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8 Tune 1999

To: Please see Attached List
From: Climate Change USDEL/Bonn — Mark G. HambM

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

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

(2) A rcport on the contact group meetings on June 7 involving non-Annex I
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 $ for June 3-4 and Number 6 for Iune S-7, 1999.
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Notes by: Michael Colby, US Treasury/OASIA

Contact Group — Non-Annex I National Communications, cont.
June 7, 1999 (SBI-10 Item #4)

Discussions outside the Non-Annex I Contact Group

The EU (Germany, Netherlands, UK), end some of the other Umbrella Group
Members (AUS, NZ, CAN) felt that unjess someone presented some alternative textto
the Contact Group today, it would be too late to do so, and the discussion would never
get into any alternatives to several aspects that we do not like in the G-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 of meetings to
discuss today). UK and GER seem more reluctant than the US and AUS/NZ to the G-
77/C’s proposal for a Non-Armex I Experts Group, and phrased the language so that any
such group should include experts from Annex I as well, and its task would be to focus
on the technical assessment of the non-Annex I communications after they are received.

Contact Group mecting #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. The chair opened
the floor to either comments on the UK paper, or responses by the G/77 to questions
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 propesal,
with Beradidas (Phil.) challenging something in every single paragraph — even items
that were intended as olive branches. John Ashe (ANTIGUA) focused on problems he
perceived with the language on using the IPCC to advance work on emissions factors,
and the consistency of the proposal for activities for interim funding (between first and
secopd communications) with previous COP deeisions. Mexico was the only other G77
speaker, with a brief, mixed statement. Togo’s representative listed about 8 or 10 things
he personally thought the Expert 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 their
proposal from last Fridey. Switzerland and US were only other Annex I speakers,
generally supportive of the 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-chairs
to draft a synthesis proposal, but there are two proposals on the table, with some elements
that may be possible to resalve, and others looking less likely at the moment.
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Notes from SBSTA Meeting 10, Agenda Item 5.b—Bunker Fuels
June 8, 1999

Prepared by Kevin Green, DOT

Mr. José Romero (Switzerland) has been conducting informal consultations on
international bunker fuels since the June 1 SBSTA plenary. Participants have
included Australia, Austria, Germany (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 [PCC report by July 18, called for
consideration of allocation during SBSTA 11 (aimed at a decision by “COP XX7),
urged ICAO and IMO to accelerate their work, encouraged domestic efforts to reduce
emissions from “aviation and shipping” (and encouraged reporting on these efforts),
and invited the secretariat to explore ways to better link ICAO, IMO, and SBSTA—
perhaps through a joint working group and a joint expert workshop.

Our comrnents on this draft called for deletion of the paragraph on allocation, and for
a simple focus on information exchange between ICAOQ, IMO, and SBSTA (i.e., no
joint working group or new workshop). Weé 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 Arabja 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. Germany (for the EU)
sought a SBSTA decision on the IPCC report, and a focusing of the call for domestic
action toward international emissions. Japan suggested delaying consideration of
allocation until after [CAO and IMO complete their work. Korea sought some
refocusing toward methodologjes and data, end reminded SBSTA of the need to
respect the role and decisions of ICAO and IMO. Seudi 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 JIPCC’s report.

Mr. Romero distributed a second draft on June S, 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 S 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 data collection and reporting, which was prepared for
the secretariat in May by Det Norske Veritas (DNV). The second draft also requested
Parties to provide comments on the bunker fuels issuc (and the [PCC report) by
August 16 for incorporation into a miscellaneous document.
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We prepared a redline/strikeout of this second draft, but did not submit a hardcopy.
An informal consultation was held on Juae 7. Virtually 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 decision
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 (based on insppropriate sectoral focus), and expressed our
hesitation to establish a concrete timsline right now for a decision on allocation,

Saudi Arabia’s request for a structural separation of summary remarks and operative
conclusions was well-received. Saudi Arabia also said it did not bave 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 the IPCC report at COP 5
(Australia asked what such a decision might 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 peried.

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 enconraging 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 canclusions, 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.

P.85-16
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9 June 1999

To: Please See Attached List
From: Climate Change USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. H
Subject: Update No. 8 for the Subsidiary Bady Meetings of the
UN Framework Convennion on Climate Change (June 8/9, 1999)

Attached is an unofficial and informal 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 information on, and gleanings from, these meetings and
related activities from the afternoon of Tuesday, June 7, through the morning session on
Wednesday, June 8. Also included with this report is the latest issue of the ECO, 2a
periodic publication by various environmental groups which is sometimes informative,
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 be read in conjunction
with this Update,

Although unclassified, this report is not intended for use, distribution, or
discussion outside of the U.S. Government.
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9 JTune 1999

Subject: Climate Change Update No. 8 on the SBI/SBSTA-10 Meetings in Bonn:
Mechanisms Discussion Opens Smoothly with ne Bombshells or Mud Slinging;
Compliance Working Group Decides Dates for Next Submissions but Decision on
Intersessiongl 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 TUSCANZ representatives towards accepting the G-77 proposals
concemning the intergovernmental process, including the organization of COP-5in
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 the high level
segment suggested. However, the G-77 is in considersble 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.

Tt 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 propaosed that no general
statements would be made by Parties, although this is still resisted by some countries.
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The offer of the Netherlands to host COP-6 was warmly received, although the
question of when (in late 2000 or early 2001) will be left open for decision at COP-S.
Thus far, there has been nothing said about the Committee of the Whole issue. Herrera
warned last night that the G-77 has sirong views: no COW for COP-5; the matter for
COP-6 can be decided at a later date. This tussle resumes at 6 PM on Wednesday.

(Comment: One can imagine all sorts of possibilities frorm the two interactive topics
chosen — those dealing with ways forward and issues needed for COP-6. Whilc we
would have to be careful not to provoke any untoward or counter-productive reaction, the
dialogue could be very interesting. End Comment.)

Compliance Update: Once Again, the Saudis are apparently Blocking Consensus

The compliance discussions moved along slowly during a June 8 meeting, with an
August 1 date for the next due date for subrmissions tentatively agreed (this is in order to
sccommodate a demand by Saudj Arabia and others for papers to be prepared in all
languages). Decision about accepting an EU offer o host an intersessional “informal
discussion” on compliance was blocked by the G-77. Aunnex I wants these discussions to
take place prior to COP-5; the G-77 insists that they take place after COP-5. Sensing that
this would, in fact, imperil the likelihood for a compliance decision by COP-6 (especially
if it is held in November 2000), AOSIS agreed with the position taken 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.

(Comment: We understand from the Chinesec that the only G-77 member with strong
views on the topic of the timing for the intersessional is Saudi Arabia. We will talk 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 Comment.

«The Mechanisms Discussion Have Begun”: End Comment!

After all of the delays by bomb threats and G-77/caucusing, the mechanisms
discussion occnrred in & session of the joint SBUSBSTA working proup 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 the
discussion, the chairman of the 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 agrced
to by Parties at COP-4.

F.08-16
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The discussion went on for several hours. It was stultifyingly boring and
incomprehsible to anyone who did not have the voluminous synthesis papers, plus the
G-77 text readily at hand. Much of the conversation involved Parties (usually the EU, the
US, India, China, and a few others) identifying paragraphs from the multiple texts noting
where there appeared to be convergence. Norway’s Georg Borsting was a particularly
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.

(Comment: Only two sections yemain for discussion at the afternoon session of the joint
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 atteution to developing a group position
on joint implementation and emissions trading. Al-Sabban implied that further
discussion of these items in the SBI/SBSTA working group will have to await these
results: Herrera indicated that he thought this discussion could go ahead, but without the
participation of the G-77/China. Chairman Chow also told us on Junc 9 that this is his
intention, although it will be interesting to see how this actually plays out when push
cames 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 use
and land use change and forestry discussions (LULUCF). The proposed decision will
recommend 2 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 agreement
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 mecting scheduled of June 9.

Bunker Fuels: Still Mired in Controversy but Light is Dawniog

One of the more controversial issues with NGOs is the decision being proposed
on bunker fucls. 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 allocation, 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 iterns that
needs further work but was not captured in the Buenos Aires plan of action.

We have been accused by some of our 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 repart was because of its inclusion in & paragraph which contained other
unacceptable language. The fact that the Saudis supported us was not the result of any

P.839/16
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collusion. The Saudis obviously sew this as in their best interests. We support the IPCC
report and have moved that a reference to it be retained in an appropriate place in the
report. We have spoken to Annie Petsonk of the EDF about our concerns and believe we
have assuaged her for the moment.

NGO Meetings — Process, Compliance, Sinks, Budget and One Major Complaint are
the Focus of Intcrest

At the Tuesday night meetings with environmental NGOs (about 16 U.S.-based
NGOs are present), the major issues raised were bunkers (as noted), compliance, sinks
and procesg issues. Unlike last Friday’s meeting, the concern gbout compliance at this
session was more in terms of where we see the process heading, rather than any specifics.
NGOs were impressed with the progress made on the ginks 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 Pearlman
asked about the compliance deliberations about an informal session and implied that be
hoped this would be cpen to outside participants 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 organized by the Sectetariat on Jupe 8 to discuss ways to “improve” relations
with the NGOs and to “facilitate” their participation in the process. The Secretarist 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 Secetary may have erred in convening a meeting at this time and will discuss
the matter with Mr. Cutajar.

Side Events Proceeding Smoothly

David Doniger, Dick Morgenstern, 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 cvents arc
contained in the supplemental to our periodic updates.

P.18-16
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David spoke at an event last week on ernissions 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 the latter challenged Jemmifer'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 Alsagaray of Argentina, the
Rureau 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 mesting s through COP-9 in 2003. (We mildly
chastised our Bureau representative (Norway) for not making these conditional on the
timing of COP-6.)

The 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 time for
it to be considered at COP-S. 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 S amepdment procedure which was contained
in the initial letter we saw from Kazakhstan. (We will try to check this 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 the basis for a new text. He was not challenged in either his assessment or
bis indication of future action.

The next Bureau meeting is teptatively plarmed for September 19 — the day before
the informal ministerial being organized by Alsagaray in Warsaw, the scat of her heir
apparent, the Polish Environment Minister.
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Final Comment

We are not quite at the end game for this meeting. This will have to await the
treatment of the remaining two mechanisms — joint implementation (JI) and international
emissions trading (ET). However, there is acceptable progress on either key items of
interest — technology transfer, sinks, bunkers, compliance and communications, 50 it
appears likely that we will be comfortable in characterizing this confercnce as a success,
despite the fits and starts on the mechanisms issue. However, these fits a.nd starts have
strengthened our arguments as to the need for an additional series of subsidiary body
meetings in 2000, priot to hosting COP-6 in March or April of 2001. End Comment.
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MAY - JUNE ‘99 NGO NEWSLETTER

Eco has been published by Non-Governmenial Environmental Groups at majar intarnational conferences since the Stockholm Environment
Conference in 1972, This issue is produged co-operasively by CAN groups aitending the climate negotiations in Bonn, Germany 1995,

Old, Boring, Ugly

IU's no swrprise that the nuclear induwsWy has
heen [liting about the conference rooms, sarv-
ing tood and drink to unsuspecting customers.
They're in search of credits for all nuclear-re-
lated projects — upgrades and modernization of
nuclear plants to incraase elestncity ousput,
relicensing of aged nuclear plants to extand
(heir opetating lives to up to 60 years, and con-
struction of new nuclear plants. According (o a
presentation made today by the Intermnarional
Nuclear Forum, the nuclear industry is even
asking for credits for any project initated after
1990 ~ the samc questionable approach tat
some want fo apply to LUCE

Armed with an annval budget of $28.5 mil-
lion, the Nuclear Energy Instiwie (NEI), the
nuciear industry's orade asseclation, has spent
the past year priming the public consciousness
for a nuclear comeback. The nuclear industry is
avidly Lishing for carbon credits, regard]ess of

The nuclear option: safe, clean, reliable

whether ar not their activities are aclually addi-
tional. Recently, the NEI submitted a recom-
mendation to the US Dopartment of State, as-
seqting that nucleac electricity “is, in and of it-
self, u method of abating greenhouse gas emis-
sions, creadng credits from a greenhouse gas-
(rez clectricity sourcs,”

The NEI also recommends transferting nu-
clear tachnology to developing countdies to
“sharc credits” through the CDM. Obviously,
they"ve forgotten about that pesky “sustainable
developipent” cliuse in the Kyoto Protacol's
article the on CDM. Perhaps they need m be
reminded that this clause docsn’t square with
the catustrophic impacts of the Chemobyl acci-
danr, or the nuclcar txta conducted last year by
Indla and Pakistan, which were praducts of the
“'pcacaful use™ of nuclear energy.

Nuclour power is an idea whose time hus
come... and gone,

Tl

o

...and Expensive, Too
In the United Statcs, che sighs of decline for Lha
nuclear industry arc all around: reactors are clag-
ing nationwide, and nutlewr power plants are
projecied to steadily lose market share of elec-
tricity gencration. Between now and the year
2010, (iconses of 17 US power plants will ex-
pire, the redred plants will not be replaced, and
savera) other reactors will have been prema-
turcly closad for economic and safsty reasons.

Since the 1978 Three Mile Island accident,
not one new plan hug been ordered in the US,
and since 1974 aboyt S0% of the reactors or-
dered by utilities have been cunceled. World:
wide, the US Departiment of Guergy (DOE)
projects that in the next twenty years global
nuclear eapacity will fall by half.

Congtretlon costs for nuclear power have
been continually wndacestimated, For instnce,
Pacific Gas and Electric caleulated the cast of
its Diablo Canyon plunt at $445 million. By
1984, the cost was $3.75 billion - an 843%
increase. But the cost overruns don't stop there.
Constant retrafit, repaic and maintenance. and
tha storage of waste force the casls ever up-
wards. Who pays? The US consumer = twice.
Once through electricity cosis it are higher
than they nced be, and a second time thiough
taxes, Nuclear power accounts for the largest
share of govermment subsidics nmonyg all cn-
ergy souwrccs, From 1948 w 1994, nuclear
powar recaived 60% of all federal ressarch and
development dollags, while renewables and en-
ergy efficiensy gamcred 16% together.

Nuclesr power’s trermendous expense has
nat only been home in the US. it has pruven
equally costly in other countries. In France, the
paton that made the biggest invesument in nu-
clear energy, the nacional utity, Electricité de
Prance. Is canying a 330 billion debt, miostly

— cominued aver, colivnn 3
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Oceans in Peril

Risiny global temperatures are disrvplng lite in
the aceans from the tropics o the poles and
undermining the future survival of a wida vari-
ety of species, according to a new report® re-
leased yesterday by WWE. The survival of cec-
tain specics is ind=ed at stake.

The species affecied range from planklon,
which forms the busis of maring food chains,
drough to polar bears, walruses, seals, su lions,
PEnguins, vatious seabird species and coral recfs.
The report coneludes thar global warming coutd
be the knock-out punch for many specias which
are already under stress From over-fishing and
habitat Joss. The authors wam, “the ability of our
occans to support lifs as itdocsnow may beinthe
process of being permanently altcred.”

If, as gcientists predict, global warming re-
duces the overall productiviy of the oceans,
this will have sefous consequences for human
comuenunities. Marine life is a vital source of
food and medicines, and provides livelihoods
for millions of people around the globe dhrough
ourism and fishing,

Pacific Sclmon
Worse impacted are species at higher Iatitudes
where the warning is most extfeme. Some
populations of north Pacific salmon species
have crashed over the last {wo years as occan
tcmperaturcs in the region soared tw 5-6'C
higher than normal in 1997 and remained 2°C
warmner than normal through 1998, Salmon are
crucial sources ol food and income in Alaska
and British Columbia. The accclemation in
warming that sciengsts predict could drive Pa-

Comprehensive (?)
AlJ review

ECO would like to draw sttzntion to the ALY
Puot Phase cven though Parties would Lke (o
think of it as a-thiag of the pust The AIF Pilot
Phase was inended to be an opportunity for
“leaming by deing”. Unfortunately, 4 proposal
is tloating araund that would only give Parties
3 weeks to campile all the relevant information
for & so-called comprehensive review of the
AU pilar phase. This short amount of time ex-
cludes any sort of an-site pmject evaluation or
independene thind party review — prevanting us
trom learming much of anything from cither the
suceesses or (he flaws of the ALY pilot phase, A
quick and dity end to the AL pilot phasc
wauld, however, give certain Parties just
enough tithe to st cranking out eredits as the
year 2000 rolls around. A rushed review would
only lead to lessons learned the hard way und
sels 1 (angerous precedent

ISSUE NOG

cific salmon species out of the north Pacitic
und vp into the Bering Sea

Foad shortagss linked w wurming acaans
have algo led to hundreds of thousands of seabicd
deathsumong specicsinctuding sooty shearwaters,
Cassin’y auklets and eommon murres.

Corul recfs

Corul reefs, the most biologlcally diverse and
beavtiful marine ccosystems, are also highly
vulnaruble. The upper heat tolerunce for many
reef corals is just & fow degrecs above normal
temperatyres. Bayand that, they ¢xpel the col-
ourful food-producing ;oaxanthellze algae in a
process called bleaching, If it is too hot for too
long, bleached carals can dle. High watsr lem-
peratires in 1997 apd 1998 sparked unprec-
edented bleaching in all major wopical regions
including the Pacific and Indian Oeaans, the
Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, the Mediterrapean,
and the Caribbean. Large numbers of conls are
turnipg eompletely whits and dying, with over
90% mortality in parts of the Indian Occan.

The latest scientific findings shiow coral
tcefs are being directly affected by Increasing
fevcls of carbon dioxide in the armosphere.
Changes in water chemistry limic the accumny-
latlon of calclum carbonate that makes up the
structure of the reefs. This will slow recf
growth and disrupt coral communities, Weak-
encd reefs will be mors vulnermble to any in-
cresse in frequency or severity of storms result-
ing from climate change.
*Twming up the Heat: How Glabal Warming
Threalens Life in the Sew, written by Amy
Mathews-Amos and Ewann A. Bemitson, Ma-
rinc Conscrvatioz Blology Instimte, Seaule,
USA, for WWF.
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Asian Water Under
Threat

This week’s New Scisnrist reports that naw In-
dian studlas have ravealed that glacial retreat is
taking place in the Himalayas faster than any-
where else on Bath, Together with the neigh-
bouring Tibemn platsay, this region contains
the Iacgest quantlty of ice in the warld outside
the poles. Research from 4 tsam headed by
Syed ({asnain predicts that, a the present ratc
of decline, most glaciers in the regian will dis-
appear within forly ycars. There have alraady
basn violent flooding events as pene-up malt-
warer is suddenly released, and merc seem cep
tain, Far more serious however, is the fact that
these glaciers are the source of more than two-
thirds of the flow of the great South Asian fiv-
e, on which millions of people depend.
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NGO NEWSLETTER

— Expensive, from front page
becausc of its nuclear investments.

Meost other major industrialized naticns have
Stopped construction of nuclear power plants
altogether, and many are planning to shut down
existing plants, As of 1996, only 34 nuclear plants
remalned in sctive construction around the world.
Tighty-four have been shut down, leaving total
nuclear generating capucity al 340,282 mega-
watts, only three percent higher than 1990,

Bur just considering the rzal costs of nu-
clear power — namecly the enormous price tag of
constructing and maintaining power plants, and
-the tuzic nafurc of nucleyr fual and waste mate-
rials — prove the outlook for this traubled tech-
nology is s nagative today as it was 2] years
ago when Three Mile Island had it's mishap.
Nuclear power is not a solution w global
-warming for the same reasons that it is not a
good eleciric generation aption. I is mo expen.
sive ahd unsalc. it produces ioxic wasm, and
encolrages the risk of nuclear proliferation.

Pertions of this article are taken from “Nu-
clegr Powers Too Expensive fo Solve Global
Warming," by Koni Biagini, Internatipnal Cli-
mate Program Coordinator for the Naticnal
Envigrunental Tnst For a copy of the report in
Born, call Dave King ot 001-202-210-5126.

r

Ludwig has been observiag with amusement
the discussions on the tinting of COPS and the
preceding subsidiary body meetings. Some
would prefer the COP 1o happen aftar Novem-
ber 2000: this is obviously completely eninci-
dental o any clector) processes that might be
occuiting at this lime. Others, it appears, would
prefer as few mestings as pessible: perhaps
ey fesl Qhae the objecrives of the Convention
wiil be best achicved without going (o the trou-
ble of negotinfions.

Among this latter group wo Joubt is our ald
triand Mr Dan Plearman, who, Ludwig is de-
lighted to nute, appears o be aempling to pact
campany with his trademork clgarenss. Ludwig
is sure that this won't make him any morc
terehy than before, if only beciusc it would
probably be difficull for anyone to bc any
tatchier.

Finally, what on carth is this debale about?
Yesterday (n the SBSTA there was @lk of eve-
ryching from walking through the tulips. to
dancing, (0 hamburgers with soy sange. Per-
haps the surreal aumosphere in the Maritim has
finally begun to affact everyonc's, cr, marbles.
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE MEETINGS OF THE
FCCC SUBSIDIARY BODIES
TUESDAY, 8 JUNE 1999

The meming meeting of the Joint contact group on the Prolocol
mechanisms was interrupted by a second bomb threal (o the
Maritim Hotel. The contact group reconvened later in the moming
and atternoon. The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technolog-
ical Advice (SBSTA) met in the aftemoon to cansider draft canclu-
sions on research and sysrematic observation and the work
programme on inethodological issues, The Joint Working Group
(JWG) an campliance met in the afternoon te consider a Co-
Chair's draft work programme. Contact groups wers cgnvened on
non-annex I cornmunications and land use, land-use change and
farestry (LULUCF).

SBSTA

On tha draft conclusions on research and systematic observa-
tion (FCCC/SBSTA/1599/1.2), the EU requested deleting the para-
graph on SBSTA s invitation to GEF to include, {n its report to the
COP, the spacific steps it has taken to implement the provisions of
paragraph 1(c) of decision 2/CP 4 (guidancc to the operaring entily
of the financial mechanism), stating that it was addressed clse-
where, CHINA, supported by the CENTRAL AFRICAN
REPUBLIC, said important decisions sometimes have to be reiter-
ated until they are implemented. The US stated that, ifincluded. the
paragraph should reflect the whole decision ahd not just a part of it
The EU proposed requesting GEF to report to the COP on its
funding for devcloping countries to build capacity for participation
{n systematic observation netwarks. Delegates adopred the draft
conclusions as amended,

Regarding the draft conelusions an the work programme on
methodological issues related to Protoco| Articles S (inethodole-
gies), 7 (cammunication), and 8 (review of informatien) (FCCC/
SBSTA/1999/L.3), the EU requested changing the date of submis-
sion from 1S Augustto 15 September to allow time for preparation.
Chair Chow said the current deadline meant Partiss could receive
The compiled views priorto COP-S, Delegates sdopted the drafi
conclusions withoul any ameodments.

JOINT WORKING GROUP ON COMPLIANCE

The co-chairs proposed a draft work programme on procedures
and mechanisms relating to sompliance under the Pratocol (FCCC/
SB/1995/CRP.2). Under the proposal, the Joint Working Group
(WG) invites Parties to make submissions ta the Seeretariatby 1S
August 1599 in response 1o questions conlaincd in an annex to the
propesal. Thesc submissions will be compiled in @ miscellancous
document. The JWG also requesis thc co-chairs to produce, for

consideration by JWG-2, a synthesis of proposals by Parties that
would update the non-paper prepared by the Scerstariat for this
session. The JWG also agrees thet an informal discussion on work
under the SBI/SBSTA and expeelence under other conventions
would help Parties better understand the compliance system
necded. The JWG co-chairs will organize the discussion.

On 3 deadline for Parties to respond to a questionnaire on
semplisnce, Co-Chuir Doviand (Norway) noted that the 15 August
1999 deadline was intended to allow Parties 2s rauch time as
possible bur would rendsr ranslation of documents in time for
COP-5 impossible. He indicated that an earlier deadline would not
only facilitate translation, but elso rcvisions of the synthesis of
submissions by Parties to update the curyent version, After an
axtendcd discussion, | August 1999 was agreed as the deadline.
SWITZ.ERLAND proposed including a reference to Dccision 8/
CP.4 (Preparations for the COP serving as the MOP) so that Parties
prepare their submissions bearing it in mind and asked whether the
¢o-chairs intended to proparc a more “legally orlented™ text based
on the synthesjs, The US amended the proposal so that Parties
address addidonal Decision 8/CP .4 issues to the cxtent that they arc
not otherwise covered by their submisgions.

On the nature and iming of the proposed informal exchange of
information, thc G-77/CHINA., supportcd by SAUDI ARABIA and
IRAN, preferred hoiding it aftar COP-S, but before the twelfth
sessions of the subsidlary bodics ($B-12). She sald the discussion
should have clcarly dufincd objectives and should net reach conclu-
sions or form the basis for any documents, Participants should be
primarily government exparts, SWITZERLAND suggested the co-
chairs develop terras of reference for the informal discussions.
AOSIS suggested holding the discussions back-to-back with COP-
S.The EU, CANADA, the US and AUSTRALTA supperted
holding it prior to COP-5 in order ta betrer prepare for and partici-
pate more fully in that mesting. AUSTRALIA noted that the
Protocol is breaking new ground in international law and recomi-
mended examining other compliance medels. CANADA said the
discussions would allow moere cfcstive uge of scarce time and
resources and, with the EU, sald it would provide an opportunity
for “mutual learning.” The US stressed that compliance is an urgent
makter and must be completed by COP-6. Co-Chair Dovland
proposed further consultations. The J WG will re-consider the issuc
on Thursday.

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

introduced its peslition paper on the clean development mechanism

(CDM), highlighting the CDM s role in assisting developing coun-
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tries In achieving sustainablc development and devcloped countries
in complying with their QELROs. Ha stressed the need ta decide on
principles before addressing methadological issues and suggested
creating an adaptation fund.

The group covered various elcments of the Seoretariat’s
synthesis paper, identifying areas of convergence and divergenee
and cxchanging views. On objectives, princlples and purposes, the
EU identified convarpence on various areas, including cost effec-
tiveness, transparcacy and equity and divergence on issues, such as
inter-tradeibility. The G-77/CHINA recommended that its paper
be the basis for future negotiations. CHINA identified issues
missing from the Secretariat’s synthesis report but covered in the
G-77/China paper, including transparcncy and climate change
effectiveness. He said discussions should focus on the clusters—
principles, methadologies and institutional issues--nteommended
in the Buenos Aires Plan of Action. The US identifled the areas of
convergence as being those that recoghizs, inter alia, privale sector
participation in the CDM and the need for bascelines ro precede use
of the mechanisms. PERU recommended # comman baseline for
joint implementation and the CDM, She said such an approach
would, inter alia; provide a simplc, fransparent end reliable meth-
odolopy for common baseline application, a5 the regional average
af Annex Il in energy and other sectors would constitute the calcu-
lation basis; and cnsure environmental integrity in omissions
reductions.

Regarding legal entities, the EU identified convergence on the
invalvement of othier entities and added that Parties should be
responsible far them. She said the COP/MOP should designate
operatianal entitics. NORWAY, supperted by CANADA, said
operational entities were a kcy element for CDM institutional
structure. e udded that they should be drawn from te private
sector, independent, centralized and accredited by the Execurive
Board. On project eligibility, the US stressed the need fora
camprchensive approuch to certificarion and varification, including
optians for baselincs. The G-77/CHINA said project eligibility is
central ta the principle, namire and scope of die CDM. NORWAY
noted that there was no sectian on basclinesin the synthesis repart.
KOREA said project eligibility and baselines are essential in
formulating CDM rules. He said eligible projests should demon-
strate greenhouse gas reduction and investment, financial and tech-
nology additionality. On the cligibility of sink projects, the EU
preterred their exclusion pending a decision by the COP,

Regarding the contribution to sustainable development, the G-
TT/CHINA said the recipient country shouldl be the solcjudge of
whether a project meets itg gustainable development priorities.
NORWAY proposed that this be determined under project registra-
tion. The EU suggested that non-Aancx T Partics copfirm in wriling
how a project would help it achicve sustainable developtent and
saesscd that the project sctivity should be consistent with all inter-
national agrecments to which the Partics involved belong. CHINA
supgested applying u similar condition to the funding country to
confirm how 2 CDM would result in certificd emissions reductions
(CERS).

" On sequestration, CANADA, supportad by NORWAY and
IRAN, proposed addressing this under project eligibility. The G-
77/CHINA said discussions on scquestration should be aveided
until opgoing studics by SBSTA and IPCC are concluded, The EU
reitcrated its preference to exclude sequestration pendlng aCoP
decision.

On technology transfcr, the US identified convergence onthe
CDM'’s role in facilitating technology transfer. On technology
tnsfer and project financing, the G-77/CHINA highlighted the
dimenslon of additionality, a feature absent in the Chair’g draft. He
sald funding for CDM projecis should be additional to GEF, ODA
and other developed country financial commitments.

On supplementatity, the G-77/CHINA highlighted the primacy
of domestic action and recommended the devclopment of guide-
lines on supplementarity. The EU stressed the impartance of the
1ssue and the primacy af domestic action, and proposcd a concretc
ceiling. The US noted possible divergence onthis issue. On lavies,
the G~77/CHINA highlighted establishing an adaptation fund. The
US quastioned how this fund would be managed and its proceeds
dispcrsed, On CERS, the G-77/CHINA suggestsd discussing them
bearing in mind the purposes of the CDM.

LULUCEF: The LULUCF contact group mc! in the moeming to
consider druft conclusions thet contained a compilation of addi-
tiona| proposals by Partias based on ideps emerging from the
group’s arlier discussions. Participants aceapted wording
suggested by the US and amended by the EU and the G-77/China
for 2 paragraph (nviting the IPCC, in conjunction with SBSTA-11,
to provide an in-depth pragress report and a special side ¢vent on
the draft IPCC Special Report an LULUCF. Members of the group
reconvened in the afternaon for informal consultations and negoti-
ated text that cleared most of the remaining brackets. The full
contact proup at its next meeting will consider their recommenda-
Uons.

. Non-Apgez | Communications: The non-Amex | communi-
cationg comtact proup met in an evening session and discussed
proposals submitted by the EU and the G-77/China for the drujt
decision. Participants discusged key issues in the two documents
that could be inclunded in the decision, such as the G-77/China’s
suggestion of a non-Anncx I expert group and the EU's proposal
for technical assessments. A number of delegares cxpressed
concern at the differences berween the two texts and (he potential
difficulties in findmg common ground between them. The group
decided to reconvene w consider how to proceed.

IN THE CORRIDORS

“Dclays, delays, delays” was how several observers summa-
riecd the mceting thus far. Some suggested that the deceptively
distant deadlines for decisions are foeding the temptation Lo lcave
substantive discussions to the last minute. A number said a senge of
lethargy was inevitable following the heady days of Kyoto, while
athers cited increasingly poor prospects fer ratification by the US
ay a cayse of hesitation. An EU delegatc remarked that the partici-
pants should “get the environment and emoticn back iato the
dcbare beoauss |t is getting very depressing.” With the meeting
entering its final days, some predicted that progress at COP-5 will
be patchy at best, with the modest advances likely on guidelines for
Annex [ national comniunications offet by the snail’s pace of talks
on LULUCF and mechanisms. Other delays took on a morc
ominous tonc, as evidenced by a bomb threat to the Secrctaniar
headquasters and a secoad bomb threat to the Maritim.

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
Jolnt contact group on mechanisms: This group will mcet at
3:00 pm in the Maritim,
Cantact group on the budget: This group will meet at 4:00 pm
in aroom TBA. .
Consuli the mesting board for other meeatings.

TOTAL P. 16



MEMORANDUM

TO: Roger Ballentine
FROM: John Gibson
David Gardiner
DATE: September 2, 1999
RE: Materials on Domestic 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’ (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.

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 OUR PLANET FAOM GLOBAL WARMING WWF Climata Change Campalgn

1280 Twunty-fourth Strcet, NW
Washinglon, DC 20037
Tel: (2Q2) B6)-B38R

September 13, 1999 Fax: (202) 331.2391
’ Visit our webslte at

Frank E. Loy http:/fwww.panda.arg/climate

Undersecretary )

Global Affairs

Department of Statc

2201 C Street, NW
Washington, DC 20520-7818

Re;: Climate Changc Ministeria] Meeting in Warsaw, 20 September.

Dear Undersecrelary Loy, .

We are writing at the occasion of your participation in the Climate Change Ministerial meeting next
Monday in Warsaw, Poland. We understand that the meeting is organized to prepare for the
forthcoming 5* Conference of the Parties (COP $) of the UN Framework Convention on Climate’
Change, taking place in Bonn, Germany from 25 October - S November.

WWF is very concerned that COP S will not achieve the necessary progress in the struggle against
climate change. As things stand now, COP 5 is likely to be a fairly non-palitical ncpotiating session
of civil servants discussing technical details of the mechanisms of the Kyoto Pratocol, while
ministers are sidelined providing no real guidance to the hegotiations. Ministers were already
sidelined at COP 4 in Buenos Aires: editing a long list of items to be discussed over the next years
instead of dealing with policy questions.

In order for the attendance of ministers at COP 5 to be meaningful, the meeling in Warsaw next
Monday is crucial to plan the design of the meeting. The ministerial segment for COP $ is scheduled
for 2 - 4 November, allowing for speeches in the afternoon and evening of 2 November, and for an
"exchange of views” in the remaining day-and-a-half. This “exchange of views™ is currently
organized around two'themes: 1) "progress made in dealing with climate change; lessons and
challenges” and 2) "the way forward: Promoting implementation of the Buenos Aires Plan of Action
and early entry inio force of the Kyoto Protacal." The talks will, according to the UNFCCC
secretarial papers, “'not give rise to formal conclusions or recomrmendations”, '

In WWF’s view, such a design of the COP 5 Ministerial segment does not allow for sufficient
focus for guidance to the ongoing negotiations. The themes are formulated in such broad terms that
no focus exists for the proposed headings. Furthermore, the lack of formal conclusions implies that
any trends or politicial signals will be forgotien as soon as the Ministerial segment has been
conclided and the talks among civil servants conlinue.

This scenario for'COP 5 is problematic as i1 does not reflect the desperate need for politica]

. gwidance that is now lacking in the climate pegoti ations, While the outside world has experienced

@ FrinTen with 3ay ings
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another year of rising tcmperatures and numerous exweme weather events, most likely due to
climate change caused by emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gases, the Climate Convention
talks have been bogged down in technical details of mechanisms te 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-called flexibility mechanism of the Kyoto
Protacol, WWF 1s deeply concerncd to scc 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 Kyolo-mechanisms should be supplemental to domestic
actions. Neveriheless, all attention currently secms devoted to the mechanisms and the broadest nse
of them to avoid domestic action.

We urge Ministers to sec COP 5 as an opportunity to take back the agenda and start discussing the
mam strategies of mitigation of climate change: domestic actions 1o reduce greenhousc gases at
source.

Ministers should use COPS to cut through the increasing mumbo-jurnbo of the negotiations and
give understandable guidance to the ncgotiators, as well the concerned public they represent. WWF
has - fike 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 dnvmg force in the
negotiations: COP 4 failed to reach agreement on the Convention obligation to review the adequacy
of commitments. This included the crucial decision about the timing of the next review. Mimisters
at COPS should, as a minimum, ensure that the next review takes place at the COP following the
release of the [PCC’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
changc. In order to do.so Ministers must be given a substantive and decisive role at COPS.

-

Sincerely,

Jeprifer L. Morgan
Climate Policy Officer
World Wildlife Fund

CC: Roger Ballentine
David Sandalow
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Qutline for Loy Speech at COP-5. Note: Because this outline is being used for the broader
purposes of developing our overall message for Bonn and for developing our written materials, it
includes more than 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. Elzenstat 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 2 1*
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“scicntiﬁc evidence of the certainty of human-induced climate
change: [examples]

But we have also seen hopeful signs this past year on e¢missions:

¢ Unofficial data suggest a slight decline in global energy-related carbon emissions, [although a
number of one-time factors underpin these numbers mcludmg the economic slowdown in Asia
and the impact of globally mild weather].

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

e 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;

e 65 cities, large and small, have prepared baseline emission reports, set reduction targets and
have started implementing local action plans.

o 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).

e Examples of progress include: (pick best three) :

e 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 CO2 emissions by
20% below 1988 by year 2005 (goal articulated in 1993).

o 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 fund 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 growth 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.
» IBM announced goal to improve energy efficiency by 4%/year.
* Inshort, a growing number of companies are stepping forward ta 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 sectar, 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;

e [Transportation ¢.0.?]

* [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.




e The first step in doing so is arriving at a workable agreement that can be ratified by our nations.

o It will do the world’s climate no good to achieve an agreement that 1s dead on arrival once we
attempt to secure ratification.

e In the United States, securing ratification will depend on our ability to answer three critical
questions:

o First, is climate change really a problem? Mounting scientific evidence is answering this
‘question with an emphatic “yes,” and in the United States, as ¢lsewhere, there is more and.
more agreement on the magnitude of the threat.

¢ The second question will be, “Can we solve it reasonably and cost-effectively?”

e And the third question will be, “Is the agreement fair?

o The answers to these will depend largely on what the Parties do between now and the end of

COP-6. And it is in thig light that we must consider the issues before us:

Flexibility Mechanisms

e Need to develop system with integrity and high standards that will 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 U.S. principles?
Campliance
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.

v



Recent Trends in Energy-Related Greenhouse Gas Emisg_iogg (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:

¥ Sharp decline (35 percent) in emissions from Former Soviet Union/Eastern 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 the FY2000 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 sihce 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.



Remarks Prepared for Delivery by Stuart E. Eizenstat
U.S. Under Secretary of State for
Economic, Business and Agricultural Affairs.
UNFCCC Fourth Conference of the Parties
Buenos Aires, Argentina
November 12, 1998

 Thank you, Madame President.’ At the outset of this Conference, delegates stoodina
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
humankind’s collective effort to confront the most profouuc cnvironmental 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,
realistic action to spare future generations from this grave danger. Our goal -- a goal that will
take decades to achieve -- is to stabilize atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases at a safe
level.

[n the year since Kyoto, new findings reinforced the strong scientific consensus that human
activities 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 Nino -- 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 warming. 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 .
three 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 mdustry to help boost
productivity wh11c 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 the 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 glve
credit to companies that achieve early greenhouse gas reductions. 3

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 todéy 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-friendly 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




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 historic announcement by President Menem
yesterday that it will voluntarily take on a binding emissions target for the first commitment period
of the 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 indcpendex}ce, 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 s'ubmit 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 ~tions. 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. g

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
own 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 carb'on
absorbing sinks, such as forests and farmlands. Guided by science, we must ensure that we prowde
appropriate incentives for protecting our forests from deforestation; promoting afforestation and



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 réviews. 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 warming - 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.

Thénk you very much.




9/17 Pre-decisional Draft; Do Not Cite; Close Hold

MEMORANDUM

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

FROM: John Gibson
DATE: September 17, 1999
RE: COP-5 Communications.

This memo outlines:

. draft message for COP-5;

J 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:

e A growing body of scientific evidence makes clear that climate change is one of the premier
environmental challenges of the 21* century.

e 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.

e 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.

e The Kyoto Protocol put 1{. place the architecture of an agreement to begin addressmg the: challer;&/

of climate change. - N ﬁqL&SC uw(j %c’t y @ "‘rea
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e The United States is/:omZitted to werking-te-make Kyoto a reality — ofie that-€@a be ratified and
enter into force. 4l



That entails ensuring that the cost is reasonable and there
countries.

meaningful participation by developing

e We recognize that developing countries must give priority to economic and social development, and
we are prepared to create opportu tleustamable deve}.opment goals via the KXOEP—

el an OllerolS< o (phos 4

e 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. ‘

s \Y - ’
o 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 Zjures plan of actlon by the end of COP-6. This may deal a

fatal blow to Kyoto. VQL i< /(d / / /ajfc‘gg ,I: / K<
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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.

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. Presidential/Vice-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, reccommend WHCCTF oversee production of first draft by 10/10. USIA
would seek to place. :

S. 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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