the call for domestic 
action toward intemational emissions. Japan suggested delaying consideration of 
aUocation until after ICAO and IMO complete their work. Korea sought some 
refocusing toward methodologies and data, and reminded SBSTA of the need to 
respect the role and decisions of ICAO and IMO. Saudi Arabia recommended 
deletion of essentially all text going beyond simple recognition that Parties received 
information from ICAO and IMO and are encouraged to comment on IPCC’s report.

Mr. Romero distributed a second draft on June 5. but not in time to schedule a follow­
up consultation that day. This draft partially addressed our comments, but still called 
for a draft decision on the IPCC report at COP 5 and encouraged domestic efforts to 
reduce emissions. It also added a request that Parties comment by July 15 on a draft 
informal paper on bunker fuel dam collection and reporting, vdiich was prepared for 
the secretariat in May by Dct Norske Veritas (DNV)- The second draft also requested 
Parties to provide comments on the bunker fuels issue (and the IPCC report) by 
August 16 for incorporation into a miscellaneous document
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We prepared a redline/strikcout of tiiis second draft, but did not submit a hardcopy.
An informal consultation was held on Juno 7. ViituaUy all comments were by 

Germany, Saudi Arabia, and the U.S.

We sought an additional two months to review the DNV draft, questioned the 
intended scope of SBSTA 11 consideration of “this issue,” proposed deletion of 
language seeking a draft decision at COP 5, pointed out that paragraph 4 of decifflon 
2/CP.3 applies to reporting requirements, advised against asking Parties to submit 
views on allocation at this time, proposed deletion of language encouraging domestic 
efforts to reduce emissions Cbased on inappropriate sectoral focus), and expressed our 
hesitation to estabUsh a concrete timeline ri^t now for a decision on allocation.

Saudi Arabia’s request for a structural separation of summary remarks and operative 
conclusions was weU-received. Saudi Arabia also said it did not have a copy of the 
DNV draft questioned both its basis and the manner in which it was released, and 
wondered if its consideration could be delayed until SBSTA 12 so that Parties would 
have more time for review. Saudi Arabia indicated that consideration of allocation 
would be premature, and was generally reluctant to prejudge SBSTA 11 products. 
Saudi Arabia suggested that SBSTA’s consideration of allocation and targets would 

exceed its mandate under decision 2/CP.3.

The secretariat suggested that even if a technical paper could not be completed by 
SBSTA 11, an updated copy of the DNV report could still be made available at that
time.
Germany (for the EU) continued its push for a decision on ftie IPCC report at COP 5 
(Australia asked what such a decision nuj^t contain), acknowledged that decisions on 
limitation or reduction belong with ICAO and IMO, asserted that consideration of 
allocation and targets would be responsive to decision 2/CP.3, and said that a decision 
on allocation (including the possibility of a decision not to allocate) needs to be 
reached before the commencement of negotiations on the second budget period.

Mr. Romero distributed a third draft on June 7, and requested written comments, with 
the hope that a follow-up meeting would not be required. Our comments suggest 
giving credit to ICAO for requesting the IPCC report and propose deleting both a 
paragraph urging domestic action and a paragraph requested that Parties submit their 
views on bunker fuels and the implications of the IPCC report. We suggest that the 
sectoral focus for encouraging domestic action is inappropriate, and that there is no 
mandate for the proposed submission of views.

At this point, the U.S. agency staff following this agenda item expect that another 
meeting will still be required if there is to be consensus on conclusions, but also 
expect that a second disruption today will mean that this cannot take place until June 
9. A side event on aviation is scheduled for this evening.
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9 June 1999

3

To:

From:

Subject;

Please See Attached List 

Climate Change USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. H

Update No. 8 for the Subsidiary Body Meetings of fce_
TTf^ Framework Convention on Climate Change (June 8/9, 1999)

Attached is an uaof&cml and infoimal report on the tenth meetings of the 
Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI) and the Subsidiary Body on Scientific and 
Technological Advice (SBSTA) to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. 
These meetings are being held in Bonn from May 31 to June 12,1999.

This report contains infonnation on, and gleanings from, these meetings and 
related activities fium the afternoon of Tuesday, June 7, through the morning session on 
Wednesday, .Tune 8. Also included with this report is the latest issue of the ECO, a 
periodic publication by various environmental groups which is sometimes infoiraative, 
often insulting, and generally anti-U.S., along with the copy of the Earth Negotiations 
Bulletin which tries to keep tabs on the open sessions and which should be read as a 
complement to our reporting.

A supplement (entitled Supplement No. 8) to this report contains additional, 
detailed reporting on recent events and meetings. It should also he read in conjunction 

with this Update,

Although unclassified, this report is ncrt intended for use, distribution, or 
discussion outside of the U.S. Government.
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9 June 1999

Subject: Climate Change Update No. 8 on the SBI/SBSTA-10 Meetings in Bonn; 
Mechanisms Discussion Opens Smoothfe^ with no Bombshells or Mud Slinging; 
Compliance Working Group Decides Dates for Next Submissions but Decision on 
Intersessional Gathering Blocked by G-77 (i^e., Saudi Arabia)

The Atmospherics

The atmospherics were moderate to calm throughout the day with windier 
weather expected to be in the forecast for late Wednesday and Thursday. Tuesday 
afternoon and evening saw continued work in both plenary and contact group sessions.

Intergovernmental Work Schedule: One Step Forward; Two Steps Back

Antigua/Barbuda’s Ambassador John Ashe tried, without success, on June 8 to 
move the EU and JUSCANZ representatives towards accepting the G-77 proposals 
concerning the intergovernmental process, including the organization of COP-5 in 
October and timing of COP-6 in October/November 2000. A new draft proposal was 
circulated and discussed on June 9 with some compromise in the dates for &e high level 
segment suggested. However, the G-77 is in considerable disarray on this issue, so that 
the spokesman for the group, Venezuala’s Ambassador Herrera, frequently had to admit 
there was no G-77 consensus on the various points raised.

It does appear that COP-5 will start on October 25, although this agreement has 
not as yet been formalized. More concern is focused on the dates for the high level 
segment. Ashe proposed a compromise by suggesting that the high level segment will be 
held from Tuesday to Thursday. Nov 2-4,1999. Everyone remains scattered on the page 
on this point.

It does appear broadly accepted that the plenaries will be oriented around two 
interactive discussions (or, “exchanges of view” to pacify those uncomfortable with the 
term “interactive”). Two topics were initially proposed; (1) national experiences dealing 
with climate change and best practices and their effects plus (2) the way forward; 
promoting implementation of the Buenos Aires Plan of Action and the early entry into 
force of the Kyoto Protocol. However, developing countries thought that “best practices” 
sounds patronizing. “Lessons learned” might be better. In addition, China has proposed 
adding a (3) third topic on reviewing progress towards achieving the Buenos Aires Plan 
of Action and issues for COP-6. In addition, it has been proposed that no general 
Statements would be made by Parties, altiiougb this is still resisted by some countries.
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The offer of the Netherlands to host COP-6 was wannly received, although ^e

would have to be careful not to provoke any untoward or counter-productive reaction, the 

dialogue could be very interesting. End Comment.)

CompUance Update: Once Again, the Saudi* are apparently Blocking Consensus

The compliance discussions moved along slowly during a June g meeting, 'mth an 
August 1 date for the next due date for submissions tentatively agreed (this is m order to 
accommodate a demand by Saudi Arabia and others for papers to be prepared m all 
languages) Decision about accepting an EU offer to host an mtersessional informal 
Srion'’ on compliance was blocked by the G-77. Annex I w^ts these discussions to 
take place prior to COP-5; the G-77 insists that they take place after COP-5 Sensmg that 
this woulcL in fact, imperil the likelihood for a compliance decision by COP-6 (especi^ly 
if it IS held in November 2000), AOSIS agreed with the position t^en by the G-77 and 
then, in a move of startling clarity, indicated that it supported the EU/umbrella suggestion 

that the meeting be held prior to COP-5.

fComment- We understand from the Chinese that the only G-77 member with strong 
views on the topic of the timing for the intersessional is Saudi Arabia. We wiU to 
Mohammad al-Sabban to try to change his views but we are not sanguine as to the 
prospects for success, given his negative and recalcitrant behavior. End Conunent,

“The Mechanisms Discussion Have Begun”; End Comment!

After all of the delays by bomb threats and G-77/caucusing, the mechanisms 
discussion occurred in a session of the joint SBI/SBSTA working group on June 8. 
Although the G-77 (especially China and the group’s spokesman on this issue, India) 
suggested that the new G-77/China '‘consensus paper'’ should serve as the basis for 
discussion the chairman of tire Subsidiary Body on Scientific and Technological Advice, 
Chow Kop Kee of Malaysia, doggedly pursued his determination to follow the headings
listed in the synthesis document.

These headings are somewhat controversial for some Parties, but Chow 
emphasized that he was using them for this discussion only for the sake of expediency. 
For the next composite text which he said he will prepare, he will use the headings agreed
to by Parties at COP-4.
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The discussion went on for several hours. It was stultifyingly boring and

US India, China, and a few others) identifying paragraphs liom die multiple texts noting 
where there appeared to be convergence, Norway’s Georg Borsting was a p^cularly 
brilliant practitioner of this verbal ballet With little advance notice, he juggled 
paragraph numbers in a way which was admired by all of those who realized how
difficult and tedious a task this was.

rCommcnt- Only two sectious remain for discussion at the afternoon session of the jomt 
working group on June 9- Both Saudi Arabia’s al-Sabban and Venczuala s Herrera 
indicated that the G-77/China will now turn its attention to (feveloping a group posiUon 
on ioint implementation and emissions trading. Al-Sabban implied that fiirther 
discussion of these items in the SBI/SBSTA working group wifi have to await these 
results- Herrera indicated that he thought this discussion could go ahead, but wthout the 
participation of the G-77/China. Chairman Chow also told us on June 9 that this is his 
intention, although it will be interesting to see how this actuaUy plays out when push 
comes to’shove during the afternoon session. End Comment)

The Sinks Discussions; “Suddenly Afloat Again"

There has been some progress in the seemingly endless discussions on land i^e 
and land use change and forestry discussions (LULUCF). The proposed decision wll 
recommend a workshop to study the results of the IPCC Special Report on Article 3.4 
once this has been released. In addition, there appears to be a consensus a^eement 
whereby data release would be linked to a decision-making framework. Also, there -will 
be a recommendation made to the IPCC to get it started on methodology issues. Some 
additional new text will be submitted at the LULUCF meeting scheduled of June 9.

Bunker Fuels; StiU Mired in Controversy but Light is Dawning

One of tlie more controversial issues with NGOs is the decision being proposed 
on bunker fuels. The ins and outs of the discussion are covered in reports by DOT and 
DOD in Supplements 7 and 8. Suffice it to note that Saudis, while they were our 
inadvertent allies in deleting specific references to aUocation, are also obstructing any 
language referring to elements of the Kyoto Protocol, using the feeble argument that it 
has not entered into force. They explicitly said that Article 2.2 is one of the items that 
needs further work but was not captured in the Buenos Aires plan of action.

We have been accused by some of oux NGOs of working in collusion with the 
Saudis and preventing consideration of the IPCC Special Report. We have denied this is 
The case, and pointed out that the one point where we called for deletion of a reference to
this report was because of its inclusion in a paragraph which contained other
unacceptable language. The fact that the Saudis supported us was not the result of any
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collusion The Saudis obviously saw this as in their best interests. We support the IPCC
report and have moved that a reference to it be retained in an appropnate place m the 
report. We have spoken to Annie Petsonk of the EDF about our concerns and beheve we

have assuaged her for the moment.

NGO Meetings - Process, Compliance, Sinks, Budget and One Major Complaint are 

the Focus of Interest

At die Tuesday night meetings with environmental NGOs (about 16 U.S.-based 
NGOs are present), the major issues raised were bunkers (as noted), compliance, siijs 
and process issues. Unlike last Friday’s meeting, the concern about compUance at this 
session was more in terms of where we see the process headmg, rather than any ^cifics. 
NGOs were impressed with the progress made on the sinks issues and praised USDA s 
Margot Anderson and her team for their collective efforts. No mention was made about 
the data issue which had dominated last week’s meetings. As noted in the section of 
sinks, this issue has apparently been resolved by the contact group.

The business NGOs (some 40 or so) raised a greater variety of issues. They were 
interested in how we see the process shaping out over the next few days. Don Perlman 
asked about the compliance deUberations about an infoimal session and implied tiiat he 
hoped this would be open to outside paiticjpants and observers. (In response, the 
reporting officer told him that that would depend on the nature of the meeting; some are 
for governments only; others are open to outside observers; some are sponsored by 
governments which have a big Say as to who is invited; others are more open-ended as is 

the case with the current meetings.)

The business groups also expressed their deep concern over an NGO consultation 
meeting organised by the Secretariat on June 8 to discuss ways to “improve” relatio^ 
witii the NGOs and to ^‘facilitate” their participation in the process. The Secretanat had 
attempted to bar many of the major groups from participation in this meeting (including 
both the GCC and the International Chamber of Commerce), We agreed that the 
Excutive Secetaiy may have erred in convening a meeting at this time and will discuss
the matter withi^. Cutajax-

Side Events Proceeding Smooth^

David Doniger, Dick Morgenstem, Rick Bradley, and Jennifer Macedonia are 
among USDEL members who have been either speakers or presenters at various side 
events Reporting officer will address a business group organized by the Business 
Council for Sustainable Energy tonight. Some of their reports on these events arc 
contained in the supplemental to our periodic updates.
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Y
David spoke at an event last week on emissions trading, while Dick acquitted 

himself well at a panel hosted by Swedish Climate Action Network last night. On
Monday Jennifer Macedonia displayed her insights on the registries issue. She handled
Jo Simons of the UK quite deftly when lie latter challenged Jennifer’s reference to the 
need to register the trades internal to the EU “bubble” under Article 4.

COP-4 Bureau Meeting

Under the Chair of COP-4 President Maria Julia Alsagaxay of Argentina, the 
Bureau of COP met at noon on June 8. Nothing momentous emerged from the two hour 
conversation, other than to note that Saudi Arabia was represented by its chief delegate, 
Mohammad al-Sabban for the first time.

Dates were proposed for COP for meeting s thrdugli COP-9 in 2003. (We mildly 
chastised our Bureau representative (Norway) for not making these conditional on the 

timing of COP-6.)

Tlie Saudis continued their effort to slow down the process by insisting that 
documents all be prepared in six languages prior to meetings (a legitimate complaint but 
it was not made out of concern for non-anglophone representatives).

Kazakhstan was reported to have submitted its request to join Annex I in lime for 
it to be considered at COP-5. Norway reported that this submission was made in 
accordance with the provisions of Article 4.2(g) of the Convention, a much easier 
notification process rather than the Article 5 amendment procedure which was contained 
in the initial letter we saw from Kazakhstan. (We will try to check tliis point with the 
Kazakhs if they are still in Bonn.)

Providing his report to the Bureau, SBSTA Chairman Chow expressed optimism 
that he would be able to get through all three of the mechanisms under discussion which 
would provide tlie basis for a new text. He was not challenged in either his assessment or 

his indication of future action.

The next Bureau meeting is tentatively planned for September 19 - the day before 
the infonnal ministerial being organized by Alsagaray in Warsaw, the seat of her heir 
apparent, the Polish Environment Mirister.
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Final Comment
We are not quite at the end gam© for this meeting. This will have to await the 

treatment of the remaining two mechanisms - joint implementation (JI) and international 
emissions trading (lET). However, tliere is acceptable progress on either key items of 
interest - technology transfer, sinks, bunkers, compliance and communications, so it 
appears likely that we will be comfortable in characterizing this conference as a success, 
despite the fits and starts on the mechanisms issue. However, these fits Starts have 
strengthened our arguments as to the need for an additional series of subsidiary body 
meetings m 2000, prior to hosting COP-6 in March or April of 2001. End Comment.



JUN-09-1999 10=51 □ES FRONT OFFICE 202 647 0217 P.15/16
I

CLIMATE MEGOTJATIOMS BONN MAY - JUME ^99 NGO NEWSLETTER

eco££■0 has hEen.publishtd hy hlon.-Covemm«ntal Enyironmentel Croupsai major inurnational cor^ntxas sinct the Stockholm Enuirerusuuii 
Conference in 1971, this issue is praduged co-operativKly by CAS groups atlendlns the climoiB negotiadons In Bonn, Qirmany 1999,

: CRITICAL ^

mmmW'

It's no suiprise chat the nuclear indusliy has 
been flitting about the conference roonts, serv­
ing food and drinit to unsuspecting customers. 
They're in scat'clt of credits for all nuclear-re­
lated projects - upgrades and modenu^iation of 
nuclear plants to increase electricity output, 
reliccnsing of aged nuclear planes to eattend 
their operating lives to up to 60 yean, aod con- 
strJOior of new nuclear plants. According to a 
pre.sentation made today by the Intcmadonal 
Nuclear Forum, the nuclear industry is even 
asking for credits for any project initiated after 
I'XJO - the same questionable approach that 
some want to apply to LUCE

Armed w)th an annual budget of $28.5 mil­
lion, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), the 
nuclear industry's trade association, has spent 
the past year priming the public con.sciousness 
for a nuclear comeback. The nuclwr industry is 
avidly fishing for carbon credits, regaixJlfiss of

Old, Boring, Ugly
wheihef or not their aoiviiles BT6 actually addi­
tional. Racenily, the NH submitted a recom­
mendation to the US Dopmtment of Stare, as­
serting that nuclear electricity "is, in and of it- 
sdf, a method of abating greenhouse gas emis- 
sibiis, creating credits ft«m a greenhouse gas- 
ftcc electricity source,"

Tile NEI also recommends transferring nu­
clear teclinology to developing countries to 
"share credits" ihiougli the 05M. Obviously, 
they've forgotten about that pesky "sustainable 
developiDiiiU" clause in the Kyoto Protocol's 
aiticle the on CDM, Perhaps tiiey need to be 
reminded that this clause doesn’t square with 
tlie catastrophic impaas of the Chemobyl acci­
dent. or the nudcBi testa conducted last year by 
India and Pakistan, which were products of the 
"peaceful use” of nuclear energy.

Nuclear power Is an idea whose time has 
come.,, and gone.

wmg9»
The nuclear option: safe, dean, reliable

m: wmm
wmm

,, .and Expensive, Too
In the United States, die signs of decline for the 
nuclear industry are all around; reactors ai e clos­
ing nationwide, and nuclear power plants arc 
projected to steadily lose iriarkot share of elec­
tricity gentrdtion. Between now and the year 
2010, (Icensea of 17 US power plants will em­
pire, the reared plants will not be replaced, and 
several other reactors will have been prema­
turely dosed for economic and safety reasons.

.$incB (he 1978 Three Mile Island accident, 
not one new plonl hits been ordered in die US, 
and since 1974 about 50% of the reactors or­
dered by utilities luVe been canceled. Worid- 
wide, the US Department of Energy (DOE) 
projects th.it in the next twenty yeais global 
nudear capacity will foU by half. .

ConstracTlon costs for nuclear power have 
been continually underestimiUed. For instance, 
Pacific (7as and Electric calculated the cast of 
its Diablo Canyon plant at $445 million. By 
1984. the cost was $2-75 billioii - an 843% 
increase. But the cost overruns don’t stop tliere. 
Constant retrofit, repair and maintenance, and 
the storage of wa.ste force the costs ever up­
wards. Wlio pays? The US consumer - twice. 
Once through electricity cosis that arc higher 
than dwy need be, and a second time through 
owes. Nuclear power accounts for the largest 
share of government subsidies wnong all en­
ergy sources, From 194B w 1994, iiudeai- 
power received 60% of all fedeml I'Siteareh and 
devcleptnent dollars, while renewables and cn 
eegy efficiency uumcced 16% tegether.

Nuclear power’s tremendaus expense ha.s 
not only been boitlt in ihc US. it has proven 
equally costly in other countrias. In France, the 
nation chat made the biggest invesunent in nu­
clear energy, the national udllty, Electridtc dc 
Ftance. Is carrying a $30 blUioa debt, mosiiy 

- continued aver, column 3



JUN-09-1999 10=51 QES FRONT OFFICE 202 647 0217 P.14/16

CLIMATE NEGOTIATIONS BONN MAY - JUNE ‘99 NGO NEWSLETTER

Oceans in Peril
Rising global tmperatuccs are disrypling life in 
ihe oceajis tfom the tropics to the poles and 
undermining the future suivival of a wide ''ari^ 
ety of species, according to a new reporr^ re­
leased yesterday by WWF. The survival of cer­
tain species is indeed at $tajtc.

Tile species affccred range from planJdon, 
which forms the besis of marine food chains, 
through to polar bears, walruses, seals, sea lions, 
Ijengui ns, various seabird species and coral ttefs. 
The report concludes that global warming could 
be Che knock-out punch for many species which 
are already under stress from over-fishing and 
habitat Joss. The authore warn, “the ability of our 
oceans to supporclife as it doesnow may be in the 
process of being permanently allctcd."

If, as scienti.sts predict, global Warming re- 
duce.s tile overall productivi^ of the oceans, 
this will have serious consequences for human 
corninunities- Marine life is a vital sourco of 
food and medicines, and provides livelihoods 
for millions of people around the globe dirough 
tourism and fishing.

Pitcific Salmon
Worst impacted arc species at higher latitudes 
where the warming is most extreme. Some 
populations of north Pacific .salmon species 
have crashed over the last two years as ocean 
temperatures in the region soared to 5-6’C 
higher than normal in 1997 and remained 2’C 
wanner thati normal through 1998. Salmon are 
crucial sources of food and income in Alaska 
and Rrilish Columbia. The acceleration in 
warming that scientists predict could drive Pa-

Comprehensive (?) 

AU review
ECO would like to draw attention to the AU 
Pilot Pliase even though f*aities would like to 
think of it as a thing of the past The AU Pilot 
Phase was intended to be an opportunity for 
“learning by doing". UnfortunalaJy, a proposal 
is tloacing around chat would only give Partie,s 
3 weeks to compile aD the relevant information 
for a so-called compreliensivc review of the 
AU pilot pha.se. This short amount of time ex­
cludes any sort of on-sitc project evaluation or 
independent ihicd patty review - preventing us 
trom learning much of anything from either die 
successes or the flaws of the AU pilot phase. A 
quick and dirty end to the AU pilot phase 
would, however, give certain Parties jvst 
enough time to start cranking out credits as the 
year 2000 rolls around. A rushed review would 
only lead to lw.<iniiS learaed the hard way and 
sets a cltmgeroos ptpeedenL

ISSUE

cific salmon species out of the north Pacific 
and up into the Beiing Sea.

Food shortages linked to wimninj oceans 
have al«o led to hundreds of diousatids of seahied 
deaths amongspecicsinctudingsooty shearwaters, 
Cas.siri’s anklets and common murre.<i.

Coral reefi
Corel reefs, the most biologically divcise and 
beautiful marine cco.«iy.5rems, are aiso highly 
vulnerable. The upper heat telertmcc for many 
reef corals is just a few degitcs above normal 
temperatures. Beyond that, they expel the col­
ourful food-pnsducing zoaxaMhaliae algae in a 
process called bleaching, If it is too hot for too 
long, bleached corals can die. High woter lem- 
pctaaires in 1997 and 1998 spaiked unprec­
edented bleaching in all major tropical regions 
including the Pacific and Indian Oceans, the 
Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, the Mediterranean, 
and the Caribbean. Large numbets of corals are 
turning completely white and dying, with over 
90% moirality In parts of the Indian Ocean.

The latest scientific findings show coral 
reefs we being (fitcctly affected by increasing 
levels of carbon dioxide In the atmosphere. 
Changes in water cliemistiy limit the accumu­
lation, of calcium carbonate that makes up the 
stnicture of the reefs. Tliis will slow rccf 
growth and distupi coral communities. Weak­
ened reefs will be more vulnerable to any in­
crease in frequency or severity of storms result­
ing from climate change.
^-Turning up the Heat: How Global Wanning 
Threatens Ufe in the Sea, vvritcen by Amy 
Mathews-Amos and Bwann A. Benilson, Ma­
rine Conservation Biology Institute, Seattle, 
USA, for WWF.

Asian Water Under 

Threat
This week’s Hew Seienrist reports that new In- 
dioii studies have revealed that glacial retreat is 
taking place in the Himalayas faster than any­
where else on Eaixh, Together with the neigh­
bouring TibeDn plateau, Ihis region contains 
Che largest quantity of icc in the world outside 
the poles. Research from a team headed by 
Syed Hasnain predicts that, at the present rate 
of decline, most glaciers in the region will dis­
appear within forty years. Tliere have already 
been violent flooding events as pent-up melt­
water is suddenly released, and more seem exp- 
rain. Far more serious however, is the fact that 
these glaciers are the source of mote than two- 
cliiids of the flow of the great South Asian riv- 
CRi, on which millions of people depend.

- Eipensive, from front page 
because of its nuclear investnlents.

Most other major indusDialized narioiis have 
Slopped Construction of nuclear power plants 
altogether, and many arc planning to shut down 
existing plants, As of 1996, only 34nuclear plants 
remained in active construction arou tid the world. 
Cighty-fbur have been shut down, leaving total 
nuclear generating capaoiQ' at 340,282 mega­
watts, only tlvee peroent higher than 1990.

But just considering die real costs of nu- 
cleai- power — riamdy the enormous price tag of 
cotisttucting and maintaining power pbnts. and 
the toxic nature, of nuclear fuel and waste mate­
rials - prove tlie outlook for this troubled tech­
nology is as negative today as it was 21 years 
ago when Three Mile Island had it’s mishap. 
Nuclear power is not a solution to global 

■warming for the same reasons that it is not a 
gorxd electric generation option. It is too expen­
sive arid unsafe, it produces toxic waste, and 
encourages the risk of nuclear proliferation.

Portions of this article are taken from “Nu­
clear Power Too Btpensive to Solve Global 
Warming," by ffoni BiaglAi, Iniematlonal Cli­
mate Program Coordinator for the National 
hnviaruneniol TrusL Par a copy of the report in 
Bonn, call Dave King at 001-202-210-5120.

l-udvvig has been observing with amusement 
the dl.scussions on the timing of COPS and the 
preceding subsidiary body meetings. Some 
would prefer the COP to happen after Novem­
ber 2000: this is obviously completely eninci- 
dcnial ID any electoral process«.s that might be 
ocemring at this time. Others, it appears, would 
prefer as few meetings as possible; perhaps 
Oiey feel that the objectives of die Convention 
will be best achieved without going to the trou­
ble of negotiations.

Among this latter group no doubt is our old 
friend Mr l^on Pleannan, who. Ludwig i$ dc- 
lightEd to not. appears to be aitempling to pact 
company -with his trademaik cigarettes. T.uJwig 
is sure that this won’t make him any mote 
tfitthy than before, if only because it would 
probably be dlftlcuU for anyone to be any 
tethier.

Finally, what cm eartJi is this debate about? 
Yesterday In the SBSTA there was talk of eve- 
lyching from walking through the tulips, to 
dancing, to hamburgers with ,soy sauf-e Pe-r- 
haps the lurrcal atmosphere in the Maritlm has 
finally begun to affect ovetyonc’s, cr, marbles.
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE MEETINGS OF THE 
FCCC SUBSIDIARY BODIES 

TUESDAY, 8 JUNE 1999
The morning meeling of the Jolni contact groupk on the Protocol 

mechanisms was interrupted by a second bomb tlireal to the 
Maritim Hotel. The contact group reconvened later in the morning 
and attercoon. Tile Subsidiary Body for SclentiCc andTeohnolog- 
ical Advice (SBSTa) met in thealtemoon to consider draft oandu- 
sions on research and systematic observation and the work 
prograrnme on methodological issues, The Joint Working Croup 
(JWG) on compliance met in the afternoon to consider a Co- 
Chair’s draft work programme. Contact groups were convened on 
non-Annes: 1 communicaiions and land use, land-use change and 
forestry (LULUGF).

SBSTA
On the draft cooclusions on research and systematic observer 

tion (FCCC/SBSTA/1999/L.2), the EU requested deleting the para­
graph on SBSTA’s invitation to GEF to include, in its report to the 
COP, the specific steps it has taken to implement the provisions of 
paragraph 1(c) of decision 2/CP.4 (guidance to the operaiing entity 
of the financial mechanism), stating that it was addressed clae- 
where, CHINA. supj)otted by the CENTRA!. AFRICAN 
REPUBLIC, said important decisions sometinics have to be reiter­
ated until they are implemented. The US stated that, if included, the 
paragraph should reflect (he whole decision and not just apart of it 
The EU proposed requesting GEF to report to the COP on iu 
funding for developing countries to build capacl^ for participation 
In systematic observation networks. Delegates adopted the draft 
conclusions as amended.

Regarding the draft conclusions on the work programme on 
methodological issues related to Protocol Articles 5 (methodolo­
gies), 7 (ccinmunication), and 8 (review of information) (FCCC/ 
SBSTA/1999/L.3), the £U requested changing the date of submis­
sion from 1S August to 15 Septemberto allow time for preparalioti. 
Chair Chow said the current deadline meant Parties could receive 
tht compiled views prior to COP-S. Delegates adopted the draft 
conclusions without any amendments.

JOINT yvORKING CROUB ON COMPLIANCE
The co-chairs proposed a draft work progrtunme on procedures 

and mechanisms relating to compliance imdertiie Protocol (FCCC/ 
SB/1999/CRP.2). Under the proposal, the Joint Working Group 
(J WG) uivites Parties to make submissions to the Seereiaridt by 15 
August 1999 in response to questions contained in an annex to the 
proposal. These submissions will be compiled In a miscellaneous 
document. The JWG also requests the co-chairt to produce, for

consideration by JWG-2, a synthesis of proposals by Parties that 
would update the noit-paptr prepared by the Secretariat for this 
session. The JWG also agrees that on informal discussion on work 
under the SBI/SBSTA and experience under other conventions 
would lielp Parties better undcntuid the compliance system 
needed. Tlte JWG co-cliairs Will organize the discussion.

On a deadline for Parties to respond to a questionnaire on 
compUance. Co-Choir Dovland (Norway) noted that the 15 August 
1999 deadline was intended to allow Parties as much time as 
possible but would render iranslation of documents in time for 
COr-5 impossible. He indicated that an earlier deadline would not 
orily facilitate translation, but also revisions of the synthesis of 
submissions by Parties to update the current version. After an 
extended discussion, 1 August 1999 was agreed as the deadline. 
SWTTV.ERLAND proposed including 0 reflarence to Decision 8/ 
CP.4 (Preparations fbrtbe COP serving as the MOP) so that Parties 
prepare their submissions bearing it in mind and asked whether the 
eo-ehaira intended to prepare a more “legally oriented" text based 
on the synthesis. The U$ amended the proposal so that Parties 
arldress additional Decision 8/CP.4 issues to the extent that they arc 
not otherwise covered by their submissions.

On the nature aud timing of the proposed informal exchange of 
information, the G-77/CHINA. supported by SaUDI ARABIA and 
IRAN, preferred holding it after COP-S, but before the Twelfth 
sessions ofthe subsidiary bodies (SB-12), She said the discussion 
should have dserly defined objectives and should not reach conclu­
sions or foim the basis for any documents. Participants should be 
primarily government experts. SWITZERLAND suggested the co- 
chairs develop leitns Of reference for the informal discussions. 
AOSIS suggested holding the discussions back-ti>-back witli COP- 
S. The EU, CANADA, die US and AUSTRALIA supported 
holding it prior to COP-5 in order to better prepare for and partici- 
pstc more fiilly in that meeting. AUSTRALl A noted that the 
Protocol is breaking new ground in international law and recom­
mended examining other compliance models, CANADA said the 
discussions would allow mere cftcctivo use of scarce time and 
resources and, with the EU, said it would provide an oppomini^ 
for “mutual learning." The US stressed that compliance is an urgent 
matter and must be completed by COP-6. Co-Chair Dovland 
proposed further consultations. The JWG will rc-considerthe issue 
on Thursday.

CONTACT GROUPS
Joint Contact Group on Mechanisms: The C-77/CHINA 

introduced its position paper on the clean development mechanism 
(CDM), highlighting the CDM'nrole in assisting developing coun-
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On technology transfer, ihe US identified convergence onihi; 

CDM's role in facilitating technology transfer. Or» technology 
transfer and project financing, the G-77/CHINA highlighted the 
dimension of additionality, a feature absent in the Chair's draft. He 
said funding for CDM projeas should be additional to GEF, OD A 
and other developed country financial commitrnents.

On supptementarity, the G-77/CHIN A highliglited the primacy 
of domestic action and recommended the development of guide­
lines on supplcmecitarity. The EU stressed the importance of the 
issue and the primacy of domestic action, and proposed a concreic 
ceiling. The US noted possible divergence on this issue. On levies, 
the G-77/CHINA highlighted establishing an adaptation fund. The 
US questioned how this fund would be managed and its proceeds 
dispersed. On CERs,the G-77/CHINA suggested discussing them 
bearing in mind die purposes of the CDM.

LUUUCF; The LULUCF contact group met in the morning to 
consider draft conclusions that contained a compilation of addi­
tional proposals by Parties based on ideas emerging from the 
group’s earlier discussions. Participants accepted word'mg 
suggested by ihc US and amended by the EU and the G-77/China 
for a paragraph inviting the fPCC, in conjunction with SBSTA- \ l, 
to provide an in-depth progress report and a special side event on 
the draft IPCC Special Report on LULUCF, Members of the group 
reconvened in the afternoon for informal consultations and negoti­
ated text that cleared most of the remaining brackets. The full 
contact group at its next meeting will consider their recommenda­
tions.

Non-Auiea I Communications: The non-Annex t communi­
cations contact group met jn an evening session and discussed 
proposals submitted by the EU and the G-77/China for the draft 
decision. Participants discusaed key issues in the two documents 
iliat could be included in the decision, such as the G'77/China’s 
suggestion of a non-Annex 1 expert group and the EU's proposal 
for technical assessments. A number afdelegates expressed 
concern at the differences between the two texts and the potential 
difficulties in ftndmg common ground between them. The group 
decided to reconvene to consider howto proceed.

IN THE CORRIDORS
“Delays, delays, delays’* was how several observers sumnia- 

rixed the meeting thus fa. Some suggested that the deceptively 
distant d^lincs fer decisions arc feeding the temptation to leave 
substantive discussions to the last minute. A number said asense of 
lethargy was inevitable fbllowingthe heady days of K.yoto, while 
others cited increasingly poor prospects for ratification by ihfc US 
as B cause ofhesltation. An EU delegate remarked that the partici­
pants should “get the environment and emotion back into the 
debate because It is getting Very depressing." With the meeting 
entering its final days, some predicted that progress at COP-5 will 
be patehy at beat, with the modest advances likely on guideWnei for 
Annex I national communications offset by tite snail's pace of talks 
on LULUCF and mechanisms. Other delays took on a more 
ominous lone, as evidenced by a bomb threat to the Secretariat 
headquarters and a second bomb threat to the Maritim.

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
Joint contact gronp on mechanisms: This group will meet at 

3:00 pm in the ^^tim.
Contact group on the budget: This group will meet at 4:00 pm 

inaroomTBA.
Consult the mao ting b oardfor other meetings.

TOTRL P.16

tries In achieving sustainable development and developed countries 
in complying withtlieir QELROs. He stressed the need to decide on 
principles before addressing methodological issues and suggested 
creating an adaptation fund.

The group covered various elcmenis of the Secretariat's 
synthesis paper, identifying areas of convergence and divergence 
and exchanging views. On objectives, principles and purposes, the 
EU identified convergence oh various areas, including cost effec­
tiveness, transparency and equity and div^gcTice on issues, sucii as 
intcr-tradeability. The G-77/CH1N A recommended that its paper 
be the basis for future negotiations. CHINA identified issues 
mts.sing from the Secretariat’s synthesis report but covered in the 
G-77/China paper, including transparency and climate change 
effeciivcness. He said discussions should focus on the clusters— 
principles, methodologies and institutional Issues-reoommended 
in the Buenos Aires Plan of Action Thfc US identified the areas of 
convergence as being iliose that recognize, in/er^o/io,private sector 
participation in the CDM and the need for baselines to precede use 
of the mechanisms. PERU recommended B eemmon baseline for 
Joint implementation and the CDM, She said such an approach 
would, inter alien provide asimpJe, transparent and reliable meth­
odology for common baseline application, as the regional average 
of Annex 11 in energy and other sectors would constitute tlie calcu­
lation. basis; and ensure cnvironmeaitol integrity in omissions 
reductions.

Regarding legal entities, the EU identified convergence on the 
involvement of other entities and added tltat Parties should be 
re.sponsible for them. She said the COP/MOP should designate 
operational entities. NORWAY, supported by CaNADA, said 
operational entities were a key element for CDM institutionsl 
structure. He added That they should be drawn from tile private 
sector, independent, centralized and accredited by the Executive 
Board. On project eligibility, the US stressed the need fbra 
comprehensive approach to certification and verification, including 
options for baselines. The G-77/CHINa said project eligibility is 
central to the principle, nature and scope of die CDM. NORWAY 
noted chat there was no section on baselines in the synthesis report. 
KOREA said project eligibility and baselines are essential in 
formulating CDM rules, fie said eligible projects should demon­
strate greenhouse gas reduction and investment, financial and tech­
nology additionality. On the eligibility of sink projects, the EU 
preferred their exclusion pending a decision by the COP,

Regarding the contribution (o susolnable development, the C- 
77/CHINA said the recipient country should be the sole judge of 
whether a project meets its sustainable development priorities. 
NORWAY proposed that this be dctemilned under project icgistrap 
ijon. The EU suggested that non-Aoncx 1 Parties confirm in writing 
how .s project would help it achieve sustainable development and 
stressed that the project activity should be Consistent with all inter­
national agreements to which the Partin involved belong. CHINA 
suggested applying a similar condition to the funding country to 
confirm how a CDM would result in certified emissions reductions 
(CERs).

On sequcsiration, CANADA, supponed by NORWAY and 
IRaN , proposed addressing this under project eligibility. The 0- 
77/CHIN A said discussions on sequestration should be avoided 
until ongoing studies by SBSTa and IPCC are concluded. The EU 
reiterated its preference to exclude sequestration pending a COP 
decision.



MEMORANDUM

TO: Roger Ballentine

FROM: John Gibson
David Gardiner

DATE: September 2, 1999

RE: Materials on Domestie Efforts for COP-5

We need to start producing materials on U.S. domestic climate change efforts for distribution at 
COP-5. The importance of this project is underscored by the fact that a sub-theme of this COP is 
“progress made ... lessons and challenges” (just as private sector involvement was a sub-theme 
of COP-4). This memo outlines possible thematic options for these materials. Note: 1) these 
options are not mutually exclusive; and, 2) a decision on the direction of this project needs to be 
made in the context of an overall COP-5 communications strategy. After you have had a chance 
to review this memo, we should meet.

Options:

1. Update last year’s materials. Last year we had an 8 page summary and 1-2 pagers on 
individual programs. These could be updated, with an emphasis on what’s new (E.O.s, proposed 
Clean Air Partnership Fund, etc.) New graphics/format, etc. could be added and we can work to 
present what we have in more interesting ways, e.g., briefings/panel discussions rather than just 
handing out the materials. But we should bear in mind that last year’s materials were not 
considered to be particularly effective in convincing the intended international audience - 
probably due to the substantive problem that our programs are all voluntary and/or R&D based.

2. Focus on emissions rather than programs. There may be a case to be made that we have 
actually made real progress over the course of the 90s in de-coupling economic growth and 
emissions growth. David Gardiner is working with EPA to see what we may or may not be able 
to say here. If we have a story here we need to think about compelling ways to tell it (reasons 
for, implications, etc.). The basic message would be that voluntary measures and technological 
breakthroughs can lead to real results.

3. Focus on success stories of states, cities and companies. Again, the message here would be 
“results are what matter; not how many mandatory programs you have.” Potential examples 
include: California emits 40% less carbon per capita than the U.S. national average; New Jersey 
has adopted a target and is doing trading with the Dutch; over 50 cities participating in 
International Council on Local Environmental Initiatives’ (ICLEl) “Cities for Climate 
Protection” program have pledged to reduce emissions by an amount which cumulatively comes 
to about 10% of the U.S. Kyoto target.

4. Juxtapose the Administration’s expansive climate change agenda with Congressional



obstruction. Message here would be that the Administration's plan for climate change is real, 
tangible and expansive, but Congress is blocking progress. Tone need not be shrill or 
confrontational, but could be along the lines of: “change is always difficult; we have a balanced 
forward-looking program, but those with a vested interest in the past are standing in the way.” 
Could work well in conjunction with no. 3 above.

5. Announce new policy initiatives prior to COP-5. We announce new policies that go further 
than what we have currently proposed, in the transportation or utility sectors, for example, to 
indicate further action.

cc: Julie Anderson
Paul Bledsoe 
Ian Bowles 
Elliot Diringer 
Shelley Fidler 
David Sandalow 
Jeff Seabright
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PROTECTING DUR PLANET FROM GLOBAL WARMING

September 13, 1999

Frank E. Loy 
Undersecretary 
Global Affairs 
Department of State 
2201 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20520-7S18

WVVF
WWF ClImaiB Change Campaign

1290 Ty<iinty-fourth street, NW 
w.ishinglon, DC 20037 
Tel! (2021 eei.Q3se 
Far; (ao2) 331.2391

Visit our websita at
f>ttp://wMw.panda.ors/clirnate

Rc: Climate Change Ministerial Meeting in Warsaw, 20 September.

Dear Undeisecrelaiy Loy,

foith«.m;ng 5 amforaKe of tho Patios (COP 5) of tho UN Fromowork Convitioa on Climae 
Change, taking place in Bonn, Germany from 25 October - 5 November.

^ eecesooorpiogroos in Ike struggle against
oS u ' to b' » ftirly non-poMtioal negotSLg session
of civil seivante dwcuKmg technical details ofthemcchanisnis of the Kyoto Protocol while
miniflere ^ndolmod providiug uo real guidance to the negotiaUons. Ministers were already 
insteJof dea^'^th p:il“ O'-

In order for the aiiend^ce of ministers at COP 5 to be meaningful, the meeting in Warsaw next
for S J of The meetrng.Thc ministerial segment forCO? 5 is scheduled
for 2 - 4 November,_ aUowmg for speeches m the afternoon and evening of 2 November and for an 
exchange of views' m the remaining day-and-a^half. This ’’exchange of views” is currently

!h! J "P^gress made in dealing witb climate change; lessons and
hallengcs and 2) &e way forward: promoting implementation of the Buenos Aires Plan of Action 

and early entry mto force of the Kyoto Protocol." The talks will, according to the UNf CCC 
secretarial papers, ’’not give rise to formal conclusions or recommendations".

^ Ministerial segment does not allow for sufficient 
focus for guidance to the ongoing negotiations. The tliemes are formulated in such broad terms that 

for the proposed headings. Furthemiore, the lack of formal conclusions implies that
deluded L"t"&tgT“n “uT “~

Hus scBumo for COP 5 te prohlernatic U5 ii does not reflect the despurete pood for political 
guidance that IS bow Ucfctng tn lie ehuiate negotiotiona. While the outside world te experienced

$ CnlNTgD WITH got Ipg;



09/13/99 MON 14:33 FAX
SEP-13' D9(M0N) 14:06 WWF US/INT' L POL 2023312391

0003
P. 003

another year of rising temperatures and numerous extreme weather events, most likely due to 
climate change caused by emissions of C02 and other greenhouse gases, the Climate Convention 
talks have been bogged down in technical details of mechanisms to avoid domestic action.

While we recognize that the Convention process, as a result of decisions at COP 4. needs to devote 
attention to developing the rules and guidelines of the so-callcd flexibility mechanism of the Kyoto 
Protocol, WWF is deeply concerned to see the process move away from the main track of the 
mitigation of climate change: domestic actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions at source. The 
Kyoto Protocol itself clearly states that the Kyoto-mechanisms should be supplemental to domestic 
actions. Nevertheless, all attention, currently seems devoted to the mechanisms and the broadest use 
of them to avoid domestic action.

We urge Ministers to see COP 5 as an opportunity to take back the agenda and start discussing the 
main strategies of mitigation of climate change: domestic actions to reduce greenhouse gases at 
source.

Minisieis should use COPS to cut through the increasing mumbo-jumbo of the negotiations and 
give understandable guidance to the negotiators, as well the concerned public they represent. WWF 
has - like many others - at numerous occasions demonstrated how efforts to mitigate climate change 
can be designed to benefit short-time interests in jobs and the economy. Our latest study, done by 
the Boston-based Tellus Institute, shows how this could be implemented in the US, making 
reductions twice as deep as the Kyoto commitments possible while creating almost 900,000 net new 
jobs by 2010.

Taking back the agenda should be coupled by repositioning the science as the driving force in the 
negotiations: COP 4 failed to reach agreement on the Cenvention obligation to review the adequacy 
of commitments. This included the crucial decision about the timing of the next review. Ministers 
at COPS should, as a minimum, ensure that the next review takes place at the COP following the 
release of the iPCC’s Third Assessment Report, likely to be COP 7 in 2001. President Clinton 
stated in October 1997 that the National Academy of Sciences would assess the long-term 
objectives of the Convention. This type of analysis could greatly contribute to the debate over the 
adequacy of commitments- To our knowledge, however, this has not yet been taken up.

WWF urges you to contribute to making COP 5 an important event in the struggle agains climate 
change. In order to do.so Ministers must be given, a substantive and decisive role at COP5.

Sincerely,

Jannifer L. Morgan 
Climate Policy Officer 
World Wildlife Fund

CC: Roger Ballentine 
l5avid Sandalow



9/14 Preliminary Draft; Do Not Cite; Close Hold

Outline for Lov Speech at COP-5. Note: Because this outline is being usedfor the broader 
purposes of developing our overall message for Bonn cmdfor developing our written materials, it 
includes more thati one could actually say in a speech. Also note that there are more details on the 
domestic side than the diplomatic. The latter will be brought into sharper focus as we get closer to 
the COP. Eizenstat speech from last year is attached for reference.

Introduction: Acknowledgements. Honor to be here in Bonn - a city which for half a century 
stood as an emblem of mankind’s determination to meet the great challenge of the 20* century - the 

challenge of preserving and renewing human freedom. Today, we are gathered in Bonn, drawing 
on that rich legacy of determination as we rise to meet one of the premier challenges of the 21®* 

century - the challenge of preserving and renewing the earth itself.

Here in Bonn we are writing the next chapter in a narrative that stretches back to Rio de Janeiro, 
where our nations first undertook to meet the challenge of climate change. Two years ago in Kyoto 
we put in place the architecture of an agreement. Last year, we began to turn Kyoto’s broad 
concepts into working realities, with the Buenos Aires plan of action. Here in Bonn it is our job to 
follow through and to act.

Past year, we have seen mounting scientific evidence of the certainty of human-induced climate 
change: [examples]

But we have also seen hopeful signs this past year on emissions:
• Unofficial data suggest a slight decline in global energy-related carbon emissions, [although a 

number of one-time factors underpin these numbers including the economic slowdown in Asia 
and the impact of globally mild weather].

• In the United States, the data is even more hopeful - with emissions growing only 0.5% despite 
strong economic growth.

• We are not - and must not - be complacent or read too much into these numbers. But clearly 
they demonstrate that economic growth and emissions need not move in lockstep.

U.S. Action. This essential fact is being demonstrated in ways large and small throughout the 
United States - not simply at the federal level - but in the states, cities and in corporate America.

State & Local Action and Progress.
• 34 out of 50 states have completed ghg inventories; 25 are producing action plans to reduce 

emissions;
• 65 cities, large and small, have prepared baseline emission reports, set reduction targets and 

have started implementing local action plans.
• International Council on Local Environmental Initiatives’ (ICLEI) “Cities for Climate 

Protection” program have pledged to reduce emissions by an amount which cumulatively comes 
to about 10% of the U.S. Kyoto target (still checking).

• Examples of progress include: (pick best three)
• New Jersey issued executive order to cut emissions 3.5% below 1990 levels by 2005. Has 

established a carbon bank working group and a program with Netherlands for developing 
joint initiatives and an emissions trading system.



• Oregon has enacted landmark legislation setting a carbon dioxide standard for all new power 
plants of 25 megawatts or more.

• Twin Cities continue to make progress towards their goal of reducing C02 emissions by 
20% below 1988 by year 2005 (goal articulated in 1993).

• California emits 40% less carbon per capita than the U.S. national average (still checking)
• To help states and localities, President Clinton earlier this year proposed creation of $200 

million Clean Air Partnership Fund to The President proposes $200 million for a new fiind to 
provide grants to state and local governments for projects that reduce both greenhouse gases and 
pollutants like soot, smog, and air toxics.

Progress In the Private Sector. Corporate America is starting to demonstrate that uncoupling 
economic growth and emissions groAvth is not only doable but desirable, both environmentally and 
economically. In the past year, for example:

• DuPont’s pledge (65% cut in ghg emissions by 2010, flat energy use; 10% renewable);
• Motorola’s pledge to reduce its PFC emissions by 50% by 2010, compared to 1995 levels.
• EBM announced goal to improve energy efficiency by 4%/year.

• In short, a growing number of companies are stepping forward to acknowledge the science and 
show leadership; a dwindling number are denying the facts and shirking responsibility.

• Growing number of companies also beginning to work with U.S. Congress on Credit for Early 
Action legislation introduced in US Congress - President has made high priority.

Investing in R&D. To build and expand on this progress, President Clinton continues to fight for 
an expanded program of R&D for energy efficiency and renewable energy. Last year, Clinton 
Administration secured over $1 billion in funding for these programs. [This year, have requested 
$1.2 billion - update as necessary.] [This part of the budget has been over $800 million every year
since___OR has been over $800 x years out of y - working with Reicher’s office on best metric
we can come up with.] Has led to real results: [go through by sector, picking best examples]
• Buildings: progress towards goal of 50% cut in new home energy use and 30% in commercial 

buildings compared to 1996.
• Industry: progress towards goal of cutting energy use per unit of output 25% by 2010
• Transportation: Fuel efficiency technologies and alternative fuel vehicles are currently saving 2 

billion gallons of conventional fuel a year;
• Power: renewable energy costs down 80% since 1980; Over $1 billion in annual U.S. 

renewable sales in 1998.

Federal government leading the way. President Clinton has also made the federal government a 
leader by example on cutting ghg emissions. In past year alone:
• Signed executive order to cut federal govt.’s emissions by 30% relative to 1990 - 2.4 million 

tons annually,
• Signed executive order aimed at tripling U.S. use of bioenergy and bioproducts by 2010;
• [Transportation e.o.?]
• [Greening of White House?]

The Road to COP-6, Here in Bonn, we are laying the groundwork for COP-6 - where it is our 
goal to complete the Buenos Plan of Action.
• Our ultimate goal, of course, is passing on a livable world to our children and grandchildren.



• The first step in doing so is arriving at a workable agreement that can be ratified by our nations.
• It will do the world’s climate no good to achieve an agreement that is dead on arrival once we 

attempt to secure ratification,
• In the United States, securing ratification will depend on our ability to answer three critical 

questions:
• First, is climate change really a problem? Mounting scientific evidence is answering this 

question with an emphatic “yes,” and in the United States, as elsewhere, there is more and 
more agreement on the magnitude of the threat.

• The second question will be, “Can we solve it reasonably and cost-eflfectively?”
• And the third question will be, “Is the agreement fair?

• The answers to these will depend largely on what the Parties do between now and the end of 
COP’6. And it is in this light that we must consider the issues before us:

Flexibility Mechanisms
• Need to develop system with integrity and high standards that vkdll get us the most 

environmental gain for each dollar, yen or euro.
• Can be engines for achieving environmental gain and technology transfer.
• Response to proposals to limit use of flex-mechs? Comparisons to bubble?

Developing Country Participation.
• No escaping fact that this is a global problem requiring a global solution.
• Developed world must lead; but developing world must contribute by investing in cleaner 

technology. As POTUS said last month in N.Zealand: “If every country on earth takes its turn 
to pollute the world, every country on earth will lose.”

• That is why POTUS has said no ratification absent meaningful participation.
• Last year, in Buenos Aires world witnessed historic steps forward by Argentina & Kazakhstan. 

Underscored message of Menem: only path to sustainable growth is clean growth.
• This year [more on Argentina? New initiatives by Bolivia/Korea/Uzbekistan?]
• US understands needs of developing countries - that is why providing technical transfer, etc.
• Growth targets (transitional targets?)
• Third way?

Sinks -- Update on workshops/process; articulation of US. principles?

Compliance 

Timing of COP-6?

Conclusion. German statesman Bismarck: “Political genius consists of hearing the distant hoof 
beats of history and then leaping to catch the passing horseman by the coattails as he thunders by .” 
Here in Bonn we can hear the hoof beats of not only history, but science beating down upon us. Let 
us have the political imagination and determination, if not genius, to catch the coattails of the 
passing horseman, so that we may meet the challenge of climate change and pass on a livable world. 
Thank you.



Recent Trends in Energy-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions (DOE STAFF DRAFT)

The Facts

Energy-related carbon dioxide emissions in the United States were 1484 million metric tons of 
carbon-equivalent (MMTC) in 1998, compared to 1479 MMTC in 1997 and 1346 MMTC in 
1990. (Note: all figures expressed in million metric tons of carbon-equivalent).

Globally, energy-related carbon dioxide emissions in 1997 were 6232 MMTC, or 5.9 percent 
above the 1990 level. Unofficial data suggest a slight decline between 1997 and 1998, with the 
economic slowdown in Asia and the impact of globally mild weather on heating fuel demand 
commonly identified as major causes. Emissions trends both at home and abroad are affected 
by economic growth, prices, and weather. Key factors underlying global trends in emissions 
between 1990 and 1997 are the following:
y Sharp decline (35 percent) in emissions from Former Soviet Union/Eastem Europe 

following the fall of communism.
y Nearly level emissions (2 percent decline) in Western Europe 
y Significant emissions growth (32 percent rise) in developing world, including China

Possible Interpretation

We are gratified that U S. energy-related greenhouse gas emissions grew by less than 0.5 percent 
between 1997 and 1998, despite strong economic growth. Clearly, economic growth and 
emissions need not move in lockstep.

A number of “one-time” factors related to weather and the composition of industrial production 
probably influenced the 1998 outcome. Energy-related greenhouse gas emissions may grow at a 
faster rate during 1999 than during 1998 (Note: this is likely given latest data). We should not be 
complacent.

The Administration’s comprehensive electricity competition plan, which is projected to save 
American consumers $20 billion annually on their electric bills, would also reduce projected 
greenhouse gas emissions by between 40 and 60 million metric tons of carbon-equivalent by 
2010.

In addition, the package of energy-efficiency and technology incentives proposed by the 
Administration in theFY2000 budget will further important economic, energy security, and 
environmental goals, as it also serves to curtail the future growth in greenhouse emissions.

The emissions experience of the U.S. and Western Europe since 1990 are not as different as they 
might appear at first glance. Adjusting for our faster rate population growth, the reduction in 
energy-related emissions associated with the “merger” of East and West Germany, and the 
emissions dividend from electricity restructuring in the United Kingdom that has yet to be reaped 
in the United States, there is substantial convergence between the rates of growth in per-capita 
energy-related carbon dioxide emissions in the United States and Western Europe since 1990.
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Remarks Prepared for Delivery by Stuart E. Eizenstat 

U.S. Under Secretary of Slate for 
Economic, Business and Agricuiturai Affairs 
UNFCCC Fourth Conference of the Parties 

Buenos Aires, Argentina 
November 12, 1998

Thank you, Madame President. At the outset of this Conference, delegates stood in a 
moment of silence for the victims of Hurricane Mitch. Today, on behalf of the United States, I 
extend our deepest sympathy and assure our friends in Central America that they can rely on our 
help as they recover from this terrible tragedy.

Madame President, I also want to thank you for your tireless efforts in hosting this 
Conference. Without your hard work, our progress these two weeks would not have been 
possible And I think I speak for all the Ministers and delegations in saying that we have been 
touched by the hospitality of this great city, and by its distinctive Porteno culture.

Nearly a year ago in Kyoto we forged an historic agreement. The Kyoto Protocol represents 
humankmd s collective effort to confront the most profoiu^J environmental challenge of the 21st 
century — the challenge of global warming. Climate change is a threat no nation can escape; a 
threat that respects no border, nor the difference between rich and poor.

In Kyoto, many of our governments showed real leadership by committing to strong, 
redistic action to spare future generations from this grave danger. Our goal - a goal that will 
le achieve — is to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases at a safe

hi the year since Kyoto, new findings reinforced the strong scientific consensus that human 
^tivities are affecting the earth s climate. All but one month so far this year has set a record 
high for global temperatures, right on the heels of 1997, the warmest year on the books. And this 
year’s El Nmo - with its raging fires, drought, and life-threatening floods - gave us a powerful 
preview of the kind of extreme weather that global warming may bring.

While this past year has thrown into sharp relief the gravity of our challenge, it has also 
shown us that many countries are taking real action to meet that challenge.

In the United States, we are strengthening our already robust domestic efforts to address 
global warmmg. Under the leadership of President Clinton and Vice President Gore, we have 
increased federal investment for energy efficiency and renewable energy to $1 billion in this year 
alone — a 25 percent increase.

This new funding will accelerate actions already underway to develop automobiles with 
t ee times the fuel economy of today’s models; housing that is 50 percent more energy-efficient;



a thriving bioenergy industry and much more. We have initiated aggressive efforts to reduce 
federal energy use. And we have launched new partnerships with industry to help boost 
productivity while lowering emissions.

During the coming year, President Clinton will seek further increases in federal investment 
to address global warming. We will launch new initiatives on federal energy procurement and 
transportation, begin setting new energy efficiency standards for major appliances, spur the 
development of clean industrial technologies, and promote*/he use of carbon sinks. We will also 
renew our efforts to restructure our electricity industry to unleash market forces to boost energy 
efficiency and reduce emissions. In short, there is more we can — and will — do at home.

Among the most important developments since Kyoto has been the growing number of 
leading U.S. corporations acknowledging that the threat of climate change is real. Many are now 
working to turn the promise of Kyoto into a reality, exploring new ways to use energy better and 
smarter. Some have even pledged to voluntarily reduce their emissions below the Kyoto targets. 
We are encouraged as well by the introduction in the U.S. Senate of bipartisan legislation to give 
credit to companies that achieve early greenhouse gas reductions.

Each of these steps represents real progress. Our Job here, of course, is to build on this 

momentum.

In that spirit, I am pleased to announce that today in New York the United States will sign 
the Kyoto Protocol. We pledged at the conclusion of the Kyoto conference that we would sign 
this historic agreement. Today, we do so.

In taking this action, the United States reaffirms our commitment to work with the nations 
gathered here to address the challenge of climate change. And we are guided by the firm belief 
that signing will serve our environmental, economic and national security goals.

Kyoto is a landmark achievement, but it is a work-in-progress and key issues remain 
outstanding. As an original signatory to the Protocol, the United States will be able to play a 
stronger, more effective role in resolving these issues.

The first major set of issues concerns the Protocol’s flexibility mechanisms, including 
international emissions trading and the Clean Development Mechanism.

These mechanisms can be the engines that drive both the cost-effective achievement of our 
environmental objectives and the transfer of climate-fiiendly technology to the developing world. 
To realize that promise, we must develop appropriate means for measurement, reporting and 
compliance and resolve liability considerations to create a system with integrity and high 
standards.

Our experience in the United States has proven the enormous potential of a well-designed 
system of emissions trading. In our fight against acid rain, emissions trading has allowed us to 
achieve our goals 30 per cent faster at less than half the proiected cost. Far from avoiding
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responsibility, trading is enabling us to fulfill our environmental responsibilities faster, and at 
less cost.

Done right on a global scale, emissions trading will allow the world to achieve greater 
greenhouse gas reductions at a faster pace and a lower cost for all Parties. At a time of global 
financial uncertainty, it should be clear to all that we cannot afford a system that makes the 
reduction of a ton of carbon more expensive than it needs to be. As Tuesday’s roundtable made 
clear, a robust system of flexible mechanisms with clear rules — and without arbitrary limits — is 
the key to unlocking the energies and ingenuity of the private sector to meet the challenge of 
climate change.

The second key issue we must resolve is the meaningful participation of key developing 
countries in efforts to address climate change.

The United States commends Argentina for the histone announcement by President Menem 
yesterday that it will voluntarily take on a binding emissions target for the first commitment period 
of die Protocol. And we support Argentina’s call for new pathways for developing countries to more 
actively participate in efforts to address climate change.

Many decades ago, when this region was struggling for freedom and independence, the great 
Argentine patriot San Martin said to the people of South America that “all the Americas are 
watching you and counting on the courage and honor you have habitually displayed."

San Martin’s words echo down through the ages, and today, all the world is watching 
Argentina and is inspired by the courage and honor it has displayed at this Conference. Let us be 
frank: Without the meaningful participation of key developing nations, the world cannot meet the 
challenge of global warming no matter how much is done by industrialized countries.

That is why, absent such meaningful participation. President Clinton will not submit the 
Protocol to the United States Senate, whose approval is required to make it legally binding.

The United States understands that developing countries face pressing needs and their 
responsibilities are not identical to those of industrialized ".'’♦ions. For many developing 
countries, “meaningful participation” could mean slowing the rate of emissions increase while 
their economies continue to grow. As President Menem stated so eloquently, the only path to 
sustainable growth is clean growth.

That is why we are working with scores of countries around the world to help them along the 
path to sustainable development, lower emissions, and enhanced technology transfer. In the long 
run, the objectives of the Convention will be achieved only if countries that wish to chart their 
ovim sovereign path to lower emissions are allowed to do so.

The third critical issue before us is to ensure that the Protocol fully accounts for carbon 
absorbing smks, such as forests and farmlands. Guided by science, we must ensure that we provide 
appropriate incentives for protecting our forests from deforestation; promoting afforestation and
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reforestation; and improving forest and agricultural conservation practices.

Finally, the Kyoto architecture must rest on a solid foundation of compliance. Already, the 
Protocol contains numerous building blocks that promote compliance, including provisions on 
measurement, reporting, and in-depth reviews. To realize the Protocol’s environmental 
objectives, these must be supplemented by additional substantive rules, procedures, and non- 
compliance consequences. The United States urges this Conference to set in motion an 
expedited process to build a compliance regime that is strong, coherent and effective.

All our nations have expended enormous effort over the past decade to address the profound 
challenge of global wanning - from Rio de Janeiro to Berlin to Kyoto to Buenos Aires. 
Ultimately, solving the problem will take sustained effort by all of us over many decades. It is 
our duty to future generations to turn Kyoto’s broad concepts into working realities. Let us 
recommit ourselves to this great endeavor.

Thank you very much.
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MEMORANDUM

Roger Ballentine 
Paul Bledsoe 
Elliot Diringer 
David Gardiner 
Frank Loy 
Nigel Purvis 
David Sandalow 
Jeff Seabright

FROM: John Gibson

DATE: September 17, 1999

COP-5 Communications.

This memo outlines:
draft message for COP-5;
list of potential means of dissemination;
list of potential materials for press packet and status.

Draft Message

This reflects input from Frank and Nigel. We may want to consider tailoring our message, 
emphasizing different aspects of it depending on whether the audience is foreign or domestic. The 
core though, might run as follows:

• A growing body of scientific evidence makes clear that climate change is one of the premier 
environmental challenges of the 2F* century.

• The U.S. is taking significant domestic actions to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions. These 
actions are taking place at the federal, state and local levels and throughout corporate America.

Preliminary new data shows that the U.S. and others may be beginning to demonstrate that 
economic growth and emissions need not move in lock-step.

• The Kyoto Protocol put in place the architecture of an agreement to begin addressing the challenge
of climate change. ^1 <\

• The United States isyfcommitted to work4ng-to make Kyoto a reality - oQe that-OH be ratified and 
enter into force.



• That entails ensuring that the cost is reasonable and there^ meaningful participation by developing 
countries.

•C ^
• We recognize that developing countries musL§j^ priority to economic and social development, and 

we are prepared to create opportu^tie^J^ddres^ustainable devetopment goals via the Kyoto,

• Last year, we began to turn Kyoto’s broad concepts into working realities, with the Buenos Aires 
plan of action. In Bonn, the challenge is to keep the momentum going so that our work can be 
finalized by the end of COP-6.

• Unless we work together urgently to create the conditions necessary to bring the Kyoto Protocol 
into force, however, we risk missing an important opportunity to protect the earth’s climate.

OR
We are rapidly approaching a fork in the road - unless there is real progress in Bonn, it may be 
impossible to complete the Buenos Aires plan of action by the end of COP-6. This may deal a 
fatal blow to Kyoto. —^ h . / ^ —A ^

Clearly, this last formulation would be setting a bar - one that we may not be able to clear. There 
would be potential advantages and disadvantages to doing so and what may be advantageous 
diplomatically could well be disadvantageous domestically.

-CL

Potential Means of Dissemination

This section was prepared with the assistance of Sheila Austrian at USIS.

1. Get cable out to embassies with our message so they can start pushing it and using it to 
respond to press inquiries. By this time last year, this was already done. Recommend OES draft 
new cable ASAP with appropriate guidance from WH.

2. PresidentialA^ice-Presidential Events. Consideration being given for state and local event, 
technology export initiative. Greening of the White House, Clinton/Blair cyber-summit, 
transportation E.O.

3. Op-ed by Frank Loy setting expectations for COP-5 for placement in Financial Times or 
other European publication. If proceed, recommend OES/WHCCTF produce first draft by 10/10.

4. Op-ed by Frank Loy/Bill Richardson/Carol Browner (pick 1 or 2) for placement in G-77 
countries. If proceed, recommend WHCCTF oversee production of first draft by 10/10. USIA 
would seek to place.

5. Speech by Frank Loy setting expectations for COP-5. If we do this, forum will have to be 
sought.



6. Briefing by Frank Loy and Roger Ballentine for Washington reporters.

7. Placement of domestic action and other materials on USIA web site. Materials in production 
(see below). Recommend delivering to USIA for posting as soon as finished.

8. Background Briefings/Press Conferences at USIA Foreign Press Center. Several of these 
done by M. Kimble last year. Recommend two be done this year: one by high-level official setting 
diplomatic expectations; one by high-level official explaining domestic initiatives. These and 
similar events could also be done via USIA’s WORDLNET TV satellite feeds (journalists in a 2-4 
countries abroad ask questions in real-time; briefer can’t see questioners, however) and/or by digital 
video conferencing (more like one-on-ones where both parties can actually see each other).

9. Direct USIA’s Washington File writers to stories about U.S. domestic programs. This is 
USIA’s wire service; stories get picked up abroad.

Potential Materials for Press Packet

1. Cover letter from Head of Delegation addressing overarching U.S. objectives for COP-5 
and looking forward to COP-6. Recommend OES produce first draft by 10/1.

2. Fact Sheet on Buenos Aires Plan of Action. Recommend WHCCTF update State Department 
fact sheet from last January by 10/1.

3. Fact Sheet on CCTI & other climate-related investments. This would be the big one; 
agencies already tasked for draft inputs by 9/23. We may also want to group this with/staple/place 
in book with 4, 5 and, possibly, 6 and 7 below.

4. Fact Sheet on Federal Energy. DOE tasked to update 5 pager from June event; draft due by 
9/23.

5. Fact Sheet on Bioenergy Initiative. DOE & USDA tasked to update 4 pager from August 
event by 9/23.

6. Fact Sheet on U.S. State and Local achievements. Recommend WHCCTF produce w/help 
from EPA and others as necessary; first draft by 10/1.

7. Fact Sheet on Private Sector Developments. Recommend WHCCTF produce w/help from 
EPA and others as necessary; first draft by 10/1.

8. Fact Sheet on Emissions Trading. Recommend updating COP-4 edition. WHCCTF to 
complete for OES review by 10/1.

9. Fact Sheet on CDM. Recommend updating COP-4 edition. WHCCTF to complete for OES 
review by 10/1.



10. Fact Sheet on Sinks. Recommend OES produce first draft by 10/1 w/input from USDA & 
EPA.

11. Fact Sheet on Compliance. Recommend OES produce first draft by 10/1.

12. Fact Sheet on latest science findings. Recommend OSTP produce first draft by 10/1.

13. Fact Sheets on Joint Implementation, National Security & Kyoto. Recommend not doing.

14. Bios of Roger Ballentine, David Gardiner, Mark Hambley, Frank Loy, David Sandalow, 
Jeff Seabright. Presumably these all exist.

cc: Susan Povenmire
Sheila Austrian
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