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United States Department of State

Bureau of Oceans and International 
Environmental and Scientific Affairs

Washington, D.C. 20520

NOVEMBER 4, 1996

PRINCIPALS MEETING WITH ASSISTANT SECRETARY EILEEN CLAUSSEN
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NOTF- ri.TMATE CHANGE MEETING WITH ASSISTANT SECRETARY EILEEN 
pnn wnvEMBER 16 has been CHAM.GgP_tQ NQVEMPER tum 

in»Tn-1?.:3Q - DEPARTMENT OF STATE, RM. 7831. Please RSVP to 
Ms. Wiggins at 647-1554. Thank you.

^u3:30-4:30 on THURSDAY, November 7
^ 10:30-12:30 on FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 15 (CHANGED WAS 11/16)
^/

2:00-3:00 on THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 21
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

26-NOV-1996 01;54pm

TO: Alicia H. Munnell
TO: Jeffrey A. Frankel
TO: Michele M. Jolin
TO: Mark J. Mazur

FROM: Raymond Prince
Council of Economic Advisers

CC: Lisa D. Branch

SUBJECT: Revised draft of Demarch

The statement on a timeline for non-Annex I country participation (p. 10, first 
paragraph under "Next Steps") is an improvement as is the statement on banking 
and borrowing (p.4). The statement on p. 10 indicates that non-annex I 
countries must adopting caps at some specific point in the future if climate 
policy is to be effective. It is important that the U.S. Demarche include some 
statement to this effect because non-annex I participation will be an important 
issue in any ratification. The statement on p. 4 removes the earlier comments 
that only served to weaken our bargaining position on banking and borrowing. 
Banking and borrowing our the sole means of capturing inter-temporal 
efficiencies (when flexibility) discussed in the Demarche.

Two issues are not addressed: whether the Demarche should redline any 
outstanding proposals and whether it should make a statement about the 
allocation of permits under an international trading program. Of the two, 
issue of an allocation formula is likely to be the more important in any 
ratification.

the

It is, therefore, important that the U.S. state in its Demarche that, as a 
principal, an allocation formula should not penalize a nation for growth and 
should reward a country for energy efficiency. Something to that effect could 
be added at the end of the next-to-last paragraph on p. 6.



p.a. i

o^r fdW'M.t«A rdr'h^-(^\ <m ia^« /VftV^-fjJ 

Cd^ jiV\f



I
(^ll/ It^l

K (^^O
Ir^/fuCtVv lO^f

N W
r- loDX 'N tr

\Ar»c

GY
l'l[1'o If'fl

Vm^

1

>c l^< \Afcj.
V^c-<<A

h*jcu.j (^(5^ '^.

^(l/)z\\.'W 44 i-<e<:W-blo^ y v|!^ L<5x/

^OV /^Ox ^'^.l<v\j'

f‘'i A.



[c€.\
\^A?Ai

cA^^Uylt^ ^U^-

tti^ajex /v-oO a<fce/T^

(!?or^'^V^ ^c><7 iAf-^i'b^ H5<cTn
So.w: fl^-^VN . 'g/jrrv'-^ ^-^luct '-^(-ar 7

Tin^JtV^ cM^Ui/^

1

u<i 75 '?KPUfVi il. 0 f/^/V
U//a*^

U/.2(4/

(A La O'!- <j|f tn f^/w Al\

LOC d^OV^q (IUuw^ a <^<^^1a/iT^^.

fiVt ^<, ii/3(.MA frO^ 6h^^ j<iO^J<^^( X ■' CclAATTiq^ [Ai^^

U\iy W ^qdvwlx’iq .
\^i'(■f^i^lA'pj vA ^X}o-\r ^ tf- ^e.u^i>'>l/^ C^r tu./'J w^Ab*^ c^rff-

Xo iIaiu[\ aU^T
_6w <^lc)^l NA^i/ii

At'? - 0<<c'

l( V

0<^^io/ OovM'L'b'A ^ Oai/>'^ irvA <i^j

^Iai^ vvoq^V^ .'; 5»-^ "t fi^vviq

^ , lA’^AAwf)V-^(y 7

■? • Cc>aC>,7X\ac^

H:- T^cV\\^^i»''';l y l6)v^‘?|t,A ‘-ftr- loio



MEMORANDUM
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

Date: 10 Jan 96

To: JeffFrankel
Alicia Munnell

From: Jason Shogren

RE: Revised Draft Climate Text from Eileen Claussen

('>

Two points:

1. Flexibility. Banking (Article 2 #5) is allowed but borrowing is not. Rather in Article
4 #6a, if a State exceeds its emissions budget in a budget period then they are 
considered to be non-compliant and subject to “consequences” (e g., additional 
emission obligation in following periods, denial of future trading opportunities, 
loss of voting rights).

To keep the temporal flexibility, why not recommend:
(a) borrowing (exceeds budget with permission) and payback with interest
(b) non-compliance (exceeds budget without permission) and penalty

2. Garbled text in Article 16 Entry into force. “To ensure effective” does not make sense
to me. Also what are the “triggers” that would be used, r



United States Department of State

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

November 13, 1996

NOTE FOR CLIMATE CHANGE GROUP

Attached are redrafts of the papers to be discussed on 
Friday, November 15th. Please use these papers as the basis 
for the discussion. (The trading paper is now being revised 
and I will send out a redraft tomorrow).

If possible I would like to come out of Friday's meeting 
with some consensus on what kind of paper we would like to 
present at the international meeting the week of December 9. 
We would then rewrite the papers based on the discussion and 
circulate different, probably shorter, and hopefully more 
focussed efforts on the 19th. In an ideal world these papers 
would be cleared on November 21st, and then sent to the 
Deputies for a meeting on either the week of November 25th or 
December 3.

Thanks,

Eileen B. Claussen
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In Product-, ion

In general, the United States views the subject of

negotiating process, in the agreement itself, 
and outside the agreement to promote a particular 
environmental objective. Further, compliance should be

a continuing process, not only as something that 
happens or fails to happen at an end-point.

It should be noted that there is a four-way (and 
sometimes inverse) relationship among; the strinaency of 
commitments, the stringency of any compliance regime- the number and type of parties; and the ability to 0^1^.

In the climate change context, the United States has
environmental, economic, and treaty-integrity 

interests in achieving an agreement that properly balancL 
the right commitments, the right parties, and the right 
incentives to comply. ^

As seen below, many of the compliance-related options 
involve trade-offs and linkages and should be viewed as a 
package; in this regard, a preferred option may change if a 
condition for that option is not satisfied.

This paper will focus on the following issues;

1) how can the commitments themselves be structured so as 
to promote their own implementation?

2) what kind of review process(es) would be appropriate, 
including how to deal with parties that are not in 
compliance?

3) how should the agreement deal with non-parties?

Commitment s

° Ihn the view that the new legal instrument
should contain at least two key sets of commitments:

for so-called "Annex I" countries, a legally binding 
medium-term emissions target; and

for all countries, commitments that continue to 
advance implementation of Article 4.1 of the 
Convention.

(Revised 11/12/96)



In Lcnnri of: l:h(i "Annex ["...target, tiliere arc at; least;
t-hree ways in which t;he shrucLure oC the commitment could 
promote compliance;

First, as a matter o£ Conn, the target could be 
legally binding, as the U.S. has already suggested.
We are seeking a legally binding target because, in 
the climate change context, countries tend to make 
rhetorical and unrealistic proposals when provisions 
are non-binding, and the existing "aim" has largely 
not been implemented. A protocol/arnendment regime in 
which targets are legally binding will likely lead 
countries to seek more realistic and achievable 
targets at the front end and to implement their 
commitments more fully later on.

Second, as a matter of drafting, the commitFient could 
be articulated as clearly and quantitatively as 
possible. In 1992, demands by various parties for 
differentiation were met with vague qualifying phrases 
now found in Article 4.2(a) and (b). While the United 
States may not favor differentiation regarding the 
target, vague phrases to paper over differences on 
this point could negate the advantage of going to a 
binding regime.

Third, as a matter of substance, the target could be 
structured so as to be as objectively measurable as 
possible. This would enhance the ability of the 
parties themselves, as well as third parties, to 
determine compliance.

In terms of commitments advancing Article 4.1 
implementation, given the need to get the agreement of 
developing countries, there may be a limit to how much can 
be done in structuring these commitments to promote their 
implementation. In theory, it would be helpful J;o .make the 
commitments as specific as possible (to make it harder to 
hide behind the very general language of existing 4.1) and 
to avoid provisos (such as references in the chapeau of 4.1 
to* "priorities," "circumstances," etc.). It may be 
possible to provide developing countries with necessary 
flexibility through choice of specific measures, rather 
than through vague, heavily qualified obligations.

In addition to appropriately structuring the above 
commitments to promote compliance, options for collateral 
commitments that could have the effect of promoting 
compliance with the key commitments would include, for 
example;



As under Uie Convent: ion, all Parlies could be ^required 
Lo report: on t:heir implenientat:ion (alLtiougli Ll\e 
specifics could vary for different categories of 
parties) .

All Parties could be required to systematically 
measure their implementation, as well as to pursue 
organizational arrangements to promote uniformity of 
measurement. Long-term measurements of atmospheric 
abundance and trends of greenhouse gases could also be 
useful scientific input into measuring global 
compliance.

The Parties could agree to continued and more 
systematic support for efforts to develop national 
action plans (particularly for developing countries) 
following the revised Annex I Guidelines for. National . 
Communications and the newly adopted Non-Annex I 
Guidelines for Initial Communications.

The Parties could agree to expanded programs aimed at 
developing, diffusing and deploying climate-friendly 
technologies (including through efforts to identify 
and remove barriers to technology transfer and to 
improve the performance of existing financial 
institutions).

"Annex I" parties could be required to have in place 
domestically an emissions monitoring system (at a 
minimum for C02, at a minimum for specified sources).

"Annex I" parties could also be obligated to 
effectively enforce their domestic laws related to 
implementation of the target. (The NAFTA environment 
side agreement contains such an obligation regarding 
environmental laws generally. Note that, as in the 
NAFTA agreement, such an obligation would need ;to be 
worded very carefully.)

Reviews Processes

o As under the Convention, the U.S. should support
appropriate review/dispute settlement mechanisms to 
ascertain whether parties are implementing their 
commitments under the new legal instrument.

o Key questions include:

who should do the reviewing? 

what should they review?

what is the status/consequences of their conclusions?
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An additional c i o;:n-cu 11 i ng querition is wheUier wo'shouid 
support diCfierentiated review processes Cot diCCerent 
categories oC parties (Cor example, more stringent 
processes Cor the binding target than Cor the potentially 
more general commitments oC developing country parties).

As to who reviews, options include. Cor example, the 
parties themselves (through the Conference oC the Parties 
or other institution); experts nominated by parties; ad hoc 
panels; standing bodies outside the treaty; the public.
What type of expert or panel member is involved depends on 
what is being reviewed (e.g., a scientist would not be 
appropriate for an issue involving treaty interpretation).

As to what is reviewed, there are at least two basic issues:

First, it needs to be considered whether a review 
mechanism is to be aimed at alleged non-compliance 
(i.e . , an actual treaty violation), implementation 
generally, or a particular aspect of implementation:

o Some mechanisms, such as traditional dispute 
settlement, only deal with situations oC non- 
compliance with treaty obligations. (These are 
generally bilateral, but can also be 
multilateral.)

o Other mechanisms are conceived more broadly to 
review "implementation" issues, where it is not 
necessary Cor any allegation of non-compliance to 
be made in order to trigger a process; such 
mechanisms are seen as having the advantages of 
being less adversarial (and therefore more likely 
to be used) and capable of dealing with a wider 
range of issues. They are also useful where 
treaty obligations are so general or caveated 
that it would be difficult to make out_^a jsase of 
actual non-compliance. (It should be noted that, 
whereas the Montreal Protocol’s friendly 
multilateral process involves "non-compliance,"

' Article 13 of the Climate Change Convention calls
for consideration of a process "for the 
resolution of questions regarding the 
implementation of the Convention.")

o Still other review processes are aimed at
particular aspects oC implementation, such as 
verifying facts related to a specific obligation 
(e.g., the SBI review process noted below).



S(icoiid, LU needs Lo be considered whether a 
particular review process is to review tacts and/or 
law. For example, a dispute involving Article '1.2(b) 
of tlie Convention, it it were legally binding, could 
involve the factual question of actual emissions, the 
legal question of whether sinks can be counted, or 
both.

Traditional dispute settlement (such as conciliation 
or arbitration) is generally empowered to review 
disputed facts, disputed interpretation of a treaty 
provision, or the application of a treaty provision to 
facts. A review mechanism can, however, be limited to 
fact-finding. As noced above, what is being reviewed 
will dictate, to a certain extent, who should be doing 
the reviewing.

o As to status of conclusions of a review process, a
review process might have no formal conclusion (e_,.g_.„, 
discussion, political pressure ) or could yield. Cor 
example, a recommendatory report on possible steps to 
promote compliance (such as technical assistance, in the 
case of a developing country), a factual report, a 
recommendatory award, or a binding judgment concerning 
comp 1iance.

o As to consequences. the conclusion of a review process
could form the basis for, for example, further discussions 
among the parties, action by the Conference of the Parties 
(in the case, for example, of a recommendation on promoting, 
compliance); good faith consideration by a party (in the 
case, for example, of bilateral conciliation), or a 
sanction. Sanctions might include monetary penalties, 
trade sanctions, or other. (Agreement that trade sanctions 
could be imposed among Parties as a result of 
non-compliance would raise particular issues that would 
need to be addressed should that option be pursued.). 
Consequences of a conclusion are related to its status; for 
example, a sanction would not flow from a recommendatory 
(non-binding) award.

Review Processes under Framework Convention

o By way of background, under the existing Convention:

The Conference of the Parties (COP) and the Subsidiary 
Body for Implementation (SBI) have roles with respect 
to reviewing reports of parties on emissions/ 
implementation; with respect to Annex I 
communications, the SBI has established a review 
process, coordinated by the Secretariat, involving 
fact-finding by third-party experts nominated by 
Parties; review conclusions have political, not legal, 
status.
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Parties have the option of; resorting to iorinal dispute 
settlement, in the event of a dispute concerning the 
interpretation or application of the Convention. If 
parties cannot resolve a dispute on their own within a 
year, the dispute is to be submitted, at the request 
of any one party to the dispute, to conciliation. The 
conciliation conunission would be composed of members 
appointed by the parties to the dispute (and a 
chairman chosen by the members); the results of 
conciliation are recommendatory, not binding.
(Parties may elect to send their disputes to binding 
arbitration or the International Court of Justice, but 
this is not required.)

Article 13 calls for the COP to consider the 
establishment of a "multilateral consultative 
process... for the resolution of questions regarding 
the implementation of the Convention." As this issue 
is still being considered, the who, what, and status/ 
consequences of this process are not yet known.

Review Options

With respect to the new legal instrument, there are 
numerous compliance review options, many of which are not 
mutually exclusive. (Note, in this regard, that an 
amendment does not necessarily have to be subject to the 
same mechanisms as the current Convention, provided the 
amendment so specifies.) For example:

regular meetings of the parties as.a means of keeping 
political pressure on parties to comply and providing 
a forum for raising questions about compliance 
(through a new Conference of the Parties, if the 
instrument is a protocol);

in addition to regular meetings of the parties, 
establishment of a subsidiary body focused 'on- 
implementation issues;

-- requirement that reports prepared by parties on their 
implementation be made publicly available, thereby 
permitting public scrutiny and pressure;

regular factual review of parties' implementation 
(e.g., current SBI review process involves factual 
review of Annex I communications by experts nominated 
by the parties);

factual review of parties' implementation (generally 
or with respect to particular obligations), at the 
request of a party
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av.) i labl i Ly oC "friendly," multilateral consu 11:31 ive 
process, designed to address either cases of 
non-compliance only or implementation more generally; 
should not overlap with the functions of any 
subsidiary body;

availability of traditional bilateral traditional 
dispute settlement, with (as in the Convention) 
non-binding conciliation as a minimum requirement;

availablity of traditional bilateral dispute 
settlement, with binding arbitration or judicial 
settlement as a minimum requirement.

On the particular issue of whether the United States 
should support mandatory binding dispute settlement, there 
are several considerations. For example:

Binding dispute settlement could have several 
advantages:

o The existence of mandatory, binding dispute
settlement could create an incentive for parties 
to fully implement their treaty obligations.

o The prospect, during the negotiations, of
ultimately including binding dispute settlement 
in the legal instrument could have the effect of 
causing countries to negotiate more realistic and 
achievable commitments.

o The existence of mandatory, binding dispute
settlement could be the type of enforcement tool 
against other countries that some domestic 
constituents are looking for in terms of creating 
a level playing field.

o To the extent that we seek to pursue penalties 
against parties for non-compliance (such as a 

. monetary penalty or trade sanction), binding 
dispute settlement would appear to be a 
precondition; it would be difficult to argue, or 
accept, that penalties could be triggered by a 
non-binding finding of non-compliance.

Potential disadvantages include:

o Binding dispute settlement is a double-edged
sword. While some domestic constituents may view 
it positively as an enforcement tool, others 
might prefer to give up that tool rather than 
subject the United States to the prospect of 
binding dispute settlement as defendant.
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o Even Lli030 not: generally wary oC binding <lisput;e 
settlemenL may not support it in this case. 
Specifically, it is probable that the ultimate 
target will not be crystal clear, but will be 
surrounded by some kind of ambiguity (akin to the 
way the Convention aim is unclear on whether JI, 
sinks can be counted). If so, a commitment to 
binding dispute settlement is a commitment to 
potentially have a third party interpret the 
ambiguities in a manner binding on the United 
States.

o In the climate change context, developing
countries have historically been opposed to 
binding dispute settlement. A decision to seek 
binding dispute settlement would likely lead to 
developing country calls for differentiated 
dispute settlement (which we have avoided so far) 
and/or weaker developing country obligations.

o Binding dispute settlement could cause some
countries to to push for weaker or more ambiguous 
obligations or ultimately decide not to become 
party to the new legal instrument.

In making decisions on which review process(es) to 
support (including, in the case where binding dispute 
settlement is supported, whether a penalty should attach to 
a party's non-compliance), the United States should be 
mindful of the relationship between these issues and the 
treaty commitments themselves, particularly the target. 
Relevant aspects of the target (which are not yet known, 
thereby complicating the task) include:

whether it is clear or clouded by ambiguity (either 
with respect to the target itself or as to whether, 
for example, JI or emissions trading can be_^coxinted) ;

whether it is objectively measurable (is assessing 
compliance a'purely factual endeavor? or does it, for 
example, involve the application of a subjective 
standard to objective facts?).

Some hypothetical examples help demonstrate the 
relationship between a target and issues that might or 
might not be subjected to a review process:



Taking the cleanest case first, assessing compiiance 
witli a target that clearly required a party to ensure 
that its emissions ot a particular greenhouse gas in a 
given future year did not exceed some percentage of a 
past year’s emissions would involve the factual issues 
of past emissions and emissions in the future year. 
Disputes could arise concerning the data collection 
method or other methodology used by a party in 
implementing the target.

To the extent that a target related to emissions of 
greenhouse gases generally, issues could arise 
concerning the GWP assigned to various gases and 
corresponding calculations. There could be additional 
measurement issues if sinks were part of the 
calculation.

To the extent that a target were based on a predicted 
future baseline, issues could arise concerning the 
facts/rnethodology used to predict that baseline.

Any lack of clarity in the text would raise 
issues of legal interpretation (for example, with 
respect to whether Jl/emissions trading could count 
(and, if so, how) toward achieving the target).

Issues of legal interpretation and application of law 
to facts would also arise if an otherwise quantitative 
target were surrounded by one or more non-quantitative 
phrases (such as "appropriate," "taking into account," 
or any of the types of phrases currently found in 
Article 4(2)(a) of the Convention).

Non-Parties

An issue related to, but distinct from, the issue of 
how to deal with non-complying parties is how to dea-l with 
non-parties. Where a treaty addresses a global 
environmental issue, a non-party can potentially stand to 
benefit from the actions of other countries while taking no 
action of its own (to so-called "free rider") or 
affirmatively undermining the treaty's objective. Thus, a 
recurring question regarding such treaties is how to deal 
with the non-party issue.

There are numerous ways to seek to minimize the non-party 
problem:

through the negotiating process itself, i . e., figuring 
out which countries' participation in the regime is 
essential and ensuring that they are involved in the 
negotiation;
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IhLOugh positive incentives tor countries to join a 
regime (e . q . > tinancial and technical assistance, 
diCCerentiated obligations; allowing opt-outs from 
certain obligations; side payments; other 
participatory privileges);

through an entry into force clause that requires 
ratification by key countries (i.e., those that would 
be "free riders" if they did not join) (note that an 
amendment would require 3/4 of the parties to ratify 
for entry into force; a protocol would need to set its 
own entry into force requirement);

the use of trade measures against non-parties.

Were the trade measure option to be pursued in this case,
several factors would need to be considered:

It is not obvious vjhat the subject of the trade 
measure would be. (In the Montreal Protocol, which is 
the only real precedent here — given that Basel and 
CITES are all about restrictions on trade — the trade 
restriction applies to certain ozone-depleting 
substances and products containing such substances; a 
further call to consider restricting trade in products 
made with certain such substances has deliberately not 
been implemented.)

In order to meet the GATT/WTO Article XX chapeau 
requirement that trade measures not constitute a means 
of unjustifiable or arbitrary discrimination among 
countries where the same conditions prevail, the trade 
measures should not apply where a non-party is in ^ 
facto compliance with the environmental requirements 
of the agreement. This raises the questions of who 
decides whether a country is in compliance and, 
particularly in the case of developing countries, what 
constitutes compliance, given the likely general 
language of any developing country obligation. (This 
is in contrast to the Montreal Protocol, where the 
obligations are specific and quantitative and 
therefore amenable to objective measurement.) These 
questions make the outcome of any possible WTO 
challenge by a non-party uncertain.

Also in order not to discriminate, the trade measure 
should apply equally to parties that are not in 
compliance. (See discussion above concerning dispute 
settlement and penalties for non-compliance.)

The United States may itself be a non-party to the 
treaty for an extended period.
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Achieving A Flexible Cost-EITective Climate Convention:
Initial Considerations On International Emissions Trading and Joint Implementation

1. Why Is Flexibility Important?

The U.S. has already stated the high priority we give to allowing flexibility to nations in 
how they achieve their emission commitments in the new agreement. By this, wc are seeking to:

• achieve GllG reductions where they are least costly, including in other nations, through 
international “greenhouse gas (GllG) trading" and/or “joint implementation” (JI);

• reduce GHG reductions by an equivalent amount over some specified period of time, 
allowing trade-olfs over time that can accommodate capital stock turn-over and 
technological advance.

International GHG trading and JI allow meeting a given commitment at lower cost 
because at the margin, the costs of an increment of reduction will be lower in countries with no 
GHG commitment or with lower required effon, than by the marginal costs of the same reduction 
m a limited set of countries The U.S. may also seek to build incentives for early reductions of 
emissions into the rules for trading and/or JI. to slow the rate of climate change, and to stimulate 
development of effective trading institutions and technological advance.

11. How Much Priority Should The U.S. Put On Achieving Fle.xibilily In The 
Negotiations?

The priority and urgency the U.S. gives to trading and/or JI in the negotiations will depend 
on decisions regarding the stringency and liming of emission reduction commitments:
• If the targets are not very constraining, trading or JI may not occur because the differences 

in marginal costs across countries will be lower and may not be worth the transaction 
costs of participating in the international regime

• If the targets do not begin for many years (say, 2020). then the need to fully elaborate the 
rules and procedure for trading by December 1997 may be reduced, allowing efforts to be 
re-direcied in 1997 to more immediate need, provided that the 1997 protocol or 
amendment creates a process to follow up

III. Global Emissions Trading - The Ideal & Why It Is Not Yet Possible

The ideal international GHG emissions trading system arguably would be one that 
capped overall greenhouse gas emissions, country by country, allowed banking , borrowing, and 
interpollutant trading, and which included all parties to the Convention. This is the “ideal” 
because the interim environmental goal - expressed in terms of emissions - is ensured by the
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binding nature of the targets, while the theoretical etFiciency gams (xom flcxihihiy are most closely 
approxiimated in a relative "hands o(T’ "cap and trade” program. Unfortunately, the ideal is 
unlikely, at this time, because for trading to be global, all countries would need to accept a 
quantitative target or cap on emissions; this is probable for developed countries but unlikely for 
most developing countries

IV. What Ls Possible — AIJ, J1 With Credits, <& Emissions Trading .\mong Countries 
With Commitments

Given that the ideal is not possible, wc have to think about three distinct flexibility systems 
which may be possible. They are 1) the existing provisions for “activities implemented jointly” 
(AIJ) 2); “joint implementation” with credit, and 3) an emission trading regime for counties with 
quantitative national emission targets (currently ’’Annex I” countries plus others who may choose 
to “opt-in"). The features of each of these systems is discussed tunher below A discussion of 
how we ensure movement from the least desirable option to the most desirable options (emissions 
trading) is presented in Section V., “Next Steps”

The distinctions between the three systems can briefly be summarized as follows'

■Activities Implemented Jointly - voluntary national emission caps for .Annex-1 panicipants,
no emission limits for non-/\nnex I panicipants. no credits 
allowed against voluntary national emission caps

Joint Implementation With Credits- binding national emission caps for- some (developed
country) participants, no emission limits for other 
participants, credits allowed towards national emission caps

Emissions Trading —

A. Activities Implemented Jointly

All participants have binding national emission caps, credit 
allowed against national caps

The current AIJ is in a pilot phase under the FCCC. It can end at any time but will be 
reviewed for decision on its continuation no later than 2000 Current .AIJ is a “no national 
caps/no credit” program to demonstrate the potential and possible mechanisms of two or more 
countries working together to reduce, avoid, or sequester greenhouse gas emissions However. 
AIJ are required to achieve GHG reductions additional to what would have otherwise occurred 
(an “additionality” requirement) The U.S. launched its own Initiative on JI in October 1993. By 
the summer of 1996, .SI project proposals had been submitted of which 15 projects had been 
accepted and 18 more remain under development The projects involve .six different countries 
outside the U.S and includes activities related to fuel switching, solar, biomass, h.ydro, and forest 
management. A coalition of electric utilities in the U.S. has also initiated their own program 
aimed at identifying and promoting Jl. Other participants include environmental and business
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NGOs. technology companies, brokers and financiers, and other diverse organizations Even 
though It IS still at an early stage, tlic US IJl has had a substantial mHuencc so far m setting 
national project approval entena, determining rigorous international reponing requirements and 
developing methods for estimating project baselines and related greenhouse gas reductions

The advantages of ,\iJ are that
• It begins to develop necessary institutions and processes in developing countries that in 

the near future that will not agree to any national target for GHG AIJ helps many 
developing countries to develop effective environmental protection regimes It assists 
countries to develop and apply methods for estimating source-level emissions and 
projections, and to estimate emission reductions from specific projects and actions It 
helps them to develop collaboration with the private sector in reducing emissions, 
appropriate institutions, and monitoring and verification regimes It is also helping move 
many of these countries towards more effective markets, including in emission reductions 
The ATI pilot begins to develop an infrastructure that would be useful to J1 with credits 
(e.g. project level monitoring, operationalizing "additionality”) and to emissions trading 
(e g. international reporting guidelines, measurement, monitoring and verification 
protocols, consistency across national programs)

/VIJ begins to engage some developing countries politically as well on reducing GHG 
Many countries who are leer)' of commitments and crediting for joint implementation or 
trading (China and India for instance) have shown support (not always openly) for .AJJ, 
and at least a willingness to discuss participation. This category of countries is likely to 
include the Big Emerging Markets who arc undergoing rapid economic expansion and 
which have vast potential for greenhouse gas friendly investments that would avoid or 
mitigate some of the projected rapid increase in GHG emissions The U S. private sector 
sets a high prionty on increasing the level of commitment in these countnes for several 
reasons First, they are worried about the competitiveness effect on industries where these 
countries are global players. Second, these countries present a potentially vast market for 
U S. technology. Third, the contnbution these countries make to global GHG emissions is 
mcreasing rapidly, and eventually they will ovenake and defeat the value of developed 
country emissions reductions. Finally, because of the emission grovvth rates projected in 
developing countnes, these countnes offer a large pool of relatively low cost greenhouse 
gas reductions, compared to the private sector's estimates of controlling GHG emissions 
strictly within domestic boundaries MJ may help set the stage for bringing developing 
countries into quantified GflG comnaitments

AJJ should also help accelerate the diffusion of cleaner technologies and practices m 
developing countries as well The incubation period for new, cleaner technologies can be 
lairly long, and the movement from initial commercialization to substantial market 
penetration depends on real application of the technology in appropriate markets, and the 
receptors to gain the know-how to procure and operate them effectively .Alrhuutth the
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incentives for such private sector-to-private sector projects are low ,n AIJ due to the lack 
ol credits, there ,s evidence that the impact of AIJ on technology difRision could be 
significant. Moreover, there is also evidence that this process is assisted by the political 
attention that clean technology AIJ projects receive in developing and transition countries 
helping to improve country receptivity and to expedite project approval processes.

The disadvantages of the AIJ, especially in its pilot phase, are that:

Incentives for private sector investors to participate are low because no credits are 
allowed for AIJ. Consequently, projects are limited and relatively small compared to what 
might occur if credits were allowed, and financing is difficult. Hence. AIJ currently does 
not produce large quantities of near term GHG emission reductions.

There remains poor definition of AIJ internationally, resulting in some conffision and 
slowness in getting programs and activities going, and in exchanging useffil information 
among parties.

Estimating the real, incremental emission reductions associated with many activities is 
challenging. The relatively few number of projects and the lack of credits for them
(making the “additionality" requirement onerous to some) slows progress in resolving the 
issues.

B Joint Implementation With Credit

Jl with credit expands the current AIJ pilot program to allow “credit” for emissions 
reductions relative to a project baseline.

All the advantages of AIJ. de.scribed above, hold also for JI with credit Also

• Allowing credits for projects against national emission caps, or against domestic emission 
limitation requirements provides a concrete, and possibly substantial, incentive for private 
cnfities to invest in JI. to the e.xtent that GHG reductions can be found abroad that are less 
expensive and as reliable as domestic reductions.

The likely larger volume of interest and projects in a system of JI with credits would 
accelerate development of infrastructure (institutional and market) needed in non-OECD 
countries for both domestic and international emission control purposes. This would also 
assist their eventual panicipation in an international GHG emissions trading regime (e.g. 
development and awareness of GHG emission reduction opportunities).

The disadvantages of pursuing joint implementation with credit are that ■
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Successful negotiation ot Jl with credit is not at all cenam. Many dcvelopim-, countries 
have opposed the concept of joint implementation with credits arguing along several 
Ironts, I) that it would represent a new form of eco-imperialism with developing countries 
seeking to avoid solving a problem they largely created, ii) it would be used as a substitute 
for needed development assistance, iii) inexpensive reductions would be bought up by 
developed countries leaving only expensive reductions behind for developing countries 
when faced with their own commitments; iv) it would threaten their sovereignty by 
providing an incentive for pnvate companies to circumvent their governments in wavs 
potentially inconsistent with the nations’ development objectives It should be noted, 
however, that through the efforts of USUI and the Country Studies Program, some 
developing countries, particularly in Central America, have begun to take a more active 
role in JI and to view them as an opponunity to encourage investment and technology 
transfer and to channel development in a more sustainable direction

1 he transaction costs of a project by project JI system are relatively high (compared to the 
lower rigor needed if credits are not allowed, and to the relative administrative case of an 
allow'ance-based trading system) Designing and implementing a workable system of 
project by project emission reduction credit for investments made in countries without any 
overall emission limits may be difficult, complicated, and administratively expensive, and 
may not attract many investors -- especially it a substantial volume of low-costs trades are 
available in countries with national commitments.

Alternatively, panics and panicipants with less concern for the environmental risks or 
consequences of an unrigorous crediting program may pressure the system to reduce 
administrative costs -- red tape -- and nullify the potential environmental benefits of the 
program, and reducing the overall effectiveness of the Convention

• There are substantial technical difficulties which need to be overcome, pnmanly the 
definition and operationalization of additionality and the development of accepted 
protocols for measunng project by project baselines, as described above for AIJ

C. International Emissions Trading

Assuming that national governments will continue to be the l^artics to the international 
Framework Convention on Climate Change and its protocols or amendments. Parlies' principle 
obligations will be to ensure that iheir total national emissions do not exceed the target they will 
have committed to, for each compliance period Under an international emissions trading rccime, 
the Panics would allow initial national commitments to be modified, taking into account any 
emissions allowances purchased from other Fames, sold to other Parties, or brought forward 
through “banking" of extra reductions in an earlier period For more discussion of how emissions 
trading might work see below

V I low An International Gi lG Emissions Trading Regime Might Work
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A. Key Questions

There are multiple questions which must be answered m order to develop an international 
emissions trading regime, such as who would participate, where and when trades would occur and 
how appropriate mechanisms would function. Only “who" and "how" are discussed below

Who would trade‘s

As discussed above, only Parties to the FCCC that have committed to binding, quantified 
national emission caps would trade emission reductions and requirements as the Convention 
would view it As other entities arc not bound by the FCCC and subsequent subsidiary 
agreements, only activities directly involving Parties are within the purview of the agreement. 
Thus, it is highly likely that only Parties to the FCCC - almost entirely national governments -- 
would be the actors officially responsible for reporting net national emissions to the Convention, 
and may be the only actors able to officially register allowance transactions under the FCCC, 
although requires further consideration. This also protects national sovereignty in such a system, 
assuring that only activities approved by the government are allowed to modify its obligations

However, there remains the more pragmatic issues of how emission trades would be generated 
and implemented. That is, who would identify the opportunities for emission trades, who would 
find appropriate buyers or sellers, who would plan, develop and operate the emis.sion reduction 
activities are far more open questions. Emissions trading could involve government to 
government transactions or include the private sector, or NCjOs, or state, regional or provincial 
governments (as has occurred in AIJ projects already). Private sector and other panicipation in ’ 
emissions trading is much more likely to promote more, and more cost effective, emissions 
reductions and may create the greatest incentives for development and ditfusion of new, lower 
polluting technologies. The U.S. currently supports and actively encourages private sector and 
other participation in AJJ and its own domestic trading regimes. Other countries taking on 
national emission obligations, however, may choose to trade internationally as governments, 
rather than allowing their subnational entities to participate directly in international trades. The 
international emissions trading regime should be flexible to accommodate varying national 
approaches to meeting their emission obligations.

What would be traded2

As noted above, as the conference of the panics to the new agreement will likely view 
emissions trading, the “commodity” that would be traded would be units of emission reductions 
that modify the commitments to Parties’ quantified emission caps. (This corresponds most closely 
to the definition of “allowances”, as described below.) However, how the commodity is defined 
at the domestic levels will likely vary across Parties, at least in the near term.

The U S currently has several emission trading programs, which allow two different types 
of commodities to be traded; “allowances” or “credits ” Note that the U S has advocated
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tlexibility in national approaches to implementation and. it is unlikely that the new agreement or 
subsequent rules for an international GHG emissions trading regime would require any country to 
adopt either an allowance or credit system domestically It is likely therefore that the answer to 
this question is that both allowances and credits will be traded, h is possible that over time, 
national implementation strategies may converge on a single definition of the ctimmodity, but this 
is unlikely in the near term.)

Allowances

Sources within a country would receive a budget over some period of time of allowable 
emissions, or “allowances.” Sources' allowances would have to be defined and allocated 
by national governments, presumably in their national implementation plans or related 
regulations
Sources’ strategics to stay within their allotted allowances (or “compliance strategies") 
would not need approval by the national government, although some countries may 
choose to require it
Within the trading sy.stem, allowances are fungible and fully acceptable for compliance 
without funher approval (although some countries may require it)
Sources are required to hold allowances equal to emissions during a compliance period 
There must be some sort of "true up”by authorities, i.e , a reconciliation of emissions and 
allowances for compliance purposes
The “cap and trade" system can be the emissions control regime, although it may co-exist 
with other emission control regimes (i e including regulations or fiscal measures) 
Examples: US acid rain control program. Southern California RECLAIM

Credit

Emission reduction “credits" can be created when sources within a country make 
reductions beyond a some determined and agreed level, which may be a conventional 
regulatory standard (such as a power plant emission rate), or a projected baseline for the 
source. Trading may augment a system of policies and measures or regulations (or fiscal 
rq.easures) which are the emissions control regime. However, credits could be generated 
even where there is no other control regime m place -- this latter eventuality raise integrity 
and reliability questions.
Other sources (or countries) may purchase emission reduction credits to meet regulatory 
or other requirements instead of undertaking pollution control measures 
Regulators certify reductions and credits towards other requirements, and approve trades 
Generally, credit systems provide flexibility and cost savings, but they are not the 
fundamental regulatory mechanism under which emissions reductions are made. Rather, it 
is the conventional regulatory standards or other measures that are the fundamental 
emissions reduction mechanism.
Examples: EPA Emissions trading policy statement bubbles, offsets, averaging, banking



Nov-OS-96 06;03P EPA Nancy Koto 202 233 0GS6 P . 07

B Aunbutes of An International GllG Emissions Tratliny Regime

The following describes the attributes ot'a “good" international trading or JI regime, 
recognizing that not all possible system designs would achieve these to an equal e.xtent, and that 
there are tradeoffs among them. In negotiating, the U S would seek to achieve agreement on a 
greenhouse gas trading and joint implementation system that would

• motivate Parties to achieve and strengthen national commitments to reduce or limit GHG.
• ensure that for the system as a whole, trading or Jl activities reduce GHG in the 

atmosphere at least as much, or beyond, that which would occur without trading or Jl -- 
i.e,, that the system safeguards environmental benefits

• be flexible to accommodate diffenng national approaches to achies mg their national GHG 
commitments,

• be as inclusive of Parties, sub-national entities, gases and sectors as possible, subject to 
meeting the other conditions

• minimize costs, especially transaction and administrative costs.
• motivate economic actors to continually find and implement cost-effective GHG emission 

reductions
• en.sure transparency through accurate and reliable monitoring, record-keeping and 

reponing
• provide incentives for compliance and certainty that non-com.pliers will not benefit or 

undermine environmental progress

By definition, then, a trading system will allow parties to trade nr exchange credits toward 
and against national GHG commitments through actions that vcrifiably and reliably reduce 
accrued, net GHG emissions (or enhance net sequestration) beyond that which would occur 
without the system In sum therefore, the system should promote and ensure:

verifiability
environmental reliability
motivation
inclusu/eness

addtionality
efficiency
flexibility
comprehensiveness

C Features or Procedures for .Am International Trading or Joint implementation System

Certain common features for a party’s domestic program would be [necessary for] 
[facilitate] an international trading or joint implementation. Many of these are desirable even 
without international trading, but become essential for integrity when trading is allowed

• Compatible domestic mechanisms for determining whether credits or allowances to be
traded internationally are surplus to baselines This includes the capabilities to accurately 
track or project domestic emissions and to reconcile allowances or credits with emissions



Nov-- O.e - <^36 OG :0 3P f-PA Nancy Kete 202 233 9606 P . 08

nuMSiircmems or projections
• Cottipaiiblc quality of emissions baselines information at the project le-. i-l (for credit-based 

trading) Countries must be able to establish reasonably accurate baselines at the 
projcct-level if they are pursuing credit based trading. Standards (not necessarily 
regulatory) to assess quality of baseline information would have to be established for 
ditTerent types of sources

• Compatible methods for measurement of emissions If the traded commodity is to be 
uniform, emissions must be measured comparably in all panicipating countries Different 
methodologies would have to be developed for specific source types Uncertainties in 
monitoring accuracy could be reflected by discounting crcdits/allowances. A system of 
discounting would allow participants to trade off credit received for measures versus 
monitoring stringency and cost.

• Compatible requirements for reporting emissions and allowance/credit data to other 
countries and to the public. Some mechanism for tracking international emissions and for 
matching these emissions against allowances or credits would be required for compliance 
purposes under the new international agreement. This mechanism could be a centralized 
clearinghouse for registering trades and reporting emi.ssions, under the Secretariat or 
through another mechanism. This organization would not necessarily have any 
enforcement powers. Rather, it could reconcile emissions w’lih allowanccs/credits 
internationally and would report on any discrepancies. Alternatively, each country could 
have its own tracking systems but would be required to make all information easily 
accessible to the public. The integrity of the system would be maintained by countries 
checking on each other, non-governmental organizations serving as observers or 
watchdogs, and market participants demanding integrity of participating countries or 
subnational entities These participants might be reluctant to purchase credits/allowances 
from countries or sources where there were poor emissions accounting practices

D How Does International Emissions Trading or Joint Implementation Relate To National 
Control .Strategies'’

A '‘budget-based’’ protocol (i.e., one in which each country has an emissions target or cap) 
easily accommodates a domestic allowance-based cap-and-trade system like the U S .Acid Rain 
Control Program It would also be compatible with a domestic credit-based svstem, if countries 
choose to adopt emissions standards in some sectors and generate credits through exceeding 
established regulatory standards or other regulatory baselines. Trading could also be compatible 
with other national approaches to implementation, including fiscal measures, ar.’nough this needs 
further consideration

Assuming there is a budget-based protocol, there are several ways that countries w'ith 
national emission caps might structure implementation. Some are described below .All of these 
arc workable, especially if certain common requirements, are met (see above) First, a party 
could issue allowances equal to the national target to national emitters This aeproach makes 
emissions trading the fundamental underpinning of a domestic program and is most compatible
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with a budget-based protocol If omissions are less or are expected to be less than the allowances 
held at the end of a compliance period (either by a government or a suhnational enlitv), then the 
extra allowances would be avaihible for trading.

Second, a party could adopt conventional regulatory standards and national emitters could 
generate credits by exceeding these standards This may be a more incremental introduction to 
emissions trading for inexperienced nations and may be more compatible with policies and 
measures under consideration in developed countries On the other hand, it may be more 
complicated to reconcile credits with a national emissions budget because it must be determined 
whether credits are surplus to the national target

In countries using a policies and measures approach alone or with credit-based trading, or where 
an allowance based system is used that does not cover all sources of emissions (see below), the 
country would have to. in some cases, project the future emissions impact of a group of policies 
and measures (stmilar to IJ.S State Implementation Programs for air pollution) or of the source 
and perhaps the sector. It would be more difficult to show that trades arc surplus to a national 
target because the assessment of national emissions is based upon projections of the baseline 
activities and impacts of policies and measures (e g . emission standards) These projections are 
at the aggregate national level and they may be imprecise for determining whether a possible 
emission reduction credit from an individual source is truly above and beyond the national tarcet.

Third, a party could issue allowances to emitters for some sectors and allow generation of 
credits for other sectors. This hybrid approach may be the most flexible, since it would allow 
trading to proceed in the maximum numbci of sectors

Finally, a party could bubble or average emissions with other countries. This may be a 
relatively simple way to trade emission reduction obligations that would be attractive to some 
countries. However, it could put U.S. at a disadvantage if cenain countries decide to average 
their emissions without including the U S (e.g., if the E U decides to bubble). Also, the current 
aspirational commitments of the FCCC have included a regional -'bubble,” However, no clear 
delineation of responsibilities and of an action plan that could meet the aggregate target has been 
made available. In a legally binding and enforceable agreement, such a situation could be 
problematic

V'l Next Steps

■fhe U.S vvill have to decide how much relative emphasis to put on the three main 
mechanisms available for flexibility discussed m this paper We will have to consider the political 
and practical interactions among these three programs, and between these poiicv issues and the 
overall structure of the commitment, other developing country considerations, likely national 
strategies to meet their commitments, and compliance and enforcement

A ,\n

10
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A process IS just gelling underlay within the L^CCC Secretariat to resolve some of the 
technical issues surrounding /VIJ The Secretariat will be developing a work plan for the 
next three years and deciding which issues should be solved, in wba't order and how The 
U S could contribute significantly to the development and of this work plan and support it 
once it is developed.
Through bilateral relations, the development of AIJ projects and the provision of financial 
assistance to developing countries and EITs, the U S. could continue to develop 
stakeholders around the world who suppon the general flexibility concept underlying AIJ, 
Joint Implementation with credits, and GHG emissions trading

• The U.S could withdraw suppon for AIJ (without credit) and let it fade away.

B. Joint Implementation With Credit

• The U S could begin building support in other countries to end the pilot phase of AJJ and 
push for JI with credits under the next Protocol. If this step is taken, the U S could 
develop options to ensure that developing countries who participate m a system of JI with 
credits have an incentive to graduate to ftill participation in an emissions trading regime 
and the acceptance ol a commitment and then advocate one of these options 
internationally.
The US. could decide not to push for the end of the AIJ pilot phase but rather to wait to 
the end of the AJJ pilot phase (2000 or beyond if it is extended) to determine whether or 
not AIJ works and whether to move to Joint Implementation with credit

• The U.S, could decide not to support JI with credit (i.e. no mechanisms involving 
countries without quantified national emission commitments).

C. International Emissions Trading

The U.S. is currently researching how an emissions trading regime might work 
The U.S. could frame the debate on international GHG emissions trading internationally - 
The U.S. is the only country with broad experience in emissions trading and an increasing 
number of countries have suggested that we take responsibility for framing the debate and 
demonstrating that international emissions trading is workable

• While there is broad support among developed countnes for the concept of emissions 
trading, there is a widespread lack of understanding both in the general and detailed 
mechanisms of how it can work. The U.S. could support an intensive phase of education 
internationally, to equip other countries to participate consiructivelv in desiJtnmg and 
eventually carrying out a system.
The U.S. could begin to answer some of the more detailed questions on how an 
international GHG emissions trading regime might work that are advanced in Section V
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DEFINING THE FORM OF THE TARGET

Note; This paper is a draft for internal discussion purposes only. It is intended to outline issues rather than positions or 
options, and does not reflect the views of any agency of the U.S. government.

In July of this year, at the Second Meeting of the Parties (COP-2) to the Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (FCCC), the United States rejected calls by some nations for 
short-term emissions targets that would disrupt our economy by coming on too quickly and 
inflexibly (e.g., a 20% carbon dioxide reduction from 1990 levels by 2005). Instead, the U.S. 
proposed that the Parties negotiate a legally-binding medium-term emissions target, incorporating 
flexibility in time and place of implementation, including the use of reliable activities implemented 
jointly (AIJ) and trading flexibility around the world. The U.S. also expressed interest in working 
towards a longer-term concentration goal, as set out in the FCCC objective, recognizing that 
scientific understanding and technology will improve over time.

This paper provides an overview of issues and options related to the design or form of a 
target. It also identifies a number of issues for further analysis by the interagency analytic effort. 
The following key issues are addressed in this paper:

* Should targets be defined relative to 1990 emission levels (like the current non­
binding aim), to emission levels in a later year, or to indicators of future population 
growth or economic activity?

* Should the “medium-term” target be set on a single-year basis? As average over a 
multi-year period (e.g., 3 to 10 years)? As a cumulative amount of emissions over 
long-term period (e.g., 30 years or more)? In terms of contributions to 
atmospheric concentrations?

* Should the U.S. maintain its current position in favor of a comprehensive target 
(i.e., all gases, sources, and sinks) or handle different gases in different ways?

In addition, the paper considers the interaction between the form of the target and several 
other issues;

* Conditions or options that might be built into the form or design of the target if the 
current negotiation does not come to full agreement on the role of trading and AIJ 
as envisioned in our COP-2 statement.

* How negotiation and ratification considerations, as well as consideration of longer- 
term concentration goals, relate to the choice of a target form.

Frequency of commitment reviews.
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Possible incentives to encourage early reductions.

I. Target Forms and Periods

a. Baseline Issues

The existing non-binding aim of the FCCC calls for developed countries to return their 
emissions to their 1990 levels by 2000. Most proposals to date for post-2000 commitments have 
been stated in terms of changes from 1990 levels in a future year (e.g., 20% reduction from 1990 
levels in 2005; 1990 levels in 2010). Other baseline alternatives could be considered;

A later year than 1990. Changing the base year affects the relative position of countries 
that have had different emissions growth rates in the 1990s. A base year later than 1990 (e.g., 
1995) would favor countries such as the U.S. that have had relatively fast emissions growth since 
then. It would disadvantage countries such as the U.K. and Germany that have reduced emissions 
since 1990, and especially disadvantage Russia and other countries with economies in transition 
(EITs) that have had sharply declining emissions due to reductions in economic activity (hopefully 
temporary) and energy market reforms (hopefully permanent). Raising this issue could complicate 
and slow the negotiating process.

1990 “adjusted” for weather or economic cycles. In national reports submitted under the 
FCCC, a few countries unilaterally adjusted their baselines to reflect weather, economic, or 
energy market conditions in 1990, altering the relative position of different countries. The current 
Convention, which includes only a non-binding “aim” for 2000, gives no guidelines or limitations 
for such adjustments. In the context of a legally binding target, any adjustment methods would 
have to be internationally negotiated and agreed upon.

An average of .several years. If there were concerns that unrepresentative weather or 
economic conditions in the base year unfairly affected the Parties relative position, they could 
agree to use the average of several years (e.g., the average of the 3 or 5 years surrounding 1990).

Change from a projection of future emi.s.sions. Another approach could be to reduce 
emissions by a specified percentage from what they would otherwise have been under “business as 
usual” in a future year (e.g, 20% reduction from projected 2010 emissions). This raises difficult 
questions concerning the choice and validity of any underlying model to project the “business as 
usual” reference case.
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b. Target Form Proposals

(1) Single-Year Targets. Proposals for future commitments made to date by other 
Parties define both the target level and the base in terms of single-year emissions levels. For 
example, one proposal would have each Party meet its 1990 level of greenhouse gas emissions in 
2010, and presumably in each year thereafter.

A single-year target has the disadvantage of being sensitive to short-term variation in the 
weather, energy prices, and business cycles. Unusually hot or cold years, for example, can cause 
U.S. emissions to swing by -i- or - 25 million metric tons of carbon (MMTC) - about 2% of total 
U.S. emissions and about 40% of the reduction sought by 2000 in the U.S. Climate Change 
Action Plan. Because swings in weather, energy prices, or economic cycles cannot be predicted 
with confidence, a single-year target would require each country to build in an extra margin of 
GHG reductions to ensure compliance, rasing both cost and environmental effectiveness.

(2) Multi-Year Average Targets. A short-term (3 to 10 year) multi-year average target 
would be less sensitive to short-term variation in weather, energy prices, or business cycles, 
reducing the need for an extra margin of emission reductions to assure compliance. This, in turn, 
might enable the Parties to agree on a more stringent target.

Form. Either “block” or “rolling” averages could be used. With “block” averages, each 
defined time period lies end to end (e.g., 2010-14, 2015-19). Compliance would be determined at 
the end of each block of time, looking at average emissions over the period (e.g., every five 
years). With “rolling” averages, each year begins a new time period that overlaps the prior and 
following periods (e.g., 2010-14, 2011-15, 2012-16). Compliance would be determined at the 
end of each year, looking back to the average emissions of the preceding period (e.g., the 
preceding five years). Both block and rolling averages smooth out year-to-year variation 
associated with weather, energy prices, and economic conditions. Block averaging offers 
additional flexibility for a Party to determine the pace at which the emissions “budget” for the 
period will be expended (evenly, front-loaded, or back-loaded) in accordance with its national 
circumstances. (This issue is explored further with regard to longer-term cumulative emissions 
targets, below).

How long? A multi-year average target could be set for periods of various lengths (e.g., 3 
to 10 years). Analysis of weather variation, energy price fluctuations, and business cycles is 
needed to illuminate how much smoothing of weather and business cycles is provided by rolling 
average targets of various lengths.

Role of hanking and borrowing. Multi-year averages inherendy incorporate some degree 
of banking and borrowing. If emissions are below the target in any one calendar year, that 
amount automatically can be carried over to offset higher-than-target emissions in other years 
within the same five-year periods.
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Banking or borrowing could also take place between multi-year average periods. For 
example, in a “block” average system, emissions amounts “unused” during one period could be 
banked and carried over to a later period. Such an approach rewards efforts to make early 
reductions. Borrowing from a later period in order to emit more in a current period raises more 
complex issues, however. (These issues are treated more fully in discussion of long-period 
cumulative targets, below.)

(3) Longer-Period, Cumulative Targets. A cumulative target for longer periods (e.g.,
20 or 30 years or more) could give parties flexibility over longer periods than the shorter-term 
multi-year average target concept already discussed.

Form. Each party would be assigned a cumulative emissions budget for a longer-term 
period (e.g., 2010-2040, 2000-2050). Each party would then be free to determine how fast to 
consume its cumulative emissions budget over the period, in accordance with its national 
circumstances. For example, one country may choose to defer emission reductions to later in the 
period, and to let emissions continue at or even above current rates in the early years. Another 
may choose to set a tighter budget for the early years, with less steep reductions in later years.

A variant of this approach would add consideration of the role of sink processes that 
remove carbon from the atmosphere. Targets would be set in terms of a Party's allowed 
incremental contribution to atmospheric concentrations at a given future date. Reductions late in 
the period may be more valuable in meeting such a commitment than early ones, since the impact 
of early emissions on atmospheric concentrations would be reduced in any event by the operation 
of sink processes. Substantial scientific uncertainty about the operation of current sink processes, 
as well as the possibility that sink processes themselves would be affected by climate change, 
would complicate application of this variant.

“Flight plans” and banking/borrowing. Each Party would be required to file a “flight plan” 
committing to the rate at which it will consume its emissions budget over the whole period. An 
intermediate reporting and review process would be necessary to assure that each Pany was 
staying ofrits “flight plan.” For example, the longer-term period could be divided into sub­
periods, with each Party indicating how much of its budget will be used in each sub-period. 
Deviations from "flight plans" could be treated in two distinct ways: as a form of non-compliance 
that subjects the deviant to whatever enforcement mechanisms are available, or as a trigger that 
requires a deviant Party to file an updated plan that puts it on a path to meet its original 
obligation. With respect to both original and updated flight plans, consideration would have to be 
given to how much borrowing should be allowed from later in the period (i.e., the consequences 
of “falling behind”). A limit might be needed to prevent a Party from using up its entire budget 
before the multi-decade period ended.

How long? A longer-term cumulative target of 30 years or longer is suggested by the 
desire to avoid prematurely retiring long-lived energy-related capital stock, and by reliance on 
technological progress to bring forth cleaner and lower cost technology.
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For example, the United States might want to take account of the replacement cycle for its 
existing coal-fired power plants, which are responsible for roughly 30 percent of current 
U.S. carbon dioxide emissions. Most energy analysts project significant rates of 
replacement.of current coal-fired plants in the 2015 to 2025 period and beyond, although 
replacement rate predictions are uncertain given the option of refurbishing plants to extend 
their lifetimes. A cumulative budget that allowed reductions to be deferred to late in the 
period would conserve this capital stock and require less capital to be used for emissions 
abatement early in the period. Further cost reductions would accrue from back-loading 
the mitigation profile if time improves the efficiency of replacement sources and brings 
down their costs.

One study of both capital stock turnover and replacement cost issues in the U.S. 
concluded that, assuming agreement at this time on a 50-year cumulative emissions budget 
for developed countries, no changes in the budget over the 50-year period, and perfect 
foresight among firms, flexibility to allocate emission reductions over the 50-year time 
span could reduce overall costs by 40 percent. The savings would be less if the budget 
period is shorter.

The potential savings would also be affected if (as is almost certain to be the case) the 50- 
year cumulative target cannot be guaranteed and is subject to periodic review and 
adjustment based on developments in science, technology, and economics. Since scientific 
understa.nding of the rate and severity of warming is likely to continue improving, targets 
are likely to be repeatedly reviewed and reconsidered over the next 50 years. If 
commitments were tightened before the end of a cumulative budget period, the potential 
savings would be reduced; if they were loosened, savings would increase.

The rate of technological improvement and cost reduction is also uncertain and subject to 
policy influence. A target that requires relatively early, but non-Draconian, reduction 
efforts will send a signal to the private sector that can be expected to accelerate the rate at 
which current technology is applied and improved technology developed. As an example, 
while it first appeared that eliminating ozone-depleting clouroflourocarbons from building 
“chillers” would force costly early retirements of existing units with 30-year expected 
lives, redesigns stimulated by the phase-ouFimproved energy-efficiency beyond historical 
or expected rates of improvement; reduced operating costs now make it profitable to 
replace existing units early. An important question is whether policy-driven acceleration 
of technological progress in one sector of the economy can be achieved only by diverting 
resources from technological progress in other sectors, slowing overall labor and capital 
productivity growth. The Interagency Analysis Team is further considering these issues.
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c. Differentiation

Some developed countries are now calling for "differentiation" in their new commitments, 
rather than a common commitment related to a common base year. For example, Japan has 
proposed setting the target in terms of a percentage change in base-year per-capita emissions, 
which would be easier for Japan to meet than the same percentage reduction in national aggregate 
emissions. Australia has suggested a formula based on various economic indicators, intended to 
compensate for competitive disadvantages that Australia asserts flow from common targets. A 
formula including adjustments for population growth would benefit the U.S. relative to Europe 
and Japan (which have stagnant population trends), but if this approach were used in future 
rounds of negotiations, it would disadvantage all developed countries relative to countries such as 
India and China, which have very low per-capita emissions and higher population growth.

Another approach that could be advanced is a target adjusted for GDP growth rates. This 
would respond to concerns that a country experiencing unexpectedly high growth should not be 
"penalized" by having to live with a fixed emissions budget. On the other hand, it might be 
reasonable for that country to devote a portion of its increasing wealth to the added cost of living 
within the fixed emissions budget. Targets could also be based on changes in base-year energy 
intensity, or GHG emissions per unit GDP. These approaches would reward countries for 
becoming more efficient in the use of energy (and in the emission of other GHG's). These 
approaches all share the drawback of not limiting total emissions from the covered countries to a 
fixed level, since the amount of emissions allowed becomes a function of oLher variables. In 
addition, some such formulae could work to the disadvantage of developed countries if they are 
applied in later rounds addressing limits for emissions from developing countries.

Most differentiation proposals made thus far would disadvantage the United States. The 
U.S. could respond to these proposals with a differentiation proposal of our own constructed to 
work to our advantage. To date, however, the U.S. has opposed differentiation among Annex I 
countries altogether for two reasons. First, we have argued that differentiation would be a 
negotiating nightmare, because each proposal benefits some parties at the expense of others. 
Second, the U.S. has urged that the Parties make use of emissions trading and flexibility in the 
timing of^missions reductions to overcome differences in national emission reduction costs (e.g., 
cost per ton reduced).

Assuming that we maintain this position of basic opposition to differentiation among the 
current Annex 1 Parties, we should recognize that new OECD members, such as Mexico and 
South Korea (membership pending), are unlikely to accept the same target as other developed 
nations. These countries have graduated from developing country status, but they are still much 
less developed than the core OECD countries and have much lower per-capita emission rates.

A final issue relates to the differentiation in opportunities for trading rather than in the 
emissions mitigation commitments themselves. The European Union has used a collective 
reporting approach in evaluating its own progress towards meeting the existing, non-binding
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emissions mitigation aim, implicitly trading off emissions increases in some countries against 
reductions in others. However, to date the U.S. has strongly opposed allowing the European 
Union to meet any new legally-binding mitigation commitments on a collective "bubbled" basis 
unless developed countries outside the European Union are afforded a similar opportunity for 
trading. Adherence to such a position advances both U.S. interests and makes it more likely that 
we will achieve our flexibility objectives.

n. Treatment of Various Gases

The current Climate Convention covers all GHGs except those controlled under the 
Montreal Protocol (the treaty that protects the ozone layer); the excepted gases are being phased 
out or limited for ozone protection reasons. The principal greenhouse gases other than carbon 
dioxide are methane, nitrous oxide, and a class of industrial gases containing fluorine, many of 
which are replacements for cloroflourocarbons. Globally, these gases represent about 30% of the 
added radiative forcing to the atmosphere since pre-industrial times. The FCCC also covers 
emissions “sinks” of carbon dioxide as well as “sources.” Significant amounts of atmospheric 
carbon are released by deforestation and some agricultural and land management practices. 
Reforestation can also remove carbon from the atmosphere.

The U.S. supported inclusion of all GHGs and inclusion of both sources and sinks - the 
so-called “comprehensive approach” - during negotiation of the current FCCC, and we used this 
approach in constructing our Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP). Reductions in emissions of 
gases other than carbon dioxide constitute about 30 percent of the reductions counted on for 
meeting the CCAP’s goal of returning U.S. greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 
2000. Sink enhancement accounted for 10% of CCAP reductions. Many developed countries 
have eschewed the comprehensive approach, choosing instead to establish separate targets for 
each gas, focus only on policies and measures for non-C02 gases, or ignore these gases entirely in 
their national action plans. Proposals for emissions "targets and timetables" now on the table 
generally focus only on carbon dioxide emissions.

Different GHGs may present different strategic opportunities from the perspective of 
effects on the climate system. Methane reductions are especially important given concerns about 
the ral£ of warming over a decadal scale (see above). Methane has a short atmospheric lifetime, 
meaning that reductions in methane emissions produce lowered atmospheric concentrations more 
rapidly than reductions in emissions of carbon dioxide or other GHGs. If a priority goal is to limit 
the rate of warming over the next few decades, methane reduction is extremely valuable.

Looking to the period to be covered by the medium-term target, analysis could illuminate 
whether including all greenhouse gases increases or decreases the overall burden of a given target, 
as compared to the same target for carbon dioxide alone. For the U.S. (as well as other 
countries), methane currently may be more cost-effective to control than carbon dioxide when 
gases are compared on an equivalent basis (see below). Indeed, net reductions in methane, and 
net increases in the forest sink, were used in the U.S. CCAP to offset growth in carbon dioxide.
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The fluorinated industrial gases, however, are growing rapidly from a baseline of near-zero and 
may be more expensive to limit Including them in the CCAP made meeting the target of 1990 
levels by 2000 more difficult to achieve.

It should be noted that C02 emissions from fossil fuels (85 percent of all U.S. greenhouse 
gas emissions) can be estimated with a high degree of certainty from readily available data on 
fossil fuel production, imports, and consumption. All other sources of emissions are more 
uncertain, with some sources (land use change, nitrous oxide emissions from agriculture, some 
methane sources) being highly uncertain. This suggests that a drawback of including all sources 
and all gases in a comprehensive target is that national compliance may be more difficult to assess.

Assuming continued pursuit of a “comprehensive” approach, each Party could be given 
flexibility (1) to decide the “shares” of the overall GHG target that it will assign to different gases 
and sectors, and (2) to allow trading among gases and sectors in order to encourage the greatest 
and most cost-effective reductions. Several issues are important to consider in regard to inter-gas 
trading.

Different levels of measurement certainty for varinii.s .sources and sectors. Emissions from 
some source types are readily quantifiable, while emissions from others are subject to very large 
uncertainties. CO2 emissions from individual power plants are easily monitored (indeed monitors 
are already in place in the U.S. as a by-product of the Clean Air Act's acid rain program). COj 
emissions from individual cars are not known so precisely, but they are uniform enough for use of 
emission factors and averaging. On the other end of the spectrum, carbon uptake by trees is 
uncertain for the U.S. as a whole and highly uncertain for specific tracts of forest. Similarly, 
methane reductions from improved cow nutrition can be estimated on a national basis, but 
estimates at the level of a particular dairy may be subject to great uncertainty. Trading among 
different gases and sources might be limited by the need for information on emissions and 
emission reductions to meet a reliability threshold.

Gas equivalence ratios. GHGs can be compared using indexes of “global warming 
potential” (GWP). The relative strength of the gases varies, however, depending on the time 
scale being considered. Methane, for example, is considered 22 times more potent, pound-for- 
pound, than carbon dioxide on a 100-year basis. Its relative importance is even higher on a short­
term timescale (e.g., 20 years). The Parties could agree to allow inter-gas trading based on the 
100-year GWPs. Alternatively, if slowing the rate of warming in the next few decades is given 
priority, then a shorter-term GWP might be preferred for inter-gas trading.
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III. Interactions With Other Key Issues

(a) The Form of the Commitment and Emissions Trading

An appropriate emissions trading regime is important to serve three important U.S. 
objectives. The first is cost-effectiveness: analysis shows that emissions trading involving both 
developed and developing countries has substantial potential to reduce the costs of achieving a 
given change in greenhouse gas emissions (or to reduce emissions within a given resource 
constraint). As discussed in other papers, emissions trading can also promote two other key U.S. 
objectives - encouraging developing country "opt-ins" to emissions mitigation commitments and 
encouraging all parties to comply with their commitments.

At COP-2 the U.S. stated that its support for a binding medium-term target was 
premised on the availability of emissions trading around the world and reliable All. It is possible, 
however, that agreement on trading provisions of appropriate scope may not be agreed upon by 
COP-3 in 1997. The pilot phase on “activities implemented jointly” (during which the transfer of 
emissions credits is excluded) will not be completed before COP-3, and some developing 
countries could attempt to block discussion of trading or joint implementation in this round on 
that basis. There are several ways that this situation might be addressed:

• Con.servative approach: Set a target the U.S. would be willing to meet without trading, 
recognizing that trading may not materialize. The possibility that trading might not be 
available could put added value on flexibility over time.

• Conditional approach: Develop a commitment that explicitly conditions the developed 
countries’ target on a future determination regarding access to emissions trading on a 
global scale.

• Financial option approach: Include an option for parties to make contributions to an 
“Emissions Reduction Fund" (ERF) in lieu of making emissions reductions. The fund’s 
resources would be used to secure additional emissions reductions beyond those required 
by ^ny FCCC obligations. If desired, the ERF could be structured to serve as a 
supplement to, as well as a substitute for, emissions trading, providing an assured market 
of last resort through which Parties could buy reductions required to meet their 
commitments. Depending on the intended purpose, the charge for meeting emissions 
reduction obligations through the fund could reflect the estimated cost of available low- 
cost mitigation opportunities plus some administrative premium, or a higher charge to 
penalize those who resort to the ERF. Use of the fund mechanism could be limited to 
some fraction of an overall emissions limitation obligation.
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(b) Consequences of Form and Timing for Negotiation and Ratification

The form and timing of the target can have interrelated consequences for the dynamics of 
the international negotiating process and subsequent prospects for domestic ratification and 
implementation.

The U.S. is on record as supporting a “medium-term” target. Many believe that medium- 
term translates into a date somewhere between 2010 and 2020 (dates reflected in the Berlin 
Mandate and the Geneva Declaration), but there has been no definitive decision. For an averaged 
target of a decade or less, a date identified as being “medium-term” could refer to the start, the 
mid-point, or the end of the period. For a longer-term cumulative target, the "medium term" 
could refer to either the start date or the date of the first “flight plan” review.

In terms of the negotiations, commitments that incorporate flexibility could provide an 
attractive provide an attractive alternative to the briar patch of explicitly differentiated 
commitments. However, some might interpret an effort to either maximize trading or timing 
flexibility or delay the start date of new commitments as an indicator of a lack of seriousness or 
purpose about the climate issue. This could create obstacles for efforts to negotiate further 
commitments for developing countries, which will be necessary in view of their projected 
emissions growth.

The form of the target also has implications for ratification and implementation prospects. 
Given a determination regarding the meaning of "medium-term," the form of the target can 
directly affect the length of the window for ratification and implementation. Because greenhouse 
gas emissions have a strong underlying trend and momentum (independent projections suggest 
that U.S. C02 emissions in 2000 will be more than 10 percent above their 1990 level, and 
trending up) there is a risk that an inflexibly structured agreement could quickly become a dead 
letter unless it achieves immediate ratification and implementation (R&I). Absent immediate R&I, 
the outcome could mirror our experience with current efforts to return to the 1990 emissions level 
by 2000, which we no longer seriously consider pursuing only three years after undertaking them.

Provision of flexibility need not conflict with environmental performance - the Chairman 
and Chairman-elect of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change have publicly stated their 
belief that delayed reduction profiles to a given concentration level are likely to be 
environmentally indistinguishable from more accelerated profiles. Since flexibility raises the 
probability of ultimate R&I success by building in the opportunity for multiple attempts should 
initial efforts be unsuccessful, it could be argued that flexible approaches are preferable on 
environmental as well as cost grounds once R&I risks inherent in the process are taken into 

account.

Policymakers should also recognize that, for a given target form, adoption of a later "start 
date" can provide another means of increasing the length of the window for ratification and 
implementation. For this reason, the choices of a start date and the choice of a target form may
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be seen as interrelated with respect to any desire on the part of policymakers to provide for 
multiple opportunities for R&I.

(c) Relationship of Target Form and Concentration Goals

As mentioned at the beginning of this paper, the U.S. statement at COP-2 in July 
suggested the need to continue working towards a longer-term concentration goal (e.g., for 2050 
or 2100), as set out in the FCCC’s “ultimate objective” of stabilizing greenhouse gas 
concentrations at a level that avoids "dangerous" interference with the climate system. Working 
towards such longer-term goals would respond to requests from some U.S. business interests for 
a signal as to our long-term trajectory, and also provide a strong message to all governments that 
limitations will be needed over the long-term on emissions from both developed and developing 
countries.

The prospect of longer-term concentration goals bears directly on both the level of the 
medium term target (not discussed in this paper) and its/orm. Analysis can describe a large set of 
emissions paths consistent with any future atmospheric concentration level that might be of 
interest (e.g. a doubling or tripling, or equivalent doubling or tripling, of pre-industrial carbon 
dioxide levels). Emissions to date have already rendered some concentrations unreachable. The 
lower the concentration level of interest, the more restricted are options for future emissions 
paths.

Policymakers will also need to consider the relationship between medium-term targets 
and the longer-term concentration goals they might ultimately want to pursue. Analysis can help 
to determine the extent to which the desire to keep particular longer-term concentration 
objectives open would impact on the choice of both a target form and target level in the medium 
term. (As noted above, a medium-term target using a cumulative emissions approach would 
always be subject to revision. Should very low concentration levels ultimately be targeted, a 
medium-term target set in the form of cumulative emissions over an extended period might need 
to be revised to reduce emissions budgets prior to the end of the originally contemplated period. 
This prospect will have to be considered by Parties, and emitters located within their borders, as 
they seek to exploit any timing flexibility that may be provided. Parties or firms who are 
"surprised" by such changes may ex post incur greater than anticipated costs, reducing or 
eliminating any cost savings from the initial adoption of timing flexibility.

An additional factor to consider is scientific concern over the rate of warming on a 
decadal scale, in addition to cumulative warming over a longer period. High-speed warming 
could exceed the adaptation capabilities of ecosystems and individual species. Our principal point 
of leverage on the rate of warming may be control of methane, which has a concentrated impact 
on warming during an atmospheric lifetime that is shorter by a factor of 10 or more than that of 
other important greenhouse gases.
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(d) How Often Is the Commitment Reviewed?

The FCCC contemplates a periodic review of commitments, based on up-to-date 
scientific, technological, and economic assessments. The first review will be completed in 1997, 
five years after the Convention was adopted. The next major scientific assessment report is 
scheduled for 2000 or 2001, but no decision has yet been made on when the next review of 
commitments will be completed. Five years seems to represent a minimum interval for the 
accumulation of significant new information and for conducting a diplomatic endeavor of this 
magnitude, but longer intervals might also be considered.

Given emissions trends in the developed and developing worlds, it is clear that meeting the 
ultimate objective of the Convention (stabilization of atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse 
gases at a level that prevents dangerous human interference with the climate system) will require 
limitations on emissions from both developed and developing countries. Since it is a negotiating 
reality (reflected in the terms of the Berlin Mandate) that new commitments for developing 
countries will not be agreed to in this round, questions need to be asked as to when should be the 
deadline for completing the next round of negotiations, and what should the scope of that 
negotiation include.

One approach would be for the U.S. to seek a next round focussed on developing country 
commitments, in order to avoid pressure for further action by developed countries before 
developing countries take on emissions targets; Realistically, however, we may be unable to 
definitively rule out review of developed country commitments. How quickly to expect a more 
forthcoming attitude from developing countries may depend on how successful we are in this 
round in creating an emissions trading/joint implementation framework in which developing 
countries, as well as developed ones, see benefits of participation.

(e) Incentives for Early Reductions

Most proposals already tabled or likely to be advanced in the future contemplate a 10- to 
20-year period before the first “medium-term” target takes effect. It would be desirable to create 
incentives-to encourage early reductions during this period. One approach would be to define a 
baseline emissions path for this interval. While Parties would not be required to stay within that 
baseline during that interim period, they could bank any reductions below that path, for use 
against later commitments. Another approach, in connection with a long-term cumulative 
emissions target, would be to begin the long-term period immediately (e.g., 20(X)-2050).
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Issue

Reaffirming and Continuing to Advance 
the Implementation of Article 4.1 Commitments

What specific proposals should the United States advocate 
to "reaffirm and continue to advance the implementation of 
Article 4.1 commitments?"

Negotiating Obiectives

To ensure that action by developing countries is part of a 
protocol/amendment to the U.N. Framework Convention on Climate 
Change.

To ensure appropriate balance between the actions taken by 
developed countries and actions taken by developing countries 
pursuant to the protocol/amendment.

Background

Greenhouse gas emissions in developing countries are 
growing rapidly. By the year 2020 they are projected to exceed 
the emissions of the developed world. China is now the world's 
second largest greenhouse gas emitter (after the United States).

Developing countries must be part of the protocol/amendment 
because:

(1) action by the developed world alone cannot solve the 
problem of global climate change, and

(2) it will be difficult to persuade stake holders in 
developed countries to take additional action if developing 
countries are not also seen to be taking some action;

(3) developing countries may otherwise gain competitive 
advantage
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In negotiations toward the Convention, participants largely 
acknowledged that the environmental benefits of developed 
country efforts to return their greenhouse gas emissions to 
1990 levels by the year 2000 were not quantifiable; the "aim" 
of the Convention was largely political — a small downpayment 
toward reaching the Convention's ultimate objective (the 
stabilization of atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases 
at a level that will prevent dangerous human interference with 
the climate system).

In this regard, little has changed since 1992. Whatever 
step developed countries are prepared to take in negotiations 
toward a new legal instrument will also largely be 
insusceptible to quantification in terms of its environmental 
benefits. It will likewise be difficult if not impossible to 
measure the environmental benefit of action by developing 
countries.

In the absence of an environmental metric, the benefits of 
action by developed countries and action by developing 
countries can be measured only relatively — both on a 
political scale, and each largely in terms of the other.

Politically, it will be indispensable to include developing 
countries in the new legal instrument. Without developing 
country participation, it will be difficult for developed 
countries to summon domestic political support for additional 
action by them. For this reason, including developing, 
countries in any next step has long been a .sine qua non of U.S. 
policy.

Differentiation

The issue is how to include them. Article 3 of the 
Convention provides that, "The Parties should protect the 
Climate system for the benefit of present and future 
generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in 
accordance with their common but differentiated 
responsibilities and respective capabilities [emphasis added]. 
Accordingly, the developed country Parties should take the lead 
in combating climate change and the adverse effects thereof." 
Article 4.1, which pertains to all Parties, also speaks of 
their "common but differentiated responsibilities."

Therefore, under the Convention there must be appropriate 
balance — or differentiation — between the actions of 
developed countries and those of developing countries. This 
"differentiation" is rooted in their "responsibilities" 
(historic emissions) — the usual emphasis of developing 
countries. It is also rooted in their "respective - 
capabilities" (resources available to respond) — the 
preferred emphasis of developed countries.
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and Mandate further differentiates between developedcountries. It provides for strengthening the^ 
commitments of developed country (Annex I) Parties by

policies and measures and setting quantified 
limitation and reduction objectives within specified
iitrnd^I^!®^' provides that the process will not
introduce any new commitments for developing country Parties
to advance^thP^?"' existing Article 4.1 commitments and continue 
to advance the implementation of these commitments.
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nooin ^ Mandate. It is also reflected in the Geneva 
Declaration (July 1996), which provides that the "outcome" [of 
the negotiations] should encompass commitments for Annex I

policies and measures as well as "quantified Objectives for emission limitations Ld 
significant overall reductions within specified timeframe The 
Geneva Declaration also specifies that the "outcome" should 
encompass "commitments for all Parties on continuing ?o advance 
the implementation of existing commitments in Article 4.1."
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Leaders of any new commitments.Chinr in na i included notably China and India.

I P^^'ticular, felt that there was no need to begin
^ legal instrument in Berlin, that the 

commi'em first implement the Convention's existing
commitments for an indeterminate period. They reacted vervsir orti^ba1ic""l""^"r Paper" (an^ellif l^f||t^to

flr^ elements of a protocol. The German paper 
called for new commitments from developing countries; the G-77
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so soundly rejected the German paper that they allowed no 
reference to it in the Berlin Mandate. Even the protocol 
proposed by the Alliance of Small Island States (AoSIS) touched 
off a firestorm within the G-77 because it suggested that 
developing countries might take some, albeit minor, actions.

Ultimately, the G-77 relented and agreed that negotiations 
could begin — but they were adamant that these negotiations 
involve no new commitments for developing countries. Developed 
countries, in particular the United States, insisted that 
developing countries must be involved in the negotiations and 
that the new legal instrument must include action by developing 
countries.

The compromise ultimately agreed provided that all Parties 
would "reaffirm" their existing commitments and "continue to 
advance the implementation" of those commitments. To some 
developing countries, this provision was hollow; their 
representatives have since asserted that developing countries 
will do nothing beyond what they are already doing. To most 
developed countries, this provision means that developing 
countries will be included in the new legal instrument, which 
will elaborate to some extent on their existing commitments.

Establishing the Continuum

Not yet established in the negotiations is the concept of a 
continuum with respect to "continuing to advance the 
implementation of Article 4.1 commitments." At one end, very 
little beyond existing implementation efforts might be 
expected; at the other end, the distinction between "continuing 
to advance the implementation of existing commitments" and "new 
commitments" might almost be lost.

Where precisely along the continuum of possible actions we 
would expect developing countries to end up will depend on how 
far developed countries are prepared ultimately to go in their 
own "next step." It will also depend on the polical judgment 
developed countries reach about the concommitant action they 
will need from developing countries to achieve the kind of 
rough symmetry that their domestic constituencies will demand.

To settle at some future date on a point along a continuum, 
it will be critical soon to establish it conceptually and to 
suggest potential parameters. This could be done in U.S. 
interventions at the AGBM's Fifth Session in December. Waiting 
much beyond December will create several problems: 1) what to
say in December, if not this; 2) when else to begin laying the 
ground for potentially significant action from developing 
countries; 3) how to begin rallying other developed'countries, 
recognizing that unity among them will be important in the 
negotiations.
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With three likely negotiating sessions (March, August and 

October) after the AGBM's next meeting and before Kyoto in 
December 1997, not much time remains in which to posit a 
conceptual approach, rally developed countries and persuade 
developing countries.

Options Along the Continuum

The continuum of approaches that could be proposed is 
extremely broad and includes actions both humble and grand. It 
may aid evaluation to consider them in several categories.
They are labeled here simply by letter (categories A-E), which 
correspond, however, to increasing levels of action.

At the low end, actions proposed would entail little 
controversy, but neither would they achieve significant 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. At the high end, 
actions proposed could lead to meaningful greenhouse gas 
reductions but would be extremely controversial and difficult 
to negotiate; they could also give rise to developing country 
demands for substantial increases in development assistance. 
Global Environment Facility (GEF) funding, technology transfer, 
etc. Actions higher up along the continuum would also 
presuppose a higher level of action from developed countries.

Governments participating in the GEF will be engaged in a 
maj.or replenishment effort in 1997. While this effort may not 
be concluded before 1998, developed country efforts to involve 
developing countries in the new legal instrument will likely 
give rise to calls from developing countries for higher levels 
of GEF funding — the more significant the actions expected of 
developing countries, the stronger the chorus for increased GEF 
funding. U.S. contributions to date to the GEF ($190 million 
appropriated) suggest that the United States will fall 
significantly short of its 1994 pledge of $430 million. Thus, 
even if the United States were disposed to increase its future 
contributions to the GEF, we have a credibility problem both 
among other donors and recipients that will be difficult to 
overcome.

Note that implicit in the actions listed below is 
acceptance of the Berlin Mandate proscription against "new 
commitments" for developing countries. While the provisions of 
the Berlin Mandate might themselves be overturned, this would 
come at a very high price, including, most likely, a virtual 
meltdown of the negotiations. Although some have argued that 
developed countries should take no additional action unless 
that action is matched by developing countries, most developed



countries accept that the threat o£ global climate change is 
too serious to risk a stand-off in which global greenhouse gas 
emissions continue to grow unabated.

Also implicit in the actions listed is acceptance of the 
political imperative to show "progress" within the four corners 
of the new legal instrument. While it would be possible to 
pursue a strategy in which the United States or a somewhat 
broader segment of developed countries (e.g., the G-7) sought 
to change the development path of key developing countries 
through bilateral or multilateral efforts outside the 
Convention, it is questionable whether such progress outside 
the new legal instrument could be used to justify new developed 
country commitments in the instrument. Appearance and politics 
militate against this approach, whatever its‘practical 
advantages might be.

The categories here are obviously subjective. There is no 
systematic basis for including a particular action at the high 
end of one category or the low end of the next. Moreover, the 
categories and the possible actions within them are not 
mutually exclusive — it would be possible to choose particular 
items from among the categories. Still, the categories listed 
may serve roughly to differentiate among various possible 
options, recognizing that there has as yet been little 
substantive discussion in the AGBM sessions of how to "continue 
to advance the implementation of Article 4.1 commitments."

Category A .

This category of options may include some or all of the 
following:

1) Stressing the vulnerability of developing countries to 
the impacts of significant climate change, and 
systematically documenting the local (national) 
benefits to be gained from actions to respond to 
climate change

2) Developing guidelines for domestic processes to 
implement commitments under Article 4.1

3) Urging developing countries to implement "no regrets" 
measures to address (mitigate) greenhouse gas 
emissions that are make sense in their national 
circumstances
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4) Proposing to expand the U.S. "Support for National 

Action Plans (SNAP) Program (the successor to "Country 
Studies") to help developing countries identify and 
implement such "country-driven" (nationally 
determined) "no regrets" measures, essentially seeking 
to replicate internationally U.S. voluntary programs 
under the Climate Change Action Plan of 1993

5) Using investment guarantees to encourage U.S. firms to 
support developing country efforts to implement such 
cost-effective measures

Options in this category would require little of developing 
countries beyond what they are already doing. Domestically, 
they could require some additional work (seeking to use 
investment guarantees, which could engender domestic opposition 
if pursued vigorously) or commitment (expanding the SNAP 
Program). They would not be controversial or provocative. It 
might be possible to implement them without signficant 
expenditure (or calls for significant additional funding from 
developing countries). They could be reflected in the new 
legal instrument to demonstrate that developing countries were 
moving forward to some extent (e.g., a commitment to implement 
"country-driven", cost-effective measures).

Category B

Options in this category would constitute more of a 
departure from the status quo than those described above, 
might include such items as: They

1) Promoting an in-depth review process, similar to that 
of Annex I Parties, for the initial and subsequent 
national communications of developing countries (this 
could involve amending Article 10.2(b) of the 
Convention to specify clearly that the Subsidiary Body 
on Implementation, or a counterpart body under the new 
legal instrument, would be empowered to consider 
information submitted by each Party individually; it 
could also involve expanding the powers of such a 
body, e.g., by enabling the Conference of the Parties 
to 'elaborate' further the functions and terms of 
reference of the SBI or new legal instrument 
counterpart body)
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2) Developing a common menu of "no regrets" actions 

(provision for doing so and for revising the menu from 
time to time could be included in the new legal 
instrument, although the menu itself would be 
established through decisions of the Conference of the 
Parties) and urging that developing countries 
periodically and systematically review the menu and 
"order" such items as could be justified in their 
national circumstances

3) Proposing new provisions to engage developing 
countries more effectively in technology cooperation 
and diffusion (this could be shaped in such a way that 
developing countries, as the primary beneficiaries, 
would have little objection — that is, it need not 
include references to 'market reform' or 'removing 
barriers to technology diffusion', but could involve 
participation in a revitalized Climate Technology 
Initiative or various elements thereof)

To date the United States has tended to view the 
development and implementation of a review process for national 
communications of developing countries as a part of ongoing 
efforts to implement the Convention. In this sense, the United 
States has been unwilling to "count" such efforts as 
"continuing to advance the implementation of existing 
commitments" under the Berlin Mandate. Still, having just 
adopted guidelines for initial communications of developing 
countries at the Second Conference of the Parties in July 1996, 
the issue has yet to be joined. Experience in negotiating 
those guidelines has proven that a significant effort will 
likely be required to develop and implement a meaningful review 
process, particularly in view of developing country 
sensitivities and in view of language they successfully 
included in the Convention that presents obstacles to doing so.

In the context of a new legal instrument, clarifying that 
national communications of developing countries would be 
subject to individual, in-depth review (not merely review in 
the aggregate) would be a meaningful change.

Other options in this category could be structured in such 
a way as to avoid issues that would provoke developing 
countries while still advancing efforts to implement existing 
commitments. None should directly involve significant cost or 
fuel developing country demands for significantly enhanced 
funding commitments from developed countries.
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Category C

Options in this category go beyond those in Category B. 
Because they would largely require developing country 
acquiescence, rather than active agreement, or because they 
could be accomplished in other fora (e.g., the GEF Council), 
they could perhaps be accomplished with persistence and 
determination. Such options largely focus on using 
"conditionality" with respect to existing funds to promote 
greater engagement in addressing climate change within 
developing countries. They might include:

1) Proposing that future GEF funding be conditioned on 
submission of an initial national communication
(report)

2) Requiring that GEF project proposals from each 
developing country in the climate change focal area be 
ranked according to their effects on greenhouse gas 
emissions and that the GEF establish rigorous funding 
requirements linked with such rankings (either for 
individual countries or among proposals submitted by 
all eligible countries)

3) Promoting comprehensive changes in the lending 
practices of multilateral financial institutions to 
condition loans and grants on certain policy changes 
in key sectors (e.g., energy demand/supply, 
transportation, agriculture) designed to encourage 
greater attention to climate change concerns and 
greater participation in the global effort to address 
them

Options in this category would need to be pursued 
persistently over time, and could depend on making comparable 
changes with respect to domestic lending banks (e.g., OPIC). 
These options might not lend themselves to textual treatment in 
a new legal instrument, and therefore might not satisfy 
domestic political needs. They would likely strike a 
particularly sensitive nerve among developing countries, who 
have long railed against "new forms of conditionality" and 
fought hard at the Rio Conference in 1992 to establish an 
international policy decrying "conditionality" in international 
funding activities. Developing countries would flatly oppose 
further conditionality within the GEF. Ranking GEF projects 
might present problems in terms of short versus long-term 
reduction gains. Moreover, considerable "conditionality" 
already is associated with international funding efforts; it 
might be difficult to add new criteria and/or to a,void 
inconsistencies with existing criteria.
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Options in this category include those that have already 
occasioned intense debate internationally, or those that could 
reasonably be expected to do so. Some may well be 
indispensable to any new legal instrument; still, negotiating 
them would likely be extremely difficult. Such options include:

1) Advocating joint implementation for credit under an 
"opt-in” approach in which developing countries, on a 
voluntary basis, would be allowed to participate (on a 
full or discounted basis) in the emissions trading 
regime among developed country Parties, provided they 
met certain criteria (e.g., agreement to begin 
developing a national baseline for greenhouse gas 
emissions); the criteria that might be adopted 
regarding developing country participation in such a 
program might best be implemented through "premiums” 
for countries that met higher standards in their 
national programs (e.g., all or most emissions 
reductions from eligible projects would count if the 
host country agreed to develop a national baseline 
within "X" years; less of the emissions reductions 
would count if lesser efforts were involved);

the "opt-in", voluntary basis orientation of such a 
program could serve to lessen the controversy that 
would otherwise attach to it; still, a number of 
developing countries will likely argue that'"joint 
implementation," particularly "joint implementation 
for credit," cannot take place until the "Activities 
Implemented Jointly" international pilot phase has 
been concluded and there has been a "conclusive 
decision" of the COP to move to a successor regime

2) Seeking developing country agreement in a new legal 
instrument to begin negotiations toward "new 
commitments" for them by "x" date after the conclusion 
of COP-3 in Kyoto; this option is sometimes described 
as an "agreement to agree"; there are many variables 
and possibilities under this option (e.g., would the 
future negotiations with developing countries specify 
that the outcome should be binding targets and 
timetables, would the negotiations result in a 
non-binding "aim" for developing countries, would the 
date fixed for negotiations to begin be the same for 
all developing countries, might the date for beginning 
negotiations be triggered when a country met a
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particular threshold (in terms of total emissions, as 
a percentage of global emissions, or based on national 
annual average emissions growth), might the agreement 
only involve a commitment to begin negotiating such a 
threshold by "x" date, etc.;

Options in this category may have some proponents within 
the ranks of the developing countries (e.g., on joint 
implementation). Some developing countries might even be 
willing to set a date for future negotiations that could 
involve new commitments for them, provided that the mandate for 
these negotiations was vague enough, that the date set to begin 
was sufficiently distant, and that the negotiations involved 
still further commitments from developed country Parties.
Still, options in this category will be highly controversial 
and will, at a minimum, lead to accusations by some that their 
proponents have torn up the COP—1 decision on "Activities 
Implemented Jointly", the Berlin Mandate, or both.

Category E

Options within this category define the far end of the 
continuum of potential developing country actions. They would 
be the most far-reaching, would likely give rise to the 
strongest developing country opposition, but hold the potential 
for a clear advance under the Convention and would go some 
distance toward placating domestic critics. They might also 
require stronger commitments from developed countries to make 
proposing them credible. Possibilities include:

1) seeking to establish a threshold at which developing
countries would "graduate" to a new status; this "new" 
status might not be equivalent to developed country 
status, but would clearly involved heightened 
commitments (for example, to energy efficiency 
"targets" or to a certain percentage increase in the 
renewables portion of the national fuel mix); the 
existing Convention "differentiates" between OECD 
countries (Annex II), OECD countries plus the 
so-called "economies in transition" (Annex I), 
developing countries and least developed countries, 
but it contains no mechanism by which to move from one 
category to another; the "economies in transition" are 
less likely in this round of negotiations to settle 
for the same commitment as OECD countries with only "a 
certain degree of flexibility" in meeting that 
commitment — they are likely to want more 
"differentiation"; in addition, despite the accession 
of Mexico and Korea to the OECD, it is highly doubtful
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that either would agree to take on the identical 
commitment as their OECD colleagues — they are likely 
to argue for separate treatment within Annex I; the 
threshold might be triggered by total national 
greenhouse gas emissions that rise beyond a certain 
level or by a certain level per GDP and/or per capita. 
etc.

2) seeking to change the underlying approach in the 
Convention, which essentially equates Gabon with 
China, to one which clearly identifies the 25-30 
largest greenhouse gas emitters that now account for, 
and will continue to account for, some 85 percent of 
the world's total emissions; if this group of 
countries, both developed and developing, could be 
segregated from the remaining 130-plus countries whose 
emissions only amount to about 15 percent of the 
global total, if a spotlight could be trained on them, 
and even if only the developed countries among them 
were to take on new commitments in this round of 
negotiations, it would be a matter of time before the 
key developing countries began to feel international 
pressure to deal with their own emissions; moreover, 
such an approach would deny the key developing country 
emitters their hiding place within the ranks of 
countries such as Antigua/Barbuda, Sri Lanka and Togo.

Proposing options in this category will occasion a strong 
opposition among developing countries, led by the chief 
emitters among them who, presumably, would spare no effort to 
cow their smaller cousins. They will be problemmatic to 
negotiate and may attract few supporters among the OECD 
countries, some of whom are quick to retreat when confronted by 
strong opposition from the G-77. Still, options in this 
category would likely win strong domestic support, would 
represent a significant and perhaps critical change in the 
Convention's approach to the problem, and achieve critical 
positioning for future negotiations.



-13-

appendix A
BACKGROUND ON DEVELOPING COUNTRY COMMITMENTS UNDER THE 

U.N. FRAMEWORK CONVENTION ON CLIMATE CHANGE

The Berlin Mandate (April 1995) and the Geneva Declaration 
(July 1996) are the key documents providing guidance on the 
outcome anticipated with respect to developing countries from 
the current round of negotiations.

The Berlin Mandate provides that:

"2. The process will, inter alia:

"(b) Not introduce any new commitments for Parties not 
included in Annex I, but reaffirm existing commitments 
in Article 4.1 and continue to advance the 
implementation of these commitments in order to 
achieve sustainable development, taking into account 
Article 4.3, 4.5 and 4.7;"

The Geneva Declaration provides that:

The Ministers and other heads of delegations present at the
second session of the Conference of the Parties to the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change,

"8. Instruct their representatives to accelerate
negotiations on the text of a legally-binding protocol 
or another legal instrument to be completed in due 
time for adoption at the third session of the 
Conference of the Parties. The outcome should fully 
encompass the remit of the Berlin Mandate, in 
particular:

commitments for all Parties on continuing to 
advance the implementation of existing 
commitments in Article 4.1;"

Status of Countries

The Convention creates four categories of Parties:

1) Annex II Parties (developed countries that were
members of the OECD at the time the Convention was 
negotiated)
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2) Annex I Parties (developed countries included in Annex
II, plus 11 specifically named "economies in 
transition" including: Belarus, Bulgaria,
Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Poland, Romania, Russian Federation and Ukraine

3) Developing countries (all Parties not included in 
Annex I or Annex II)

4) Least developed countries (assumed to be those on the 
U.N. list of Least Developed Countries)

Current Commitments

In Article 4.1, all Parties, "taking into account their 
common but differentiated responsibilities and their specific 
national and regional development priorities, objectives and 
circumstances" are required to take the actions included in the 
10 subparagraphs of the Article. Most significant among these 
is the requirement to:

"(b) Formulate, implement, publish and regularly update 
national and, where appropriate, regional programmes 
containing measures to mitigate climate change by 
addressing anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals 
by sinks of all greenhouse gases not controlled by the 
Montreal Protocol, and measures to facilitate adequate 
adaptation to climate change;"

Article 12 provides that "each Party shall communicate to 
the Conference of the Parties, through the secretariat, the 
followng elements of information:

"(a) A national inventory of anthropogenic emissions by
sources and removals by sinks of all greenhouse gases 
not controlled by the Montreal Protocol, to the extent 
its capacities permit, using comparable methodologies 
to be promoted and agreed upon by the Conference of 
the Partries;

"(b) A general description of steps taken or envisaged by 
the Party to implement the Convention; and

"(c) Any other information that the Party considers
relevant to the achievement of the objective of the 
Convention and suitable for inclusion in its 
communication, including, if feasible, material 
relevant for calculations of global emission trends.
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On a voluntary basis, developing countries may propose 
projects for financing, along with, if possible, an estimate of 
all incremental costs, of the reductions of emissions and 
increments of removals of greenhouse gases, as well as an 
estimate of the consequent benefits.

Under Article 12.5, each developing country Party must make 
Its initial communication within three years of entry into 
force of the Convention for that Party, or of the availability 
of financial resources under the Convention. Least developed 
countries are allowed to make their initial communications at 
their discretion.

Article 4.3 provides that developed country Parties will 
meet the agreed full cost to developing countries of meeting 
their reporting requirements under Article 12. Article 4 3 
also provides that developed country Parties will meet the 
agreed full incremental costs [to developing country Parties] 
of implementing the measures contained in Article 4.1 that are 
agreed between the developing country Party and the entity 
operating the Convention's financial mechanism (currently the 
Global Environment Facility).

SEEGC Doc #9829



Development of US Position on Specific Issues
(Only major changes to the US position are noted.)

Date/
Event

Flexibility 

(JI & Trading)
Non-Annex I 

Involvement
Emissions Budgets

June 1992 
Signing of 
FCCC

Developing nations should 
(voluntarily & with Annex I 
support) begin monitoring 
and reporting.

April 
1995 
COP-1 & 
Berlin 
Mandate

No new commitments, will 
work to implement current 
commitments. Agreement 
specifies that no new 
commitments will apply to 
non-an. I nations, but that 
negotiations on new 
Commitments will begin after 
work on BM is completed.

Oct. 1995 
AGBM-2

Idea introduced. The US 
urged Parties to consider 
approaches which “could 
provide parties with greater 
flexibility in where 
emissions are reduced... 
Examples of such 
approaches include multi- 
perty emissions objectives, 
coupled with emisssions 
trading or joint 
implementation...”

US seeks to recommend ways 
all parties can become 
involved. “We do not intend 
through our proposals here to 
suggest any new commitments 
on the part of developing 
countries. ... What we would 
like to do, however, is to 
examine what the existing 
commitments imply - and to 
recommend ways in which all 
parties can move toward a 
more successful set of 
actions...” Mostly dealing 
with identifying JI projects and 
reporting/monitoring._______

Idea first introduced 
“An alternative approach that 
the U.S. urges the parties to 
consider would be to establish 
a limit on total emissions over 
a specified period. ... In 
connection... it would be 
useful to consider whether to 
provide an incentive for early 
reductions, and if so, how.” 
(US Statement, Agenda item 
3(b))

TIMELINE.DOC 6/17/97
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Date/
Event

Flexibility 

(JI & Trading)
Non-Annex I 

Involvement
Emissions Budgets

March
1996
AGBM-3

“The inclusion of [several 
FCCC articles]... 
underscores the agreement 
among parties that any 
future step must provide 
flexibility in 
theimplementation of 
obligations.” (March 6 US 
Intervention)

US insists all parties need to 
be involved at some point in 
the process. “Advancing the 
implementation of Parties’ 
commitments under Article 4.1 
entails more than reporting on 
their current activities. The 
US believes there is a 
tremendous potential for all 
countries, including 
developing countries, to 
further their objectives for 
economic development and 
grovvth and to protect the 
earth’s climate system...”

July 17,
1996
COP-2

Binding targets 
conditional on flexibility. 
“... the medium-term target 
must be met through 
maximum flexibility in the 
selection of implementation 
measures, including the use of 
measures such as reliable 
activities implemented jointly 
and trading mechanisms 
around the world.” (T. Wirth)

Reafilrmed.
“While we recognize that 
developed countries have the 
responsibility to lead, we also 
believe that this effort must be a 
paitnership with all nations. We 
stand ready to continue our 
efforts to provide technical 
expertise to work with developing 
countries to reduce GHG 
emissions, and to continue the 
paitnership we have developed 
with many.” (T. Wirth statement)

Dec, 1996 
AGBM-5

“The US believes that the 
target set in the next step 
should cover a multi-year 
period... [and] also strongly 
supports inclusion of the 
option for banking between 
multi-year average target 
periods.” (Intervention on 
QELROs)

Jan,1997 Current Proposal

TIMELINE.DOC 6/17/97



,tver Communique
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UN General Assemblv Soecial Se<?.«!inn

13 We discussed the progress that has been made since the 199^ Rio 
Earth Summit in defining and promoting sustainable development, 
and we commit ourselves to taking action in areas critical to 
advancing this agenda. Sustainable development demands the full 
mtegfation of environment, economic and social policies, and should 
be based upon democratic governance and respect for human rights.
In this connection, we reaffirm the vital contribution of civil society. 
We urge the United Nations General Assembly, at its Special Session 
to be held next week, to reaffirm and give impetus to the Rio 
commitments, to take stock of implementation since Rio, and, most 
importantly, to develop a manageable list of priority issues to address 
in future work on sustainable development.

[UK]: sem. 2, add/delete: “ .-democratic governance aflrf, respect
for human rights, and ±e eradication of noverty ”

[EC]: newpco'a (bracketedpara 14 tabled at Sherps mtg.}: “13b.
We recognise that rapid progress in the eradication of poverty, and 
more sustainable patterns of consumption and production, are 
essential elements in the achievement of sustainable development.
We agree on the need to facilitate the develooment and iran'jfpr nf 
environmentally sound technolgies, and to increased efforts to 
mobilise b^^pubhc^d prvate sector financing, including ODA, and

Importance of the Global_Environmental Fadlitv as the loa/tin,.
multilateral fimdin^ mer.han;sm f^r the nlohal envimnniPnt » “

Oimatfi rthaoop

14. We are determined to take the lead and show seriousness of 
purpose in strengthening international efforts to confront climate G]: ie/!/. 2. add: “...and reduction targets as well as pnlidps anH 

measufres. We support ”
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i^cnver Commurique 6/11/97; 9:27

change. We must forge at the Third Conference of Parties to the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change in Kyoto, a strong 
agreement that fully meets the remit of the Beriin mandate, and that 
contains legally binding emission limitation and reduction targets
We support an agreement that will advance us toward the^ultimate 
goal of stabilizing atmospheric concentrations of greephduse gasses 
at an acceptable level in an efficient and qost^jgffertii^e way, and that 
allows Signatories appropriate flexibility in the manner in which they 
meet the targets. We are committed to achieve emissions targets that

(brackets) '‘...cost-effective way[, and that 
allows... in which they meet targets],

[EC]: sent. 3. add: (brackets) “,,,cost-effective way[, and that 
allows. .. in which they meet targets],

[EC]: last sent., add: .committed to achieve quantified emis,sinns
targets..,”

/'

{J:}[are meaningful, realistic and equitable and which maintain 
accountability and transparency.]

[J]; support

{h G, UK, EC;}[substantially reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
below 1990 levels for ±e years 2005, 2010 and 2020, Developed 
countries should, individually or jointly, reduce emissions levds by 
the year 2010 by 15% with respect to 1990. They should also 
commit themselves to common and coordinated policies and 
measures that would help us avoid competitive distortions and 
achieve ambitious targets.]

[I]: support 

[G]: support 

[UK]: support 

[EC]: support

{F:}[reduce greenhouse gas emissions significantly below 1990 
levels by 2005 and 2010, with coordinated policies and measures ]

[F]: support
[UK]; second (minimum) preference

[significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions below 1990 levels 
by 2005 and 2010.]

15, Action by developed countries alone will not be sufficient to meet 
this goal. Measurable steps will also be needed by developing

[EC]; sent. 2, add: “In the longer temu Mmeasurable steps will also 
beneded...”
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^uuntrics, ana ineir obligations wiJI increase as their economies grow. 
We agree to work in partnership with them to that effect. In this 
context, we resolve to facilitate technological development and 
diffijsion to, and promote environm^tal education and capacity 
building in, developing countries. We stress the importance of 
setting up an appropriate mechanism for monitoring and ensuring 
compliance among Parties. We also agreed to work together to 
enhance international efforts to further develop global systems for 
monitoring climate change and other environmental trends.

Forests

16. Forests continue to be destroyed and degraded at alarming rates 
in many parts of the woild. To reverse this trend, we call on all 
countries to work with us to begin implementation of the proposals 
for action put forward by the UNCSD Inter-govemraental Panel on 
Forests and to develop constructive programs, inter alia, to 
implement national forest programs for sustainable forest 
management, establish networks of protected areas, assess the state 
of each nation’s forests using agreed criteria and indicators, harness 
responsible private sector investment in forests and to eliminate 
illegal logging: We welcome the progress made in implementing the 
Brazilian Pilot Program initiated in Houston. We urge the Special 
Session of the United Nations

[G], sent. 2, add: “To reverse this trend, we uree the Special
Session of the United Nations to establwh an Interanvernmental
Negotiating Committee to develoo an intematinnal convention to
ensure the conservation and sustainable manaBement of the worW’c
forests. This nesotiation should be cnmnlrted bv the vear 7nnn w*.
we caD on all countries to work with us...”
[G]; sent. 2, add: “...initiated in Houston and confirm mir 
willingness to continue supnorrina it ”

[GJ: sent. 4, delete: 'We-urgc the Special Session of the United

{I, F, EC:}[to establish an Intergovernmental Negotiating 
Committee to develop an international convention to ensure the 
co^ervation and sustainable management of the world’s forests.
This negotiation should be.completed by the year 2000.]{G opposes}

[I]: support

[F] : support

[G] : opposes 

[EC]: support
{f:}[to launch an iutergovemmental initiative for coordinated [J]: siwport
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United States Department of State
Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and 
IntemaUonal Environmental and Scientific Affairs

June 4,1997

TO: Distribution

FROM: OES - Eileen B. Claussen

SUBJECT: Distribution of Documents

Attached is a copy of the U.S. submission to the UNFCCC Secretariat, which includes the 
following documents:
• Additional/modified text on issues related to Annex C (which gases are to be 

included);
• Additional modified text on issues related to compliance; and
• A copy of the U.S. draft protocol proposal revised to include this additional text.

The Secretariat will include the submission, which was forwarded earlier this week, in the 
miscellaneous document to be circulated prior to the AGBM meeting. Also attached is a 
one page fact sheet summarizing changes/modifications. This was not sent to the FCCC, 
but has been useftil in explaining materials to the Hill and others.

Attachment: as stated.

Total pages in this transmission (including cover page): 18
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Adcj_iA^qnu.l Q . .q . Pi-npn-jaln t
(cefarenes, are re the origtn.lVs'l'.ub.ie'^ioni

o Replace datiniCion 3 ("Greenhouse gas") with the following;

greenhouse gas-covered in

the^£ollowingl'^''°" ^ carbon equivalent”) with

cI?rel°L°rqSantUy’'o£*onI
gases equivalent to onf» other greenhouseilobal ™rSr^ten?UirlecfdeS'’^*accordance «i?h‘^hnnex"? of'‘mf Pro^ooo^" 

^ticle 2 fPimissions BudgAho) 

o Delete paragraph 7 

Article. 3 ft^easurement and Rennr-f-'; 

o Replace paragraph 2 with the following:

greenhouse gases takiS i^rJ^ ^^® 

used. The Parties aSlT
best available methods and update agx-eedevolving scientific knowlfdSf^^®^'"?"^® 
the Subsidiary Body for Scientif?^^’^'^^"^ advice from 
Advice referred to in L^iclf ^2 Technological

Annex r.

O Replace descriptive language with the following;

giobfrssSiS PoteStijJ:"Lxs%rtheir first mL?inraaklnS inpS Parties at
global warming ootlntiJl® L iPCC's
and as subsequently updated bv^hh horizons)evolving scientific knowj'dge'^
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Addicional tJ.s. Proposal.s ^
(references are to the original U.S. Submission)

In Article 2 o.f the U-S- proposal (Emissions Budgets), 
add a new paragraph 6.bis, as follows:

2.6.bis. At the end of a budget period applicable to a 
Party, any amount of tonnes of carbon equivalent 
emissions over its emissions budget shall be 
subtracted at a rate of [rate greater than that 
in paragraph 6] from the subsequent budget period.

In Article 4 of the U.S. proposal (Review and Compliance 
Process), substitute for paragraphs 3 to 6 the following text:

4.3 Reviews will be in connection with the review of
communications conducted under Article 10.2(b) of the 
Convention and will be in accordance with guidelines 
to be adopted by the Parties at a meeting. These 
sidelines shall, .inter alia, provide for how 
information will be made available to the public and 
define mechanisms by which observers and the public 
may provide comments, supplemental data or other 
information to facilitate and improve reviews. The 
guidelines shall be periodically reviewed by the 
Parties for appropriate revision.

Review teams will review all aspects of a Party's 
implementation of this Protocol, including the 
likelihood that a Party will achieve its emissions 
budgets obligations. They will be authorized, inter 
alia, to review pertinent information and consult with 
the Party in question and others as necessary. They 
will prepare a report assessing a Party's 
implementation of its obligations, identifying any 
areas of apparent non-compliance, as well as potential 
problems in achieving obligations.

Such reports will be circulated by the Secretariat to
addition, the Secretariat will 

Identify for further consideration any report 
indicating a question of implementation.

4.4

4.5

S of the U.S. proposal (International Emissions 
Trading), substitute the following text:

6.1. Except as otherwise provided below, any Annex A
or Annex B Party may transfer to, or acquire from, anv 
Annex A or Annex B Party, any of its tonnes of carbon 
equivalent emissions allowed for a budget period for 
the purpose of meeting its obligations under Article 2.
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S.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

An Annex A or Annex B Party may not transfer or 
acquire any of its tonnes of carbon equivalent 
emissions allowed if it is not in compliance with its 
obligations under Article 3 (Measurement and 
Reporting) or if it does not have in place a nationaJ 
mechanism for certification and verification of traders

An Annex A or Annex B Party may not transfer 'in a 
given budget period any of its tonnes of carbon 
equivalent emissions allowed if it has exceeded its 
emissions budget for that period.

If a question of a Party's implementation of the 
requirements referred to in paragraph 2 or 3 above is 
identified by either the review process under Articlp’ 
4.5 or by the Secretariat under Article 11.2(b):

transfers and acquisitions of tonnes allowed (in 
the case of paragraph 2) and transfers of tonnes 
allowed (in the case of paragraph 3) may continue 
to be made after the question has been 
identified, provided that any such tonnes may not 
be used by any Party to meet its obligations 
under Article 2 until any issue of compliance is 
resolved. Issues of compliance shall be resolved 
as expeditiously as possible.

A Party may authorize any domestic entity (e.g,. 
government agencies, private firms, non-govemmental 
organizations, individuals) to participate in actions 
leading to transfer and acquisition under paragraph 1 
of tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions allowed.

The Parties, at a meeting, may further elaborate 
guidelines to facilitate the reporting of emissions 
trading information.

In Article 10 of the U.S. proposal (Meetings of the 
Parties), for paragraph 4, substitute the following text:

10.4 The Parties:

(a) shall periodically review the adequacy of this 
Protocol;

(b) shall review the implementation of this Protocol, 
including the information submitted in accordance 
with Articles 3 and 5, reports received from the 
review teams referred to in Article 4, and any 
other reports and recommendations received from 
processes under this Protocol;
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(c) shall implement an appropriate regime 
to address cases of non-compliance with 
obligations under this Protocol, including 
-through the development of an indicative list of 
consequences, taking into account the type, 
degree, and frequency of non-compliance;

(d) may establish an implementation committee 
consisting of a subset of Parties to assist them, 
including by making recommendations, in carrying 
out functions referred to in Bubparagraphs (b) 
and (c) above.

In Article 11 of the U.S. proposal (Secretariat), 
for paragraph 2, substitute the following:

11,2 The functions of the secretariat shall be:

(a) to maintain and administer records relatincj 
to the accounting of the emissions budgets 
of AMex A and Annex B Parties, including 
initial budget allocations, adjustments to 
budgets consistent with Articles 2, e, and 
7, annual emissions, and remaining budgets 
in a given budget period;

to facilitate the review of implementation 
of this Protocol through, inter alia, 
coordinating the review of Annex A and Annex 
B implementation; coordinating the reviews 
under Article 5; identifying for the Parties 
questions of implementation, including 
whether individual reports are consistent 
with reporting criteria; and preparing an 
annual compilation and synthesis report that 
contains inventory and budget information, 
and notes any discrepancies in accounting.

(c) [other].
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as of June 1997

U.S. DRAFT PROTOCOL FRAMEWORK 
(submicted without prejudice to ultimate form of agreement

The Parties to this Protocol,

Have agreed as follows:

Article 1 
Definitions

For purposes of this Protocol:

1. "The Convention" means the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change done at New York on 9 Mav 1992. ^

2

3

"Party" means Party to this Protocol.

"Greenhouse gas" means any greenhouse gas covered in 
Annex C of this Protocol.

"Tonne of carbon equivalent" means one metric tonne of 
carbon/ or a quantity of one or more other greenhouse 
gases equivalent to one metric tonne based on the 
global warming potentials decided by the Parties in 
accordance with Annex C of this Protocol.

"Net anthropogenic emissions" of greenhouse gases is 
the calculated difference between emissions by sources 
and removals by sinks.

[other definitions to be developed or cross-referencud 
to the Convention as necessary]

2.

Article 2 
Emissions Budaetis

Each Annex A and Annex B Party shall ensure that its 
net anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases do not 
exceed its emissions budget for any applicable budget 
period, as specified in this Article.

For each Annex A and Annex B Party, its emissions 
budget shall be denominated in tonnes of carbon 
equivalent emissions allowed and shall equal:

(a) the tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions it is 
allowed under paragraph 3 or 4 below, plus



JUN-04-1997 15=28 □ES FRONT OFFICE 202 647 0217 F.03 '20

-2-
(b) any tonnes of carbon equivalent emissioas allow'^d 

that are carried over from a prior budget period 
under paragraph 5 below, plus

(c) up to [__ percent] of the tonnes of carbon
equivalent emissions allowed under paragraph 3 or 
4 below, such as may be borrowed from the 
subsequent budget period under paragraph 6 below, 
plus

(d) any tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions allowed 
that are acquired from another Party under 
Article 6 (International Emissions Trading) or 
Article 7 (Joint Implementation), minus

(e) any tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions allowed 
that are transferred to another Party under 
Article 6 (International Emissions Trading),

(a) For the first budget period, [20__ through 20__],
each Annex A Party shall have a number of tonnes 
of carbon equivalent allowed equal to [a 
percentage of] its net anthropogenic emissions of 
tonnes of carbon equivalent in 1990, multiplied 
by [the number of years in this budget period]

(b) For the second budget period, [20__ through
20—], each Annex A Party shall have a number of 
tonnes of carbon equivalejit emissions allowed 
equal to [a percentage equal to or less than the 
percentage in subparagraph 3(a)] of its net 
anthropogenic emissions of tonnes of carbon 
equivalent in 1990, multiplied by [the number of 
years in this budget period].

(c) [possible subsequent budget period(s)]

For the budget period [20_ through 20__] , each Annex 
B Party (see Annex B for States included) shall have a 
number of tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions 
allowed equal to [options for Annex B Parties 
include; budget periods, baseyears, and/or 
percentages different from those applicable to Annex A 
Parties].

At the end of a budget period applicable to a Party, 
any amount by which the Party's emissions of tonnes of 
carbon equivalent is under its emissions budget for 
that period may be carried over and added to its 
emissions budget for the next budget period.

At the end of a budget period applicable to a Partv, 
any amount of tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions 
allowed that is borrowed from the subsequent budget 
period shall be subtracted at a rate of [1.2-1] from 
the subsequent budget period.
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Gbis.At: the end of a budget period applicable to a. Party, 

any amount of tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions’ 
over its emissions budget shall be subtracted at a 
rate of [rate greater than that in paragraph 6] from 
the subsequent budget period.

7 .

8.

Any State not listed in Annex A may, in its instrument 
of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, or 
at any time thereafter, notify the Depositary that it 
intends to be bound by obligations of Annex A 
Parties. It will then be an Annex A Party. The 
Depositary shall inform the other signatories and 
Parties of any such notification.

Any State not listed in Annex A may, in its instrument 
of ratification, acceptance, approval, or accession, 
or at any time thereafter, notify the Depositary that 
it intends to be bound by obligations of Annex B 
Parties. It will then be an Annex B Party. The 
Depositary shall inform the other signatories and 
Parties of any such notification.

Article 3
Measurement and Reporting

Each Annex A and Annex B Party shall have in place by 
[the first year of its first budget period] a national 
systetn for the accurate measurement of anthropogenic 
emissions by sources, and removals by sinks, of 
greenhouse gases.

For the purposes of implementing paragraph 1 and 
promoting comparability, consistency, and 
transparency, the Parties shall, not later than theij- 
first Meeting, decide on agreed best available methods 
for the measurement by Parties of anthropogenic 
emissions by sources, and removals by sinks, of 
greenhouse gases, taking into account the best 
available methods determined by the IPCC and other 
e^ert bodies. They shall also decide on appropriate 
adjustments to measurements of emissions and removals 
where agreed best available methods have not been 
used. The Parties shall periodically update agreed 
best available methods and adjustments based on 
evolving scientific knowledge, including advice from 
the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological 
Advice referred to in Article 12.

Each Annex A and Annex B Party shall put in place, it 
it has not already done so, national compliance and 
enforcement programs relevant to its implementation of 
the obligations under this Protocol.
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(d)

-4 -

Each Annex A and Annex B Party shall submit ho the 
Secretariat, as part of its communication under 
Article 12 of the Convention, information on its 
implementation of this Protocol, including policies 
and measures it is taking to meet its obligations in 
Article 2. Such submission shall be in accordance, 
with guidelines which the Parties adopt at their first 
Meeting, taking into account any relevant guidelines 
adopted by the Parties to the Convention. Such 
submission shall also contain the following 
information:

(a) once the obligation in paragraph 1 above becomes 
effective, a description of the national 
measurement system that it has in place;

(b) once the obligation in paragraph 1 above becomes 
effective, the results of its national 
measurement system;

(c) a quantitative projection of its net 
anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases 
through the budget periods; and

a description of relevant national compliance and 
enforcement programs it has in place pursuant to 
paragraph 3 ^ove, as well as a description of 
their effectiveness, including actions taken in 
cases of non-compliance with national law.

In addition to the information required to be 
submitted under paragraph 4, each Annex A and Annex B 
Party shall submit to the Secretariat, on an annual 
basis and in accordance with the guidelines referred 
to in paragraph 4, its current calculation 
corresponding to each of the subparagraphs in Article 
2.2 and Its remaining emissions budget for that budget 
period. With respect to any tonnes of carbon 
equivalent emissions allowed that are acquired or 
transferred under Articles 6 or 7, the Party shall

quantity. Party of origin or destination, 
and the relevant budget period.

The first of the submissions referred to in paragraph 
5 shall be part of a Party's first communication that 
IS due after the Protocol has been in force for that 
Party for two years. The frequency of subsequent 
submissions shall be determined by the Parties.

Information communicated by Parties under this Article 
shall be transmitted by the secretariat as soon as
concerned*^° Parties and to any subsidiary bodies
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Without prejudice to the ability of any Party^ to mak- 
public its communication at any time, the secretariat 
shall make information communicated by Parties under^ 
this Article publicly available at the time it i« 
submitted to the Parties.

Article 4
Review and Compliance Procegg

In addition to the review of communications 
conducted under Article 10.2(b) of the Convention, the 
Meeting of the Parties shall consider the information 
submitted by Annex A and Annex B Parties under ArticJ.e 
3 in order to assess those Parties' implementation of 
their obligations.

Reviews will be conducted by expert review teams, 
which will be coordinated by the secretariat and 
composed of experts selected from those nominated by 
Parties and, as appropriate, by intergovernmental 
organizations.

Reviews will be in connection with the review of 
communications conducted under Article 10.2(b) of the 
Convention and will be in accordance with guidelines 
to be adopted by the Parties at a meeting. These 
guidelines shall, aJ-ia, provide for how
information will be made available to the public and 
define mechanisms by which observers and the public 
may provide comments, supplemental data or other 
information to facilitate and improve reviews. The 
guidelines shall be periodically reviewed by the 
Parties for appropriate revision.

Review teams will review all aspects of a Party's 
implementation of this Protocol, including the 
likelihood that a Party will achieve its emissions 
budgets obligations. They will be authorized, inter

to review pertinent information and consult with 
the Party in question and others as necessary. They 
will prepare a report assessing a Party's 
implementation of its obligations, identifying any 
areas of apparent non-compliance, as well as potential 
problems in achieving obligations.

Such reports will be circulated by the Secretariat to 
all Parties.- In addition, the Secretariat will 
Identify for further consideration any report 
indicating a question of implementation.
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Article 5
Advancement of the Implementation of 

Article 4.1 of the Convent-.inn

Recognizing the progress that has been made to date in 
implementing commitments under Article 4.1 of the Convention;

1.

2.

3 .

4.

5.

The Parties reaffirm their commitments under Article 
4.1 of the Convention and the need to continue to 
advance the implementation of such commitments.

Each Party shall strengthen its legal and 
institutional framework to advance the implementation 
of its commitments under Article 4.1 of the Convention,

Each Party shall take measures to- facilitate 
investment in climate-friendly technologies.

Each Party shall report, as part of its communication 
under the Convention, on how it is promoting public 
education and participation in the development of 
climate change policy.

Each Party that is neither in Annex A nor Annex B 
shall identify and implement "no-regrets" measures for 
mitigating net anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse 
gases, including auiy identified through the review 
process under paragraph 7 below. In this regard, each 
such Party shall also:

(a) ^antify the effects of the measures it 
implements;

(b) evaluate barriers to the adoption of potential 
measures; and

(c) report to the Secretariat, as part of its 
communication under the Convention, on the 
measures it has implemented, plans to implement, 
and barriers to the adoption of potential 
measures.

Each Party that is neither in Annex A nor Annex B 
shall submit to the Secretariat, on an annual basis, 
its inventory of greenhouse gas emissions. Such 
inventory shall be consistent with any guidelines 
adopted by the Parties,

The Parties shall establish a process for reviewing 
communications received under the Convention from thij 
Parties identified in paragraphs 5 and 6. The proce.cs 
shall be designed to:

(a) enable the review of the effects of individual 
measures described in paragraph 5,-
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(b) assist such Parties in identifying and \ 

implementing "no-regrets" measures for mitigating 
net anthropogenic emissions of greenhouse gases;

(c) seek to identify key sectors and technological 
options within them;

(d) consider possibilities for promoting voluntary 
arrangements with industry aimed at identifying 
and encouraging implementation of "no regrets" 
measures; and

(e) explore various means through which such Parties 
could obtain both the know-how and the technology 
needed to implement options identified.

Article 6
International Emissions Trading

Except as otherwise provided below, any Annex A 
or Annex B Party may transfer to, or acquire from, any 
Annex A or Annex B Party, any of its tonnes of carbon 
equivalent emissions allowed for a budget period, for 
the purpose of meeting its obligations under Article 2.

An Annex A or Annex B Party may not transfer or 
acquire any of its tonnes of carbon equivalent 
emissions allowed if it is not in compliance with itf; 
(^ligations under Article 3 (Measurement and 
Reporting) or if it does not have in place a national 
mechanism for certification and verification of trades.

An Annex A or Annex B Party may not transfer in a 
given budget period any of its tonnes of carbon 
equivalent emissions allowed if it has exceeded its 
emissions budget for that period.

If a question of a Party's implementation of the 
requirements referred to in paragraph 2 or 3 above is 
identified by either the review process under Article 
4.5 or by the Secretariat under Article 11.2(b):

transfers and acquisitions of tonnes allowed (in 
the case of paragraph 2) and transfers of tonnes 
allowed (in the case of paragraph 3) may continue 
to be made after the question has been 
identified, provided that any such tonnes may not 
be used by any Party to meet its obligations 
under Article 2 until any issue of compliance is 
resolved. Issues of compliance shall be resolved 
as expeditiously as possible.
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A Party may authorize any domestic entity (e'a 
government agencies, private firms, non-governmentalparticipa?e s
leading to transfer and acquisition under paragraoh i 
of tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions allowed.^

The Parties, at a meeting, may further elaborate
facilitate the reporting of emissions 

trading information.

Article 7
Joint Imolementat-i on

Any Party that is neither in Annex A nor B may 
generate .tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions allowed 
through projects that meet the criteria set forth in 
paragraph 2.

In addition to any criteria adopted by the Parties to 
this Protocol, the following criteria shall apply to 
projects: ^

(a) Projects must be compatible with and supportive 
of national environment and development 
priorities and strategies, as well as contribut--* 
to cost-effectiveness in achieving global 
benefits;

(b) Projects must provide a reduction in emissions 
that is additional to any that would otherwise 
occur.

[Additional provisions to be added on calculation 
measurement, monitoring, verification, review 
reporting]

Any Party that generates tonnes of carbon equivalent 
emissions allowed consistent with this Article may:

(a) hold such tonnes of carbon equivalent emissions 
allowed; or

(b) transfer any portion thereof to any Party.

An ^nex A or Annex B Party may acquire tonnes of 
carbon equivalent emissions allowed under this Article 
for the purpose of meeting its obligations under 
Article 2, provided it is in compliance with its 
Obligations under Article 3 (Measurement and 
Reporting).
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6. Any Farcy chat is neither in Annex A nor Annex B that 

generates or acquires tonnes of carbon equivalent 
emissions allowed under this Article shall notify th^ 
Secretariat annually of the quantity, origin, and 
destiTiation of such tonnes.

Article fi 
Science

The Parties shall periodically review this Protocol, and 
guidelines established thereunder, in light of evolving 
scientific knowledge related to climate change.

Article 9
Progress Toward Loner-Term Goal

The Parties shall cooperate in the establishment of a 
long-term goal with respect to atmospheric concentrations 
of greenhouse gases,

Article If)
Meetings of the Part-ipg

1. The Parties shall hold meetings at regular intervals. 
The secretariat shall convene the first meeting of tlie 
Parties not later than one year after the date of the 
entry into force of this Protocol and in conjunction 
with a meeting of the Conference of the Parties to tlie 
Convention.

2. Subsequent meetings of the Parties shall be held, 
unless the Parties decide otherwise, in conjunction 
with meetings of the Conference of the Parties to the 
Convention. Extraordinary meetings of the Parties 
shall be held at such other times as may be deemed 
necessary by a meeting of the Parties, or at the 
written request of a Party, provided that within six 
months of such a request being communicated to them by 
the secretariat, it is supported by at least one thiid 
of the Parties.

3. The Parties, at their first meeting, shall:

(a) adopt, by consensus, rules of procedure for their 
meetings;

(b) [other] .
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The Parties; '

(a) shall periodically review the adequacy of thi^ 
Protocol;

(b) shall review the implementation of this Protocol 
including the information submitted in accordance 
with Articles 3 and 5, reports received from the 
review teams referred to in Article 4, and any 
other reports and recommendations received from 
processes under this Protocol;

(c) shall implement an appropriate regime to address 
cases of non-compliance with obligations under 
this Pptocol, including through the developmen;; 
of an indicative list of consequences, taking 
into account the type, degree, and frequency of 
non-compliance;

(d) may establish an implementation committee 
consisting of a subset of Parties to assist them, 
including by making recommendations, in carrying 
out functions referred to in subparagraphs (b) 
and (c) above.

The United Natione, its specialized agencies and the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, as well as any 
State not party to this Protocol, may be represented 
at meetings of the Parties as observers. Any bodv or 
agency, whether national or international, 
governmental or non-governmental, qualified in field?; 
relating to climate change which has informed the 
secretariat of its wish to be represented at a meeting 
of the Parties as an observer may be admitted unless 
at least one third of the Parties present object. The 
admission and participation of observers shall be 
subject to the rules of procedure adopted by the 
Parties.

1.

Article 11 
Secretariat,

in accordance with Article 8.2(g) of the Convention, 
the secretariat of this Protocol shall be the 
secretariat of the Convention.
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2. The funccions of the secretariat shall be:

(a) to maintain and administer records relating 
to the accounting of the emissions budoets 
of Annex A and Annex B Parties, including 
initial budget allocations, adjustments to 
budgets consistent with Articles 2, 6, and 
7, annual emissions, and remaining budgets 
in a given budget period;

(b) to facilitate the review of implementation 
of this Protocol through, inter alia, 
coordinating the review of Annex A and Annex 
B implementation; coordinating the reviews 
under Article 5; identifying for the Parties 
questions of implementation, including 
whether individual reports are consistent 
with reporting criteria; and preparing an 
annual compilation and synthesis report that 
contains inventory and budget information, 
and notes any discrepancies in accounting.

(c) [other] ,

Article 17
Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice

The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological 
Advice of the Convention shall serve as the Subsidiary 
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice of the 
Protocol.

When the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and 
Technological Advice exercises its functions with 
regard to matters concerning the Protocol, decisions 
shall be taken only by those of its members that are, 
at the same time. Parties to the Protocol.

When the Subsidia^ Body for Scientific and 
Technological Advice exercises its functions with 
regard to matters concerning the Protocol, any member 
of the bureau of the Subsidiary Body for Scientific 
and Technological Advice representing a Party to the 
Convention, but, at the same time, not a Party to the 
Protocol, shall be substituted by an additional member 
to be elected by and from the Parties to the Protocol.

1.
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Article 13 '
Subsidiary Body for Implementatlnn

The Subsidiary Body for Implementation of the 
Convention shall serve as the Subsidiary Body for 
Implementation of the Protocol.

When the Subsidiary Body for Implementation exercises 
Its functions with regard to matters concerning the 
Protocol, decisions shall be taken only by those of
its members that are, at the same time. Parties to the 
Protocol.

When the Subsidiary Body for Implementation exercises 
Its functions with regard to matters concerning the 
Protocol, any member of the bureau of the Subsidiary 
Body for Implementation representing a Party to the' 
Convention, but, at the same time, not a Party to tli.i 
Protocol, shall be substituted by an additional member 
to be elected by and from the Parties to the Protocol,

Article 14
Multilateral Consultative Process

[The Parties, at their first Meeting or as soon as
thereafter, shall consider the establishment of

process to promote effective implementation of the Convention.]

Artids 
Dispute Sethi

result that Article 14 of the Convention 
would apply to this Protocol.]

binding dispute settlement [with 
specific consequences flowing from a violation] amona Annex A and Annex B Parties, as well as against other ^aJtiefa^ 
appropriate (e^q., host countries under Article 7)]

Note: this process would be without prejudice to the
review and compliance process under Article 4

Article 16
Evolution

thL^Jn' binding provisions so 
obliaatlonr^^r "J^^J^titative greenhouse gas emissions

there is a mechanism for automati- 
progressive greenhouse gas emissions obligations to Parties, based upon agreed criteria.
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Views on Certain Final Clau.qp.<^ *

Adoption and. Airiendmentis or Annexsfl

Depending,upon what type of material is eventually 
included in annexes, it may not be appropriate to rest-ri. r the content of all annexes to "lists^^o^ms and anrochex 

material of a descriptive nature that is of a scientific 
technical, procedural or administrative character'." For 
any substantive annex, it may not be appropriate to provide 
for tacit adoptlon/arnendment.

Signature

This provision should state that only Parties to the 
Convention may be Parties to the Protocol.

Entry into Force

To ensure effective implementation, as well as to minimize
this provision may need'to stipulate an entry into force trigger that requires 

ratification by States that account for a particular 
percentage of global emissions of greenhouse gases.

Annex A,

include the same States as those listed in 
Annex I of the Convention, plus those that join 
subsequently pursuant to Article 2.

Annex B
This ^nex would include those States not listed in Annex A wan^ before adoption of the protocol Sat tSS^

be included in this Annex, plus those that join 
subsequently pursuant to Article 2.

Annex C
Ml greenhouse gases, their sources and sinks, with globaJ

decided by the Parties at thei? first 
meeting (taking into account the IPCC's global warming
uDdahed^hS horizons) and as subsequentlv
knowJedge ^^^ties to reflect evolving scientific
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FACT SHEET ON SUPPLEMENTAL U.S. CLIMATE CHAJVGE PRQPOSat s
June 1997 "

In January 1997 the United States submitted a draft text for a legal instrument to addres? 
next steps under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. Several 
techni^ elements left undefmed in the January submission (principally those relating to 
compliance issues, and to which gases should be included in an agreement) have been furthei 
developed in the attached text; they are described below. The revised U.S. draft protocol proposal 
containing these new elements will form the basis for the U.S. position in the next session of the 
Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate (scheduled to meet in late July). Please call Jonathan 
Pershing (647-4069) or Linda Strachan (647-3550) of the State Department with any question;;.

COMPLIANCE

• The January text created “emissions budgets”, with targets based on the total emissions over a 
period of several years; this revision provides for a penalty to be assessed should a Party 
exceed its allowed budget.

• The Janu^ text created a review process; this revision calls for the review process to build 
on the existing Convention review mechanism, authorizes the review of any pertinent 
information, allows for consultations with both the Party and others in the course of a review, 
calls for the circulation of the completed review to all Parties, and requests the Secretariat to ’ 
identify any report that requires further consideration.

• "nre Januaty text provided an option for Parties with budgets to trade emissions; this text 
limts trading to Parties that have met all obligations pertaining to measurement and reporting 
of budgets, and that have in place national mechanisms for certification and verification of 
trades. With respect to a given budget period, it also precludes a Party from trading if it has 
exceeded its budget, and provisionally limits a Party’s ability to trade if its compliance has 
been called into question.

• ^e January text provided for Meetings of the Parties; this text also calls for periodic review 
by the Parties of protocol implementation (including of the review process), requires Partie;; to 
miplement an appropriate non-compliance regime (including through the development of-ui 
mdrcative list of consequences for non-compliance), and allows the Parties to establish an 
implementation committee to assist them in carrying out these duties.

ANNEX C; WHICH GASES ARE INCLUDED

• The Janu^ text suggested that all gases for which monitoring and measurement procedures
are available should be included in the agreement; this revision mamtains the broad inclusion 
ot ^1 greenhouse gases, sources, sinks and sectors, and calls upon the Parties to decide on best 
available methods for measurement, and to propose adjustments to the measurements in cases 
where best available methods are not used. The revision also calls for periodic updatinR of 
measurement methods. ^ ^

TDThL !’.20



JUN-04-1997 15:27 □ES FRONT OFFICE 2026470217 F.Oi20

CLIMATE CHANGE DISTRIBUTION LIST

OSTP Rosina Bierbaum 456-6202 FAX: 456-6025

CEA Alicia Munnell 395-5036 FAX: 395-6958

0MB T.J. Glauthier 395-4561 FAX:395-4639

Justice Lois Schiffer 514-2701 FAX:514-0557

Commerce Jeffrey Hunker 482-6055 FAX:482-4636

NO^ Terry Garcia 482-3567 FAX;482-6318

Treasury Joshua Gotbaum 622-2220 FAX:622-2633

Interior Brooks Yeager 208-6182 FAX:208-4561

USTR Jennifer Haverkamp 395-7320 FAX:395-4579

Agriculture - Charlie Rawls 720-6158 FAX:720-5437

CEQ Dirk Forrister 343-1060 FAX:343-1162

EPA Mary Nichols
David Gardiner

260-7400
260-4332

FAX:260-5155
FAX:260-027S

DOE: Mark Chupka 586-5523' FAX:586-0861

DOT; Frank Kruesi 366-4544 FAX:366-7127

OVP Pete Jordan 456-9501 FAX:456-9500

CEQ David Sandilow
Mark Mazur

456-6543 FAX:456-2710

CEQ Steve Seidel 395-3706 FAX:456-6546

AID David Hales 875-4205 FAX: (703)875-4639
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Feb 24- Mar 7

DEPARTMENT OF STATE - 
BUREAU OF OCEANS AND INTERNATIONAL 

ENVIROIVMENTAL AND 
SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS

CALENDAR OF INTERNATIONAL EVENTS 
1997

Feb 11-14 Leghold Traps with EU, New Orleans.

Feb 11-20 Intergovernmental Panel on Forests (IPF)4, New York,

Feb 19-21 U.S,-Russia Intergoveramental Consultative Committee
Preparatory Meeting, Seattle.

Feb 19-21 Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, Santa Marta,
Columbia

Feb 20-21 Basel Extended Bureau, Geneva.

Feb 21-22 World Health Organization (WHO) Ad Hoc Working
Group on Antimicrobial Resistance, Geneva.

Feb 24 Joint Working Paity Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change / UN Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (IPCC/UNFCCC) Meeting, Bonn.

Feb 24 Regional Environmental Center General Assembly,
Szentendre, Hungary.

Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC): 
Subsidiary Bodies for Scientific & Technological Advice 
(SBSTA) Session; Subsidiary Body for 
Implementation, 5"’ Meeting; Ad Hoc Group on Article 
13 (AG 13), 4'** Session; (First Week Meetings)
Ad Hoc Group on the Berlin Mandate (AGBM) 6 
Implementation, Bonn.
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Feb 24-28

Feb 24 - Mar 7

Feb 25-Mar 2

Feb 27

Feb 27-28

Feb 27-28

Mai'ch 1

March 3

March 3-4

March 3-4 

March 3-7

March 5-12

Mai’ch 6-8

March 8-13

I
Arctic Council Protection of the Arctic Maiine 
Environment (FAME) Annual Meeting, Ottawa, Canada.

Commission on Sustainable Development Tntersessional, 
New York.

International Symposium - Natural Resource 
Management in the Americas, Belize.

UNEP GRID Sioux Falls Advisoiy Committee, New 
York.

US-EU Consultations on Global Positioning System 
(GPS), Brussels.

Regional Forum on Fisheries in the Cai’ibbean. San 
Andi-es Island, Columbia.

World Trade Organization - Council on Trade and the 
Environment, Geneva.

Sixth Meeting of States Paities to the Law of the Sea 
Convention for Election to the Continental Shelf 
Commission, New York.

Boai'd of Governors of the U.S.-lsrael Binational Science 
Foundation, Washington.

EU Environment Council Meeting, Brussels.

Fourth Meeting of the Yukon River Panel, Whitehorse, 
Yukon.

Arctic Envii'onment Protection Sti’ategy (AEPS) Senior 
Arctic Affairs Officials meeting, Kautokeino, Norway.

US-Japan Common Agenda International Conference on 
Emerging and Infectious Diseases, Bangkok, Thailand.

Arctic Council AEPS Senior Arctic Affairs Officials 
Meeting, Kautokeino, Norway.
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March 9-11

Mai'ch 10-12

Ma'ch 10-13

Mai'ch 10-14

March 10-14

March 10-14

March 10-14

March 11-12

March ll-i2 

March 12

Mai’ch 13-14 

March 17-18

March 17-19 

March 17-20 

March 17-21

March 17-21

Multilateral Working Group on th 
Valencia, Spain,

Fifth U.S.-Japan Workshop on Glpbal Change Research, 
Honolulu, Hawaii.

South Pacific Fisheries Treaty, An 
Villa, Vanuatu.

@11104/015

: Environment,

nual Meeting, Port

Food and Agriculture Organizatiop (FAO), Committee 
on Forestry, 13**’ Session, Rome.

Environment, Science & Technolpgy Officer’s 
Conference, Washington.

International Maritime Organizatipn, Marine 
Envii-onment Protection Committee, London.

Meeting of States Parties to the Law of the Sea,
New York.

Pacific Salmon Commission - Bil iteral Southern 
Stakeholders, Vancouver. I

ts-Brazil Common Agenda, Washington.

Global Environment Facility Replenishment Discussions. 
Paris.

NATO Science Committee, Brussels.

OECD Committee on Scientific and Technological 
Policy, Paris.

US-EU Eco-labeling Talks, TBD.
1 I

FAO Committee on Fisheries Meeting (COFl), Rome.

Long Range Transboundary Air- Pollution Agreement 
(LRTAP) Protocol on Heavy Metals, Geneva.

FAO Committee on Agriculture, TBD.
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March 17-28 

March 19

i
March 19-20

Mai-ch 22-23

March 22-24 

March 22-24

March 27-31 

March 31 - April 4 

April 1-4 (

April 2-9 

April 3-4 

April 3-4,

.April 3^

April 3-4

International Seabed Authority, Kingston, Jamaica.

Pacific Salmon Commission - Bilateral Northern 
Stakeholders, Prince Rupert.

Action Program on Essential Drugs Management 
/Mvisoiy Committee, Geneva.

Basel Convention; Fifth session of Ad Hoc Working 
Group of Legal and Technical Experts.

Global Partnership Summit, Tokyo 
i

High-Level Meeting in preparation for UN General 
Assembly Special Session, Framework Convention on 
Climate Change, COP-3, Tokyo.

I
International Workshop on Drought and Desertification, 
Bet Dagan, Israel.

Space Station Agreement Language Conformance 
Meeting, Moscow.

Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) Fisheries Committee Meeting, 
Palis.

, Arctic Council EPPR Annual Meeting, Greenland.

Global Biodiversity Forum Meeting, New York.

US-Russia Consultations on Global Positioning Systems 
(GPS), Washington,

PAHO Subcommittee on Planning and Programming 
Members; Brazil, Canada, Chile, Mexico & US, TBD.

West Greenland Commission (NASCO) Intel-sessional 
Meeting, Copenhagen, Denmark.
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April 5-6

1
Pacific Salmon Commission - Bilateral Southern 
Stakeholders, Seattle.

April 7 US-India Common Agenda for the Environment, 
Washington.

April 7-11 Intematic^al Coral Reef Initiative Planning Meeting, 
Ausiplia! ' ■

April 7-25 UN Commission on Sustainable Development - 5'*' 
Session, New York.

April 8-9 G-7 Environmental Futures Fonim, Washington.
1

April 9-10 Meeting of Interested Parties for the Division of 
Emerging and Other Communicable Diseases 
Sui-veillance and Control, Geneva.

April 9-12
CCMLR j^d Hoc Advisory Meeting, LaJolla.

Api-a 10-12 Conference on Infectious Diseases, Las Vegas.

April 10-16 Convention on Migratory Species Convention of Parties, 
Geneva.

April 14-18 Noith West Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) 
Working Group on Dispute Settlement Procedures, 
Dartmouth, Nova Scotia.

April 15-16 Brazil Pilot Program Participants Meeting, Paris.

April 15-17 North American Commission for Environmental 
Cooperation (NACEC) Meeting, Montreal.

April 20-22 U.S.-EU Task Force on Communicable Diseases, 
London.

April 21-25 Pacific Salmon Commission - Bilateral Stakeholders - 
North/South, Ketchikan.

April 22-24 North Pacific Rim Fisheries Conference, Tokyo.
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April 23-24

April 24-25

April 27-29

April 30 - May 6 

May TBD

May TBD

May TBD 

May TBD

May TBD

May 1-3

May 4-7 ^

May 5-6 

May 5-6 

May 5-7

May 5-8

US-Japan Consultations on Global Positioning Systems 
(GPS), Washington.

NATO Committee on the Challenges of Modem Society 
(CCMS) Plenaiy, Budapest.

Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation Organization 
(APEC) Sustainable Development Ministerial, Canada.

“Rio + 5’’ Meeting. Rio dc Janeho.

International Coral Reef Initiative Middle East 
Workshop, Jordan.

OECD Experts Meeting on Economic Aspects of 
Biodiversity, Paiis or Mexico City.

U.S.-Egypt Economic Partnership, Cairo, Egypt.

Technical Workshop on Queen Conch, San Jose, Costa 
Rica.

U.S.-Russia Intergovernmental Consultative Committee, 
Vladivostok.

Meeting of the Steering Committee on New Vaccination 
Approaches, Geneva.

Electricity Products and Greenhouse Gases: Facts and 
Perspectives, Monti’eal.

G-7 Environmental Ministerial Meeting, Miami.

G-7 Environmental Ministers Meeting, Miami.

International Commission for the Conservation of 
Atlantic Tuna Intersessional Meeting, Washington.

Activities Implemented Jointly (AD) Project 
Development Workshop, Cairo, Egypt.
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May 5-10

May 5-16 

May 8-9 

May 12-16 

May 13-14

May 15-16

May 15-16

May 15-23 

May 16-20 

May 17

May 19-20

May 19-21

May 19-22

May 19-23

May 21-30

May 21-June 1

1

World Commission on Forests and Sustainable 
Development, Cameroon.

World Health Assembly, Geneva.
»
OECD EPOC, 11"’ Session, Paris.

London Convention, Scientific Group, London.

Fouith Meeting of tlie Task Force on Health in 
Development, Geneva.

Special Session of the UNICEFAVHO Joint Committee 
on Health Policy, Geneva.

North West Atlantic Fisheries Organization (NAFO) 
Intcrsessional Meeting on Non-Contracting Party 
Fishing, Brussels.

FAO Commission on Plant Genetic Resources, Rome.

Ad Hoc Working Group on Biosafety, Montreal.

U.S.-Mexico Binational Commission, Science & 
Technology sub-group preparatory meeting, Washington.

U.S.-Japan Common Agenda for Cooperation in a Global 
Perspective, Plenary Meeting, Washington.

Advisory Committee on the Protection of the Sea 
(ACOPS) Meeting on OCEANS

Global Environment Facility Replenishment Meeting and 
Council Meeting, Washington.

Meeting of States Parties on the Law of the Sea, New 
York.

International Tropical Timber Organization (ITTO) 22, 
LaPaz, Bolivia.

Antai'ctic Treaty Meeting, New Zealand.
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May 25-30 

May 25-30 

May 26-29

May 26-30

May 27-29

May 28 

May 28-June 6

June TBD 

June TBD

June TBD

June TBD 

June 2-9

June 3-6

June 5.9

001)9/015

E ecutive Committee of the Montreal Protocol 
h iltilatcral Fund, Nairobi.

P mer Congresso de Parques y Areas Protegidas, Santa 
N arta, Colombia.

rInternational Environmental Agency Workshop on R&D 
and Technologies for Activities implemented Jointly 
(AIJ), Vancouver.

UNEP Intergovcinmental Negotiating Committee, 3’''' 
Session for Prior Informed Consent (PIC) Convention 
for chemicals and pesticides, Geneva.

Asia-Pacific Environment Cooperation Organization 
(APEC) Maring Resources and Conservation, Pusan, 
Korea,

US-EU Summi ; The Hague.

International V aritime Organization/Maiitime Safety
Committee 68, London.

UN Outer Space Committee, Vienna.

Basel Convention - 12th session of Technical Working 
Group, Geneva

Intei-AmeiicanjTropical Tuna Commission Annual 
Meeting, San Jose, Costa Rica.

OECD Chemic ils Meeting, Paris.

Arctic Council Arctic Monitoring and Assessment
Program (AM/ P) Seminar, Norway.

Open-Ended Working Group, Monbeal Protocol, 
Nairobi.

Independent World Ocean Commission, Rhode Island.
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Junes 

June 9

June 9-11

June 9-13

June 9-13

June 9-13

June 9-13

June 9-13

June 9-20

June 12-13 

June 12-14

June 14-15

June 14-18 

June 16

@1110/015

APEC Senior Environment Officials Meeting, Toron o.

U.S.-Mexico Binational Commission, Science & 
Technology sub-group meeting, TBD.

APEC Meeting of Ministers on Sustainable 
Development, Toronto.

Noith Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization, 
Greenland.

AEPS Senior Arctic Affairs Officials Meeting and AEPS 
Ministerial, Alta, Noivvay.

UN General Assembly Special Session (UNGASS) on 
Environment, Five Year Review of Agenda 21, New 
York.

Great Lakes Fishery Commission Annual Meeting, 
Ottawa, Ontario.

APEC Fisheries Working Group, Cabo San Lucas, 
Mexico.

Convention on International Trade in Endangered 
Species 10'^ Conference of Paities, Harare, Zimbabwe.

AEPS Ministerial, Alta, Norway.

National Council for International Health Annual 
Meeting and Conference, Washington.

National Council for International Health, Governing 
Board Meeting, Washington.

International Maritime Organization/NAV 43, London.

Boai’d of Governors of the U.S.-Israel Binational 
Industrial Research and Development Foundation, 
Washington.
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June 16-20

June 20-22 

June 23-27

June 22-25

June 23-25

June 23-27

June 23-27 

June 24-27

June 25-27 

Before June 30 

JulyTBD 

July TBD 

July TBD

July TBD 

July 1-17

July 7-11

Economic Commission for Eui’ope Long Range 
Transboundaiy Air Pollution (ECE LRTAP) Working 
G’oup, Geneva

G-7 Summit, Denver, Colorado.

UN General Assembly Special Session on Agenda 21 - 
Five Year Review of the UN Conference on 
Environment & Development, New York.

North American Commission on Environmental 
C ooperation, Montreal.

U.S.-Israel Binational Science Foundation Boai’d of 
Governors; Jerusalem, Israel

Commission on Sustainable Development: Agenda 21 
Meeting, New York.

PAHO Executive Committee Meeting, Washington.

Multilateral Confei'ence on South Pacific Fisheries, 
Majuro, Marshall Islands.

NATO Science Committee, Lisbon.

U.S.-Egypt Joint Board, Cairo, Egypt.

Sea Turtle Implementation Treaty, Caracas. |

Queen Conch Annual Conference, San Juan. I

U.S.-Japan Cooperative Medical Sciences Program,; 
Japan.

U.S.-EU Fisheries Consultations, Washington.

Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission 
Assembly, Paris.

Sustainable Forest Management, Seoul.

i

1
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July 9-11

July 14-18 

July 28-Aug 8

Aug TBD

Aug 8-12

Aug 18-22 

Aug 18-29 

Sept TBD 

Sept TBD 

Sept TBD

Sept 1-5 

Sept 1-5

Sept 3-5

Sept 9-17 

Sept 14-18

®012/015

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Bureau n"* 
Session, Geneva.

International Maritime Organization, London.

Framework Convention on Climate Chai ge: Subsidiaiy 
Bodies on Scientific and Technical Advi :e, 
Implementation, AGBM 7'*' Session, Bot n.

Latin American Organization for Fished s Development 
(OLDBPESCA) Meeting, Peru.

International Conference “Order for the Oceans at the 
Turn of the Century”, Oslo, Norway.

Convention to Combat Desertification, New York.

International Seabed Authority, Kingstoi., Jamaica.

US - Argentina Space Conference, Buenos Aires.

Maritime Powers Meeting, Tokyo.

Prior Infoimed Consent on Trade in Toxjc Chemicals, 
Session 4, Bioissels.

Convention on Biodiversity SBSTTA 3,

Meeting of the Scientific / Technical Sul sidiary Body
Under the Biodiveisity Convention (SBJ 
Session, Montreal.

Scientific Committee of the Convention 
Conservation and Management of Pollot k Resources in 
the Centi'al Bering Sea, Gdynia, Poland.

Ninth Conference of Parties to the Montreal Protocol, 
Montreal.

1997 International Health Congi’ess, Sta^e of Maryland 
and WHO Baltimore, TBD.

Montreal,

TTA), 3“*

or the
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Sept 15-19 

Sept 15-19 

Sept 15-19

Sept 15-27

Sept 16-22 

Sept 25-29

Sept 25-Oct 3

Sept 28-30

Sept 29 - Oct 1

OctTBD

OctTBD 

Oct TBD

Oct TBD 

OctTBD

Northwest Atlantic Fisheries Organization Annual 
Meeting, St. Johns, New Foundland.

19th Annual Meeting of NAFO, St. John's New 
Foundland.

Economic Commission for Europe Long Range 
Transboundary Air Pollution (ECE LRTAP)Working 
Group on POPs, Geneva,

International Maritime Organization/ Diplomatic 
Conference for Annex VI of. International Convention 
for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL), 
Maiine Environment Protection Committee 4, London.

VI EuroMAB Congress, Belains.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 13"’
Plenaiy, Male, Maldives.

International Council for Exploration of the Seas (ICES), 
Baltimore.

North Pacific Anadi’omoces Fisheries Commission, 
Victoria, British Columbia.

First Conference of Parties to the Desatification 
Convention, Rome.

OECD Committee on Scientific and Technological 
Policy, Paris.

Basel Convention COP - 4, Kuala Lumpui*.

North Pacific Marine Science Organization (PICES), 
Korea.

. London Convention Meeting, London.

NATO Committee on Challenges to Modem Society Fall 
Plenaiy, Madrid.
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Oct 4-5
<1

Oct 13-17

Oct 13-22 

Oct 15-16 

Oct 20-31

Oct 27-31

Nov TBD

NovTBD 

Nov TBD

Nov TBD

Nov 3-6

Nov 4-6

Nov 14-16

Dec 1-12

Dec 2-4

U.S.-EU Task Force Meeting on Communicable 
Diseases, London.

Biodivereity Convention - Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Biosafety, Montreal.

Eleventh World Forestiy Congi-ess, Antalya, Turkey. 

Fish Expo, '97, Boston.

UN Fi-araework Convention on Climate Change: 
Subsidiary Bodies on Scientific and Technical Advice, 
Implementation, AGBM 8"' Session, Bonn or Geneva.

Annual North Pacific Anadrymous Fish Commission 
Meeting, Victoria, Canada.

Cartagena Protocol on Land-based Activities, Kingston, 
Jamaica.

5“' Meeting of the Yukon River Panel, Anchorage.

International Mai’itimc Organization 20th Assembly, 
London.

University of North Carolina - Speaking on Infectious 
Diseases.

Second Annual Conference of Parties, Convention for 
the Conservation and Management of Pollock Resources 
jin the Central Bering Sea, Seattle.

Global Environment Facility Council Meeting, 
Washington.

Annual Meeting of the International Commission for the 
Conservation of Atlantic Tunas, Madrid, Spain.

Framework Convention on Climate Change Conference 
of Paitics 3, Kyoto, Japan.

Pacific Salmon Commission - Bilateral, Vancouver.
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Dec 6-11

Jan 4-15

Mai-ch TBD

Arnerican Society of Tropical Medicine and Hygi4ie.

1998 Calendar Events

Conference of Paities to the Convention on Biodiv i 
CQP-4, Bratislava, Slovakia.

Summit of the Americas, Santiago, Chile.

1 I

irsity,
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@11112/010
@003/011

6 March 1997

Memorandum

Iq:

From:

Subjsct:

77^
Please See Attached List 

USDEL/Geneva, Mark G.

Negotiaiions under the Framework Convention on Climate Change 
Periodic Update No. 9 for March 5/6, 1997

This mMsagfiUJnsraits unofficial reflations on aedviiies and developments during the climate
negotiations wUch art b ;ing held In Bonn between February 24 and March 7, 1997. While the contents 
are unclassified, this rcpurt is intended for use by officials of the U.S. Government, only. This report 
covers a^vities from the afternoon of March 5ih through the morning session on Thursday, March 6 
Also included are more c!. stalled reports on meetings held on March 5, including summaries of the March 5 
Ascussions on QELROS ind on the hon-groups" on Article 4.1 and on institutions and mechanisms 
•raesc summaries were p.-:pared by June Eeggctt-Emil, Clare Breidenich, and Dcbby Stowell respcctivelv 
Also included IS a selective sampling of the latest "ECO’s" pearls of wisdom (drawn from the enviro ra-^ 
financed largely by the Ennish/Germiin Environment Ministrieshence its perpetual aiiti-U S slant) Tlie 
final paragraphs can be ui ed as a DAK iicm as desired and appropriate. ITiis will be our penultimate

Oiroate Talks. Tlrdatf^ N :..9 (March :!i/6:’> 
Barrelinfr Tnun^rds an Ra ‘Iv Rnd

I as AGRM Appears to ly

^’Nlegotiatiyig” Text [Appears Anvifiiis to Adioum

The key process ssuc facing the AGBM - what kind of text will emerge by the April 15 deadline 
~ has been r«olvcd Act ordlng to Chairman Estrada, the "simplifled” compilation text will serve as the 
formal ncgotianng text fo the July/August meetings. China attempted to question this decision, but the 
Chairman i^orcdthe issu* and restated tills view on March 6. aU substantive proposals will be included, 
despite the Chair s continumg misgivings about the validity of some concepts in terms of the Berlin 
Mandate. In this regard, .mr paragraphs on joint implementation. Annex B, and evolution remain in the 
final document. So do th: differentiation concepts and OPEC’s compensation proposal. Additional 
proposals will aroarently lie accepted for inclusion In the document if they arc received bv the end of the 
month, (This point still ns eds to be clarified, but this was the intent of the Chair last night.) The AGBM is 
now expected to end its n. seTings by mid-day lomoirow, Friday, March 7. Tlie Subsidiary Body on 
Implementation will con'/sne on the aiftemooii of March 6 to finalize its report
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Prior to the AC5 ;iM mcetine on March 6. we raised with Estrada our concern about the need not to 
limit us to the numbers currently put forward In the compilation text. Estrada took our point and at the 
beginning of the meetins;, indicated tliat the values of 'x,' 'y,' or ‘r’ (reflecting a final EU fonnulation for 
Its remaming five percon i) remain open and subject to additional interpretailon or amplification throughout 
the negotiating process. Estrada had initially queried us as to why this point was necessary. We 
expressed our concern tfuit the Saudi!|, Kuwaitis, MIgerians or others keen to disrupt the process ((and 
guided by guiley Americun (non-US(SD legal advice)) might use the absence of such a clarification as a 
pretext to challenge the it elusion of day additional numbers. The Chair insisted that he would rale such 
an attempt as being out cl'order. However, he relented and agreed to make his point in as subtle a way as 
possible so as to keep thu issue from Ijecoming a floor fight. He abo told us that he would be handling die 
evolution question slmll;j-ly. Thus, ive did not have to rely on our strategy of having multiple parties 
introduce or refine propc I'^ils of their own. (The countries in question are New Zealand, Russia, and 
been ^'^*^**”* ■ paragraph on evolution into this place in the text (it had

EU Still Sputtering abou: their Rnhhl k

As reported in Update No. S, the EU was not enamoured by our effort to use the range of 
commitments allegedly aijeed upon iln their recent communique for the purposes of this text. At a 
bilateral with with the EC and EU Pnisidency on March 5, we again pointed out Uiat wc do not accept an 
EU bubble concept for xt u post-2000 ^jeriod. With much self-righteous indignation (but without the 
rustic emorion evidencsd hy DG-Xl’s Jorgen Henningsen earlier in the day, the EU flatly inaisted that 
they entitled to bubbli. Full stop. We understand they are asking their resident lawyer (poor Patrick 
Szell has been given the :isk) of drafting a defense/Justificaiion of the bubble concept.

_ At two social e\i:nts later in the evening. EU representatives abo pushed their bubble concept 
Hennmgson sputtered ab:ut how the U.S. delegation "Is out of control” on this issue, but picked a wron- 
wget for his ire when h.! raised the iusue with L/OES's SueBiniaz. At a small dinner hosted by the 
British, we felt compellcil to tell those present (ineluding Chairman Estrada and the chief Dutch and 
G^an delegates who ^.a-e waxing eloquently about the beauty of the EU process and the grand progress 
achieved by their announced 15 percent eommitmem) that the U.S. docs not recognize the bubble 
Estrada, who had questioned the EU’it numbers, nonetheless, asked if the U.S. intends to block agreemeDt 
at Kyoto because of the labhle issue. We responded merely that this is one of many issues which must be 
decided by Kyoto. The Canadian present (Tony Clarke) and our Japanese colleague (Takeo Shibata) 
Bri^hos”(Prter*t^h*'' but the mood remained cordial with the molllifying influence of our

%
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either Ts.cues Raked wltV fhe 1-^ |

At the bow Ion;! March S meeting with the EU (present were reps &om the Ketherlands
Gemaiiy. the UK, Sweden (the venerable Bo Kjellen) and a note-taken from the EC (the EC's Jorgen
Heimingsen did not sho\^, undoubieldy out of picque over his earlier nm-in with ua.), we discussed the 
following topics: (a) pr rccss issues {we all agreed that all substantive items should be retained); (b) 
evolution (the EU claim:, that their protocol framework’s mention of a review In 2002 constitutes a 
satisfhetoty evolution co r cept); (c) aiinexes and 4.1 obligations (the EU strongly favors tl\e holding of an 
Intcrsesslonal devoted to hese issues, including technological matters; (d) the level (the EU believes that 
Its distribution of emissluns targets among its members is an internal matter, although it was conceded that 
transparancy is Imponani; and (e) policies and measures (Bert Metz stressed that the EU supports 
flexibility and reiterated roneem that there Is not enough rime to work out emissions trading by December.

TheJfananese Still Need Boarding Pass

We also met on March 3, foi: nearly 90 minutes, with most of the Japanese delegation (including 
Ambasador Tanabe, MD'i’s Ishiumi, the MPa's Furaya, and the Environment Agency’s Hamanaka. It 
was clear from this discu; sion that the Japanese are as far apart from us as ever on key aspects of our 
proposal. Under Ishiumi’s apparent guidance, Japan remains opposed to emissions trading. Ambassador 
Tanabe made it sound as hough he did us a big favor by not expressing his misgivings publicly. (He 
probably did.) The J^ucse also appear increasingly wed to an as yet ilMefined differentiarion concept, 
and they remain very uncDmfortable with our “evolution” article. They pressed us as to why we cannot ’ 
support their menu apprmch on policies and measures. We asked key USDEL members on March 6 to 
target various of our Japinese colleaj'ues especially on questions they raised about emissions trading. 
However, we will need t; take advantage of other bilateral discussions with Arab. Tanabe (during his 
forthcoming Washingtot visit, perhajns?) and his superiors if we are to turn the Japanese around on any of 
these importanr matters.

NGQa Not Sure Wha^ Vlftkfi Of It i^i.ll

Our impression is that NGOs -- both business and the environmental representatives - arc unsure 
about what this meeting ■ as been all about, While we are pleased by tlte opportunity it has given us to 
amplify on our proposal !.nd to come up with a text which Includes our points, the NGOs remain critical of 
us because we have not ir.troduced any numbers. At the same time, they are also quietly disappointed, one 
senses, that the EU’s proposal has not had a greater visible impact. Business types expressed concern to 
one of our Congressiom. staffers that the U.S. might be in cahoots with Australia and would push a range 
of numben, including pi i s 30 percent as part of a possible range. We told the staffer that we were not in 
discussion with the Aust rians about this, althou^ Australia did in feci try to amend its submission with a 
range reflective of the E'.' numbers, fn any case, we are slated to meet with the NGOs and business 
representatives after this :iftemoon’s SBT session. At the request of one key U.S. NGO, at least a portion 
of their session will be g.ven over to s group of “mtemational” NGOs who will, if past pracitice is any 
guide, lament the U.S. position,
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Cllimate Ta1]f< I Tpdatg Nn 0 (March 'i/fi:'' Process Issues Now Clarified as AGB1VI Appears 19 Ipe 
Rarreliny Tnv)yrtl< an Rai''v End

The key process ssue facing (he AGBM - what kind of text wJH emerge by the April 15 deadline 
'• has been resolved. A:wording to Chairman Estrada, the "simplified’* compilation text will serve as the 
fonnal negotiating text ft i' the July/Aisgust meetings. China attempted to question this decision, but the 
Chairman ignored the isffie and restai:d this view on March 6. All substantive proposals will be included, 
despite the Chair’s contiiuing misgivings about tha validity of some cemcepts in terms of the Berlin 
Mandate. In tills regard, c ur paragraphs on Joint implemenpition, Annex B, and evolution remain in the 
final document. So do thii differentlajiion concepts and OPEC’s compensation proposal. Additional 
proposals will apparently ac acceptedYor Inclusion in the documeait if they are received by the end of the 
month. (This point still r.'xds to be cliarifled, but this was the intent of the Chair last night.) The ACBM is 
now expeaed to end Its r eetings by ibld-day tomorrow, Friday. The Subsidiary Body on Implementation 
will convene on the afternoon of Maich 6 to finalize its report.

As reported in U pdatc No. 8. the EU was not enamoured by our effort to use the range of 
commitments allegedly aiprccd upon ih their recent communique for the purposes of this text. At a 
bilateral with with the EC and EU Prtisidcncy on March 5, we again pointed out that we do not accept an 
EU bobble concept for ft 1: posl-2000 period. With much self-righteous indignation (but without die 
caustic emotion evidencMl by DG-XI’s Jorgen Henningsen earlier in the day, (he EU flatly insisted that 
tliey arc entitled to bubble, Full stop. We understand they are asking their resident lawyer (Patrick Szell 
has apparently been give; j the task) of drafting a defense/Justiflcation of the bubble concept.

At the hour Ion;; March 5 mseting with die EU (present were reps ftom the Netherlands,
Germany, the UK, Swe: en (the veiiirabie Bo Kjellen) and a note-uken from the EC, we discussed the 
following topics: (a) pr: cess issues {we all agreed that all substantive Items should be retained); (b) 
evolution (the EU claimi. that their pioiocol framework's mention of a review in 2002 constitutes a 
satisfactory evolution cot,cept); (c) aimexes and 4.1 obligarions (the EU strongly favors the holding of an 
intersessional devoted tc diese issues, including technological maners; (d) die level (the EU believes that 
its distribution of emissions targets among its members Is an interaal matter, although it was conceded that 
transparancy is imponari; and (e) ptillcles and measures (Beit Metz stressed that the EU suppons 
flexibility and reiteratec. concern that there is not enough lime to work out emissions trading by December.

We abo met or March 5, for nearly 90 minutes, with most of the Japanese delegation (including 
Ainbasador Tannbc, Ml‘( I's Tshiuml, the MFA’s Furaya, and the Environment Agency’s Hamanaka. It 
was clear from this discussion tiiat the Japanese are as far apart from us as ever on key aspects of our 
proposal. For example, Japan remains opposed to emissions trading. In addition, die Japanese also 
appear increasingly wed to an as yet ill-defined differentiation concept, and they are very uncomfortable 
with our “evolution" aiti :le. They pressed us as to why we cannot support their menu approach on 
policies and measures

Our impressloti Is thatNGOs - both business and the environmental representatives •• arc unsure 
about what this meeting has been air about. While we are pleased by the opportunity it has given us to 
amplify on our proposa and to come up with a text which includes our points, the NGOs remain critical ol 
os because we have not introduced any numbers. At the same time, they are also quietly disappointed, one 
senses, that the EU’s prrposal has not had a greater visible impact.. We are slated to meet with the NGOs 
and business repreacniatives after this afternoon's SBI session. At the request of one key U.S. NGO, at 
least a portion of their stssion will ba given over to a group of "interaational'’ NGOs who will, if past 
pracitice is any guide, limenttbe U.S. position. (Hambley)

t'
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SUMMARY OF AfiBM 6 DTSCtIS«tTnN OF Oy.T.ROS f3/S/^7\

The AGBM session discu: sing Quantified Emission Limitation and Reduction Obligations (QELROS) 
managed to streamline m tch of the te:.;! in the framework compilation document, and to clarify a number 
of Parties’ positions on s{«!cific topics. It also included expected opposition by developing countries to 
flexibility mechanisms ar-i voluntary commitmenu by noc-Annex 1 Parties. The question of the session 
(and week) was ‘when will the blanks on targets and timetables be filled in?’ The EU has proposed 15% 
below 1990 levels in 201: (C02+CH<H-N20) as a negotiating position (not a unilateral commitment), wi* 
on agreed reallocation of that witiUn die BU ranging from -30% (Luxembourg) to 440% (Portugal), ^en 
the EU refused to submit these specific allocations to EU Members as proposed negotiating text, the US 
offered the EU’s range o)' allocations as its own proposal for a negotiating range for QELROS. Norway 
proposed a "common tartet" of -lOltl. to ■ 15% in 2010 for all GHG, to be allocated differentiaUy among 
Parties. A number of Parties indicated their wish to see an emission reduction obligation for 2005 (although 
no specific target for that year is now tontained in the EU proposal). Russia stated that it believed a target 
for 2005 would be unrealistic, AOSIS retains itt target of-20% in 2005 for C02. Zaire emphasized its 
proposal for stricter targets for Parties;that have not met the aims for the year 2000 in FCCC Article 
than for Parties that do. t4any redundancies on coverage of gases by QELROS were removed, with the 
remaining text proposing -he foil rang,® from a fully compreljensive approach (using GWPs) to explicit 
torgets for each gas, inch jling C02.

A number of Pannes expn ssed support for additional flexibility for EITs, particularly by allowing them to 
use a base year other than 1990. On other aspects of differentiation, only the US, with Russia and the EU 
have opposed it in the Kyoto timeframe, while Australia and others are almost monotone in their insistence 
on It. The EU also stated that in tite “longer teim" they would support a “more sophisticated’’ method for 
allocating emission redu< i Ions among: Parties. Chow, as chair of the session on Tuesday afternoon, noted a 
seeming consensus in Ci\ or of differention as more fair and equitable, but that an effort In that regard may 
be complicated and diffu ult prior to Kyoto. He also noted tliat presentation of quantitative examples of the 
outcomes of proposed indicator-based allocations might be necessary to move discussion forward.

The Netherlands, on behalf of the EU, noted interest in the US proposal for budget periods, but stated its 
unwillingness to discuss :iat option until the USG becomes more specific about its intended level and 
timing of budgets. They lurther state il that emission budgets should not postpone when emission 
reductions become legally binding an 1 compliance with them can be monitored. China suggested that 
“emission budgets" (alot j; with many other aspects of the US proposal) are not mentioned in the Berlin 
Mandate and arc therefoi u outside its scope. Canada, Australia and New Zealand indicated their support 
for multi-year or cumula: ve targets. Canada also suggested that it would provide text for multi-year 
averaging of the base yea* as well. Besides the US, interest in trading was apparent from Australia, New 
Zealand, Russia, Norway and others. The EU stated its doubt, due especially to questions regarding 
monitoring and vcrificatiim, tlut trading (or JI) could be negotiated by Kyoto. The C-77 and China clearly 
opposed trading and Jl, i.lihough a schism is becoming more apparent on this topic. Peru broke ranks and 
spoke in favor of retainiii j the JI option. The opposition of many Parties to borrowing was clearly stated.

All Parties agreed that thi: QELROS :>hould be legally binding, and EU indicated its intention that the 
Policies and Measures obligations afro be legally binding. France and Switzerland also underscored tliat 
QELROS should be legally binding for each Annex 1 Party. The EU reiterated their position favoring an 
explicit long-term conce:tration larg'rt of 550 ppm, to limit temperature increase to 2*C above pre- 
industrial levels.

Leggett;3/6/97
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Nott-Group on Advanchog the Implementatioa of Article 4.1 Commitments
6

The non-group on advancir ;» the implbmentatlou of 4.1 commitments met for the second time on 
Wednesday afternoon undei the chairmanship of Evans King of Trinidad and Tobago, The Chair 
opened the session by prov.ling a compilation text, which was essentially identical to the 4,1 section in 
the compilation document prepared by the Secretariat. iCing proposed that the group use the text an a 
basis for grouping similar concepts arid features under sections corresponding to tire elements of 
Article 4.1 (a - j). The Unit:d States noted that while it supported the approach, that it was concerned 
about the possibility of adding permanent headings to the text After some discussion, it was agreed 
that any headings were to bo used for discussion perhaps only, and would not be featured in a revised 
compilation.

The group spent the next tv;o hours disbating the desirability of moving text around. While the G-77 
had originally supported th: idea, the iPhillipines, supported by China, Iran and Nigeria, soon argued 
that any changes to the G-l'l proposed text would be completely unacceptable. The United States 
attempted to move discussions forwaikl by identifying the correlation of each element in the US 
proposal with specific provisions of /iiticle 4.1. TTie G-77 stated that, while it was perfectly acceptable 
for the US to move its own text around, any revisions would not and could not be made to the G*77 
text. To the consternation cf the Chair, the only approved change was elimination of a paragraph of 
text proposed by the Russiun delegation. The compilation text will return intact to the AGBM.
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Non-Group on Institutional and Mechanisms

Tlie non-mandate for this non-giroup was to look at Chapter I, preamble and definitions, 
and Chapters 6 & 7. 'Ihe session began with the Tanzania for the G-77 and China calling 
for Parties to use cuirint mechanisms instead of creating new ones. This was preceded by 
an overly long discus »ion of where the non-group should start. Chapter 1 or Cltapter 6. 
rhini. also intervened to say that it was premature to look at any of this, that ‘‘substance 
detennines fom” the;:sforc this could wait. And as China has stated many times during 
the course of this we<k, not to mention whenever the non-group looked at a new section, 
everything must cora;:ly with the Convention and the Berlin Mandate.

Despite the less than firomising beginning, the non-group trudged through most of the 
sections it was asked to look at. ’ However, time ran out before the non-group was able to 
look at Chapter 7. Tills chapter as well as Chapter 1-B. Definitions, Chapter 6-B. 
Secretariat will be haridled by tlie Secretariat for a technical streamlining. The Chair 
made it clear that notciing would be taken away, that where possible, the Secretariat 
would group similar;ems togeijhcr.

Before the meeting c.osed, Norivay intervened to introduce entry-into-force language 
which was submitted to tbe Chfiir. It basically calls for entry-into-force to occur 90 days 
after 15(?) countries laccountins for 75% of Annex I emissions) have ratified the protocol 
or otlier legal instrumsnt
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Cott{trt>\ci hi 1972. Thii ittuc itp-^iduted eo-eperaiively by CAN groups aiiendhig the Climate /^egotiaiiotii »1 Bonn. Febi'iiaiy-Mireh 1097.

US Prciposal: Uncertainty Reigns
There is convoversy about many of the i:cnlral 
Clements of the US proposal in these n:gotia- 
lions: emissions tradins, multiyear budgets, 
•‘borrovuing" of emissions from fttnire Isudgei 
periods, and joint implementation foi credit 
a-ith developing countries. NGOs ami other 
governments are weighing these clcnieris with 
varying degrees of sltepiicism.

But there are aspects of the US proposal 
iround which there is no uncertainty: it .tas no 
reduction lareeis. and it has no iimdin;$. The 
absence of these central fearures casts d:ubt on 
the whole framaworV; the US Is trying : j mar­
ket at this session.

As the US itself admitted in its December 
"non-papef," emissions trading and join- imple­
mentation for credit wjl] require detailed clabo- 
i-aiion of a host of mortiioring and verification

saf.jguards. Given this, and the strong opposi- 
uoii of Che 077 and China, it's difficult to see 
how these elements can be negotiated by 
Kyoto. JI for credit with developing countries 
is i*.specially problcmau'c since both the donor 
and host countries would have a clear incentive 
to inflate the project baselines, and hence the 
credits earned.

With sufficieni time aiu] effort, these piob- 
len>s might well be overcome. But the question 
renatni, to what end? If (his much-touted 
"fiitsibiliiy" allows the US and other industrial 
countries to commit to early, substantia) emis­
sions reduedons, then these mechanisms could 
be well worth pursuing. But if. as many fear, 
they are designed to allow the US to avoid do­
mestic action to cut its excessive GHG emis­
sions. they should be rejected outright.

V:aj

'.7r-vi

m
iifj

IP
mytsierday the chairman took a striaer lln?

The key to solving the global wanning prot 
lem long-term is the continued development an 
accelerated deployment of c lean energy and Iran: 
ponation technologies. This w|l| only happen 
the US and other industrialized countries adO| 
policies and measures - many of them polidcall 
sensidve - to overcome existing marttet harriei 
to these technologies. Strong OELROs. startir, 
no later than 2005. are essential to drive the: 
changes in domestic policies and measures.

Which brings us back ic the missing, cli 
mems of the US proposal, Without the targe 
and timetables that other parties, such as it 
EU. arc at last starting to provide, it is imposs 
blc to judge whether the US is acting in got 
fajth to faclliuie the subsiantul early emissioi 
reductions required, or merely promoting a pr 
scripdon for delay and ipsciion at home.

If the US wants its proposals to be givt 
serious consideradon. it must fill in these detail 
and soon, it should also drop die indefinite "be 
rowing'* provisions that have been the focu.i 
widespread criticism from governments ai 
NCOs alike. Even assuming emissions budge 
and a trading regime, there arc odwreomprmn 
mechanisms - Such as automatic discounting 
noncompliers' credits and a halt on addliior 
credit sales - that are ai least as effective a 
avoid the taint of ■pemtissibli; noncompli:inc 
associated with indcfinits taarrowing,
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Stop Idling Japan!
by Kyako Kavasaka, C.A5A
Thtf EU itlzwl Ihi iniiUiivc by proposing s : 
flinisslont cm by 2010. AShosi forCOP3 wei: :4p
loOkincioJapanforsomosignoncadcrshipiiiihe
ncgoiijiiions.bm all '«e have seen iQ far is a lo j nsi 
presciiiaiion on ihe hisioric ciiy of Kyoto. Hw 
Japanese ddesaiionhas gained mosl ancniio* for 
its criticism ofEU proposals, but we would like 
some sifin that they are doing something poiitjve 
to make the nejoiiatiDns work.

Wa have just eight months to Kyoto. To 
sain some credibility in such a short time J» pan 
needs to *« “ protocol that will send cretlblc 
signals to change to sustainable energy hilus- 
tty. Here are three suggestions...

First, significant overall tcducdons inGHGs, 
ji least as progressive as the EU. Second. :ttn>- 
duce a legally binding reduction target for 3005. 
Tlilrd. take notices of other countries' prop: sals.

Fortunately iheJapanesedelegaies anno jneed 
openly 10 a meeting with NCOs that the lapan 
will stand by its support for the Geneva de< lara- 
lion and will nesoilatc a legally binding uiget.

However, the concrete target Is still n non* 
number, Because Japan is trapped beiwcen 
Mm. which wants business as usual. hiU its 
role as host of COP-3. It seems to be untisle to 
sive the leadenWp we need. This is why lapan 
needs to bring its industrial policy in lint with 
the FCCC. Unfortuttaiely. the great eniine of 
Japanese technology and innovation coiiinues 
to idle when U should be accelerating.

Whose Compensatic Q?
Some OPEC governments have raised tl.; issue 
of compensation for revenues lost as a rrsult of 
.Annex 1 commitments to reduce emiisions. 
These countries should perhaps be cau ious in 
raisins the subject. From whom, alter all. 
would"devcloping countries seek comp« twatlon 
for the devastation of climate change impacts? 
Cco cannot help but wonder how oil cr. Toning 
nations would respond to such comptnsauGTt 
demands for losses suffered as a result of insuf* 
flclant action to slow climate change. li almost 
makes one think of each barrel of oilspotted 
in lerms of increased future liability.

Norway Reveals Itself
target on the table. Like the EU. Norway Is for the whole of Annex 1? _
ptopoKing a 10*15% reduction in greenhouse The difference between the EU bubble 
gas« from 1990 levels by 2010 for Annex I and the proposals made by Norway and Auf 
Arties as a group, and its uig« is for a basket tralia is obvious. Within the EL, a number of 
of Cl!cs However, the target includes removal countries are prepwed to accept sigruficanKuts 
of eiTiisrions by rinks - the so-called net ap- in their own emissions In order to allow otl^rs 
nroach - which is not supported by the EU as a emissions to increase. This is not true of Nor- 
group The target is to be achieved through "cq* way. Australia, which support d.lfcrenoauon so 
Sitable burden sharing" within Annex I Parties, that their own cm.ssions can ns= by significant 
Tlie eU of course, agreed a burden sharing amounts. Outside the EU, which Ann«Uoun* 
aJloauio’n among the member states on Mon* tries are prepared to reduce cf,c'.r errassions so 
day. although with the exception of Franco It that Australiact al can increase.
docs not support differenliaiion across the On Tuesday. Germany s Comel.a Quen^i

commission tried to answer this question by taken up this challenge, .And yet this infonn.v 
exoLtining the unique situation of the Commu* lion Is essential for us to test Norway s anf 
nit? and its member states, a situation which Ausualia’s assertions that 
JoJs.than Pershing of the USA seemed to recog- bring about greater ^ '
nise during his presentation on the US proposal, greater enviionmcntal benefit - °

•Ibis answer did not seem adequate to coun* low flat rate target which countries would b,
Tnis ans'^cr oiQ nui bcciii — — • -tries such as Japan and Australia. Their concern prepared to accept for Kyoto.

Help Wanted
Any corrections to the industry lobby gioup po­
sitions. as presented in that "Green Report" on 
puppets, will he welcomed, Please fibmit m 
writing ant) crraia will he published on '-riday.

Wc especially look forward to re*' sions to 
K- suhmiiicJ hy'thc Global Climate "oaliiion n 
who feel ihcy uere niisrcprcsemcd.

oibtnig
Ludwig Is delighod to see how keen China is on 
recycling. In fact, his old friend Mr Zhong is so 
taken with the idea that he fell obliged to offer a 
practical demonstration to delegates yesterday, 
by offering us a repeat of his famous story about 
the sign in the p«k he used to visit as a boy C“no 
dojs or Chinese"). Perhaps before we leave he 
mtiy also choose to demonstrate some economy 
nwasures, particularly ones that could save ume.

The names of Industry groups arc getting 
disiincily far-fetched. Yesterday Ludwig spotted 
a badge labelled “Imernaiional Petroleum Indus* 
ir;t Environmental Conservation Organisation . 
a; the moment he is tom between iwo explana- 
lions: is this a group which wishes to conscrs’c the 
environment of the peiroleum industry, or is this 
a joke by the Secreuria staff who produce the 
b-idgcs?

tadthallB

PARTY
Arnos-Co.7]snius

Gymnasium

NGO Update
Manfred Trebef, KJaus Milke. Christoph Bals - 
C.'ermamvarc/i.- Ayako Ohkubo - P.o/>/<'r Fo­
rum 200J.- Kilaparti Ramakriihna -WWr 
Hole Rertorc/i Ctiuer

NGO Party!
Tonight at 9pm in the Amos-Comcnius Gy 
nasium (a school not a gym) 10 minutes frt 
Siadthalle (see map). Turn right down 
walkway opposite new church tower. By I 
two minutes walk from "Hans Bttckler aI1« 
school entrance in Zandcrsirassc.

THANKS
The CSmaie Action Network would like lo ihank I 
Environment Ministries ol Germany and I 
NeihetlanOs, who have providc-d lunding lo: Eco. 
Wiltl resources coninbuted by: ARC NeUvo 
and EuroFax.

F CHARGE
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Please ,See Attached List

USDELi/Geneva, Mark G. HamU^

Negotiations under the Framework Convention on Climate Change 
Periodic! Update No. 7 for March 3/4, 1997 ^ ®

Al« tacW

Qh. romphcafed « AfiBM PiffnopLPIamQ 

AGBM B,esin; to SlmnifV-.PoIiciesLand Mensurcs A^ps^tt nf itPmnnwH Tpvt

section, but the Chair mdiated that he had enough imput to produce a reviceri rir,r„^^r Z'

...iTpanWp‘;*r^:rssii:s"^r^

becausenotwTtiin*eSllSateft^f“r'fl ^neeoiiatingtext.

=sa-»r:;“S»‘£==rS=i;=-“
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Mora Action in thu RIH.. Mtarinpc

discuss fh^^R I'Ld Korea, and the EU to
discuss the EU and US lespcctive fli-aduatioa annexes. Here, Estrada expressed concerti about the

IS todlme. Ea„d, «JP h, »™ldttj, „ ho,d« a. todgM, onlhii malBr, both. saW M would
f w., prom...d bp,wtta poibB b, could use » coumer ih« Bsumcol beiDs

advanced that Annex B i > not ^vlthInithe scope of ihc Berlin Mandate. ^ *

EU Supporting a •*Kvntfi Ivfanftafe*”^

Article 1?T ^ remark that, while they will oppose the Inclusion of our
wWchVnl^bh'’" “*<»propi.sed legal msuument, they wUIin fua support a Kyoto Mandate 
which covers the n«t sttps expected ^ the climate change talks. This statement was made to us privately

prMocol or other legal m=tnjmem cortin-em on the approval of an appropriate Mandate on follow-on

pys numbers Arrive - tlucc with ait Interested Whimper than a Uee|<r<br..dt Rany

•5010 « t^fdate No. 6, the EU ministers decided on a feed target of 15 percent for the year
-010. Only ten percent a this was differentiated at the present thne. If Parties agree to a 15 nerceni ^
dSiST’ wiU be made. The reaction around the room hSeen quiet The EU

how^LT^JS1“ hopefully putting more breath into the negotiations, thev 
Kyoto “ ^

ha,:. Tt \ various EU reps that this decision was taken on a pu«ly politick
aliJ*HvV “** analysis. Agreement on a level and cStain
U S to “ '^'‘u decision. It was also suggested that the EU expects the
U.S. to back them away from the 15 percent mrget. The EU is confident that it can make the 10 percent 
target which they have al:'ady distributed among the member coualiies. ^

2-
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U.S. '“Dott aniiPfinv** ^liow a Siief.fit<

^ were ox.^ d«lin;j Wi* our ai^excs. Article 16. JI, and emifsions trading. pSiap^s die
came from die jiead of the .fapanc-sB delegation, AmbMsador Tauabe. who asked if the IJ S

tatiJe discussion of March 3rd. our proposal has now had a lull public 
Td ,h'‘ r ^ eveniour boldest expectations with Ids fluent presentation ofnur pwposai 
and ^ ad^t hanging r- questions lit the March 3rd round-table. Even delegates who do not aiec^ith' 
us (Cinc udmg Malaysia and Iran (whose delegate commented: “You’ve got quite a team!”)) staSd that our
E^bmiSion ) accompanying

Aflamo.oji.AytiYjLies: L'lu First "Men-Gmup’- Meetv Uflfk and r ------

nom • Ji' “"'^"nced that the “con-group” on Article 4.1 - advancins the implementation of 
commitineiKs - wiU stall on tlie aftcinoon of March 4. There will also bo the roundtable on 
differentiation which wat discussed in Update No. 5. We were asked by the Australians to sii on the
pr“vlcarivTJ“ltio^"''” ^ appropriately

rtne k , be meeting wi^ en|ironmentul and business NCOs after tliis afrcnioon sessions as weP
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The following paragraplis can be usicl an a DaR items as desired or appropriate;

PJimaiC Upd;U£::[i;J7.CMareli 3/4): ‘‘ShnnlifyiTig" nets Comt.llca«H « -----
ftrMlf nfTinm '*MnTi.rTP)UOs” -------ai^ienarvrjans Ip

With Chairman Estrada of ijhe AiLHflfi Working Group on the Berlin Mandate (AGBM) insisiios 
that the task before the uudy is to “stjmplify*' the compibrlon document, rather than negotiate its clcmenls 
Ac plenary opened on ^:areh 4 wWi a discussion of the policies and measures (pAMs) portion of the 
document Few coaces:; '.ons were mbde by those Parties svhich submined items for ineJusion in this 
section, but the Qiair indicated that ike had enough iraput to produce a revised document, at least for a part 
of das section. What w ;is more noteworthy than what was said in this plenary meeting was what was 
excluded or postponed i> / the Chair. i China and Tanzania (speaking for the G-77] both called on the 
Chair, for the sake of “clulty”, to rejmove the EU’s Annex X Old the U.S. Annex B from the proposed 
negotiating text, becausn these ure n.^t within the Berlin Mandate. Reflecting remarks he had made to us 
pnor to this meeting (pLi see below),! tstrada noted that annexes will be discussed Jatcr.

i
As this point sL,-rae.sts, the nwre imerescing action for the moment is taking place outside of the 

main halls in die variom consu Iratioia which the Chair is holding with Parties. At a late evening dinner 
on March 3. Estrada essentially said lhat he wants to try to find a way to son out the problem of annexes 
outside of the protocol process if necessary." Prior to tha March 4 plenary, we met with Estrada alone 

with Mexico, Korea, aiul the EU to d scuss our (the EU’s and ours) respective graduation annexes. Here 
Estnda expressed concern about the |prcs5Ure he is feeling from the G-77 and China to remove these from ’ 
the negotiating mandate, tstrade said that he wants to “encapsulate” the concept and remove h as a point 
of open convention durte,; this sc3sio:i. He asked the Panias present to get together to try to find a way of 
defining a graduation paragraph in a manner which might mal<e it more palatable. W= agreed to discuss 
our Annex B concept fui iher on a biliteral basis with concerned countries. However, we poiiued out that 
any .suggestioin that our /vnnex B she uld be removed from the text was not acceptable.

One surprising .lisclosurc inkluded an EU remark that, while they wiU oppose the inclusion of our 
Article 16 on "evolution they will ij, fact suppor t a Kyoto Mandate which covers die next steps expected 
m the climate change xalts. This sta'lement was made to US privately, and following inquiries, il was 
indicated that the EU miiihl even be Vf/illing to make conclusion of a protocol or odier legal instrument 
enmiflgent on the approvni of an appippriace Mandate on follow^n Steps.

the EU ministers decided on a fixed target of 15 percent for the year 
fferentiaicd at the present lime. If all Parlies agree to a 15 percent 
jcmadc. The reaction around the room has been quiet. TheEU

-------------------- ------- at the morning plenary, deferring a staiem«rt until later. The
NGOs routinely applaud, li the annouheernent as hopefiilly putting more breath into the negotiations. 
However, they criticized the lack of ahy mention about 2005,and indicated that this omission must be taken 
care of by Kyoto.

As reported in Update No. 6 
2010. Only ten percent i>: this was di 
reduction, additional alleuations will 
decided not to make a sti J ement on tk

The Chair armoiiiccd that th» "non-group” on Article 4.1 - advancing the implementation of 
committaencs - will stan oa the aften loon of March 4. Tliere will also be foe roundtable on 
differentiation which wa: discussed ir Update Mo. 5. We were asked by the Australians to sit on the 
panel as “critical observers'’ but declined, offering instead to pepper the panel with appropriately 
provocative questions.

We will be meeting with environmental and business NGOs after the afternoon sessions, as well. 
One issue which wjU i^tiubtcdly arise is their exclusion from the “non-group” meetings (decided by the 
chair with a bang of his et.vol yesterday). NGOs complain ihnt this sets an unfortunate precedent. The 
Chair argues that these ate not formaljnegotiating sessions and involve only submissions made by Partie..! 
Hence, in his view, only i’artics should be included. (Hambley)

1
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Mardi3,1997
AGBM, Session 6,1 st meeting 
Carol Whitman

t^n.d the eixth eessioe of the AOBM, held 3-7 Mereh 1997 «the SWthalle
^ ad Godesburg, Bonfi, Gcraisni'. He noted tliat since the last meetmg Parties had added a 

significant number of ptiposals aid he was concerned with the lack of agreement between
developed country Parrir-s on tiibelantlve letuea. He uadsreeotoi the i„per.tive for developed 

countries to take the lea:, m reduoing emissions, noting the difference between developed 
countries' wasteful consumption and developing countries' poverty. He bemoaned the lack of 
percent reduction numbers in subnfitted proposals. Michael Cutajar. Executive Secretary 
mtmtioned that thi.s was i he last m.?ciing before the 1 June 1997 deadline for circulation of a 
protocol text 6 months pior to its consideration by COP-3 in Kyoto. Proposals are still arrivincr 
Tan^ia stated the G77/ChJna ejqtected strict adherence to tlie UNFCCC, Decision l/CP.l and 
the Berlin M^date on guidelines, scope, policies and measures (P&Ms). quantified emi.ssion

ProvisioiL agenda was adopted. 
Routine ad^strative bi^mess w:is conducted. The Chair proposed forming two non-groups lo

ange ideas and simjilily proposals; (a) one on iniroductoiy elements, instiiutions and 
processes, and ^al elements to be chaired by Mr. Takao Shibata of Japan; and (b) a second on 
continuing to advance tf.; implementation of Article 4.1 to be chaired by Mr. Evans King of
TSt leadership, would deal with P&Ms

and QELROs Several c.-iveloping countty Parties expressed concern with tlieir delegations 
being too small to attenc all tlie meetings. Several Parties expressed concern with how the 
process would .select soc:c proposals for inclusion, and exclude others. The proposed

*«' paiticipaioh m htm-grnups would bu limitud 
to Parties (closed session;). The session was adjourned to begin the Roundtable on New 
Proposals.
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Report on the Informal fioundiable on Parlies’ Proposals
AGBM-6
March 3, 1£>97

On Monday morning, th.,, formal meeting of the AGBM adjourned to allow time for informal presentations 
on Pamcs propoMls included In the compaadou document. Olhw Parties were also peimincd to ask 
quesuons. Poland spokn on behalf of several other Central European countries, emplusizing legaUy 
binding pohm« leisures, and differentiation based on GDP per capita and a Pnrty*3 share of global 
missions while dismwij^s formulasl which should not seive as substitutes for political decisions. On 
behalf of the EU foe Nt iherlands milde a brief presentation on their proposal which clarified previous 
points but provided no row information (Annex X = OECD + CWElTs; Joint ImplenjentatioiC for now 
mcTOs jointly uapleuicn: ng poUcies and measures (PAMs); and PAMs in foeir Atuicxcs A&J3 should ' 
apply to Parties m Aiuie h X and to any Parlies which voluntarily sign on to foam). Tanaania foUowed wifo 
foe developing countoy k,antra; foe AGBM process should strictly adhere to foe Berlin Mandate uo new 
comntttmeuis for developing countries, etc., but added that G.77/Ghina members arc not calling for 
^ecific PAMs for Annet I Parties. Fiance and Iceland also made predictable presentations on foeir 
dmeientialion schemes; liowever Frapee added that non*Annex I countries should “progressively 
inipleimmL" policies in dijir economic development. Questions from Malaysia. Venezuela, Mauritius and 
Switzerland touched upcii differentiaiion criteria in foe Icelandic proposal and whether one could dcveioc a 
vai’iablc to take into acce unt hialoric responsibility for emissions. The U.S. also posed questions on 
sradimtion modalities fo.- Annex X in! foe EU proposal and how to consider the impact of Annex I response 
mc«ures on non-Annex I Partie.s. in its comment, China expressed a concern that Panics ’^lisundersiood’* 
lha Berlin Mandate in their attempts to pick and choose among Its elements. Iranis presentation on the 
need for compensation f<i: the potential losses by oil-producing states resulting from Annex I response 
measures ended the mon, ng session, but not before the U.S. asked whether Iran had data for determinin ^ 
foe level of compensation (answer wjis basically no). ^

In foe ^ernoon. AustraliJi began wiill its version of differentiation which prompted questions from 
Malaysia on emissions triding and from China rsiieradng foe necessity of staybg wifoui die Berlin 
Mandate. Saudi Arabia Jiid Kuwait picked up where Iren left off on foe whole compensation issue. The 
U.S. and others came bsul; wifo queries on whether developed countries, which aie dependent on fossil fuel 
^ports, would also be el ;dbl« for compensation; whether solar power producers would be liable for 
damages for cutting into he fossil fuel market; and whether countries that may have lo pay higher prices 
for oil would also receive funds. Italj’ called into question whether foe compeusiilion fond, itself, would be 
legal since the GEF is fos only fiuiding meehanism for Ac Convention. After considerable discussion, the 
Canadian representative o jined that cliiange in energy sources was inevitable and who's to say that a .-shift 
from fossil fhel sources w. juldn’i bapijen anyway. In a presentation along our lines of chinking. New 
liealand stressed flexibiliiy in terms of timing (cumulative budgets), locahon (emissions trading and 
coverage (all GHGs and i inks). Dr. Jbnafoan Pershbg then made a detailed presentation on our proposal 
Quesuons came on tradln: (Malaysia), criteria for Annex B (Thailand), the level and disuibution of 
commitments (BU), and t le legitimizstioTi of pollution and foe spurious creation of a market through 
trading (Iran). Uzbckistai, on belxalf of several like-minded states, closed out foe day wifo a call for 
s^ying.foe ways and mems to reduce the economic consequences of response measures and for 
ditrerentiation, GDP per ciipita shouldibc the main criterion,,
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SBSTA, Fifth Session, 3r:. meeting 

Carol Whitman.
At the invitation of the Chair, WMO gave a short presenlation on the WHO/WMO/UNEP report 
on Climate Change andHwnan Health. The Secretariat then introduced its report on progress in 
the development'and tranEfer of teclinologies and wjikplans. Venezuela and Japan discussed the 

Technology Iniri!.tive and tvorkshop, emphasizing needs for capacity building, training, 
cooperation with host country governments, technology transfer, and technology information 
centers Tanzania, on belialf of the G77/China. noted in its remarks that in Article 4.7 of Ihc 
Convenlioa effective implementation of commitments by developing countries was dependent
on technology transfer by Annejc I Parties. AlJ must be considered supplemental, not
conditional. AOSIS Parties and India placed particular emphasis on adaptation technologie.s. 
Malaysia Nigeria, MarshaU Islands, China, Saudi Arabia. Tba^and, India, and Mauntius 
specifically supported ore-stop technology shopping centers and regional technology centers, 
and the need to expand tlie University of Amsterdam survey on ledmology needs to all 
developing country Partins. Developing counUy Parties requested preferential and concessional 
terms of transfer. The UiJA and Janan emphasized the role of the private sector, while China 
took exception to this, ir..Ucaling tliat the private sector was responsible for much pollution m 
developing countries. iv:my G77 Parties brought up the issue of Intergovernmental Technology 
Assessment Panels (ITAl^s') and the Chair suggested considering the establishment of two 
ITAPs' one on technolQisy and another on methodologies. Australia said that it was important to 
look at how Lhe govcmnicntaiyinstitutional/poUcy environment within the host country can 
encourage investment. 1’ iually, the GEF gave a short report on its Science and Technology 

Advisory Panel's activit. js in technology transfer.

Die Chairman indicated that the contaa group on AU was making good progress and invited 
Parties to remark, Tanzioiia. for the G77/China, noted that credit for AU should not be 
considered until the end of the pilot phase (end of 1999). Zimbabwe comTnented that AU is 
currently very limited in its geographic distribution and sectors. The Netherlands, for the EU, 
supported S G77 posh: on of no credit for AU. The USA deferred comments until the report of

the AU Contact Group :ras submitted.

Thtre was an tafoimal iassion Cm. tianslalion) inthe evenina to discuss SBSTA'a
.Aroasot contention iududed; (1) national commimioalions for non-Annex I Patties; CZ) tne
development and translirr of technology; and (3) cooperation with relevant intemauonal 
orneniSriom. The Philippines and Malaysia didnt like a draft recommendanon for non-Annex I 
pides to volnntarlly mbmlr greeohouae sea iovemoriee. The Philippines inswted on language 
from Aiticle 4.3 that the agreed fiill costs of the inventory be provided by the operatang enlity ot 
the financial mechanisju. The USA insisted that this language would limit funding by other 
sources provided for under Article 12.5. Malaysia supported a conclusion that the Secreranat 
should set up one-stop specialized information centers and regional mformaiion centers tor 
technology transfer. The USA felt this was premamre since there had been no review of existing 
facilities. A compromise was reached to request toe Secretariat to report on ewsUng networks 
and regional centers, modalities and financial implications regarding toe possible estabUshment
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SBSTA, Fifth Session, 3r3 meeting
Caiol Whitman

Page 2 of2

of one-stop information cijnters and regional technical centers. Kuwait submitted alternative 
language for conclusions :n cooperation with relevant international organizations, reflecting 
their continuing concerns i)ver the Technical Paper on The Implications of Emissions Limitations 
and Reduction Proposals (,TP4). A compromise was reached.
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Carol vhiitman

In its fifth session. SBSTA took up a series of issues ranging from its cooperation wi* other 
interi^nal organizations, to methodologies, to the development and Wer of technologies
STeumfor^rcpoitini; format for the pUot phase of AIJ. At the conclusion of die sessiQu.
^STA had not a^eed on the election of its officers. But the Chair reported progress and hoped 

discussions would conclude the following week during AGBM 6.

IPCC teleasid iwo more technitsl papers: Simple Climate Models and Olobal SlobiUsation of 
A^spLrtc Oreenhous-. Oos ConeeotroMoos. The IPCCs teohniea: paper The Imphcolwns of 
EmisSns limUotioos a-A Reduction Proposals, »hicb wiU eonsider errussions pro^s 

proposed by comitries tc be included in prorocols, generated much constetrmMn 
LwM delegation. Kmrait felt that the paper should be tunied mio a special r^ort arid eo^rd 
the socioeconomic implimtions of emission limitations by Annex I Parties m addiuon to the 

physical implications ol' temperature and sea level nsc.

The issue ofnadonalccmnunications tan AnnexIP^eswasnoneontro^W. Many Parties
arc Anxious to see reports on techr,ology transfer activities m the second national
eommnniearions.dneAlxill5,I997. TheUKhasalt^ysubmttedtare^^ ^e an^ptof
some Parties to get SB5:TA to invite nen-Annex I Parties to voluntarily submit gKcnho^u g^ _ 

inventories was lebufTed by the G77/China after several coutemious debates. The G77 
were suspicious of Annmt I motives and demanded that the agreed ta costs of preparanon be 
provide/by the opetaStig entity of the UNFCCC financial mediamsm. Refetenca to this was 

deleted ftom the final conclusionsi.

for methods related to (}HG inve:atories, dimaie change impact, and so^occono^c benefi 
analyses. SBSTA requssted proposals to reduce the cost of pubhcation, translation, an 

dissemination of reports by April 15,1997.

Since the Secretariat v-as unable to finish its report on mechanisms for consultations wrth non- 
^e^ctal otganizudons, disdusden was delayed until SBSTA 6. The EU was pamculariy 

dismayed. The SBST.'i invited SJBI to consider this issue also.

The development and transfer of technologies received more attention at SBSTA 5 *an any 
other issue.^There wete many m.eetings on the Climate Technology Initiauve and a long of
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conclusions, such as: (11 request tlie secretariat to expand the technology needs survey to include 
all developing country P'urties; (2) evaluate and assess technology information centers and 
networks, and consider tlie value-added of one-stop specialized technology information centers 
and regional technical c<aters; and 1(3) consider the establishment of intergovemmental 
technology assessment p ;m.els on methodologies and technologies at SBSTA's next session.

The SBSTA adopted a uniform repiorting format for activities implemented jointly (AIJ) under 
the pilot phase. The G7'/ /China, T\ith support &om tlie EU, maintained there should be no credit 
for AIJ during the pilot ]:hase. The USA urged Parties to have SBSTA evaluate the issue of 
credit during the pi lot pi i asc.

Conclusions were adopt; d and SBSTA completed its work on time.
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European Uiiiion Moves — Finally!
The beer n<*u/c «f pVi» h-»vj i_._ .. __ ___The best news of the day came Mcnday late 
afternoon from Brussels, ‘ntcre. EU Environ- 
memal Ministers finally asreed on a joint pro­
posal 10 put forward to the climate nejodations 
in Bonn. The core of cWs proposal is ? binding 
emissions reductions commlimeni ftf a 15% 
cut In greenhouse gases by 2010. Mlsi .ttg from 
tlie proposal, however, is the most ssscntlal 
2005 target year, with the aOSIS Ivoiocol's 
20% reduction in COj emissions rcmiining the 
only specific proposal for that year.

To quote from the Council Conclusions; 
•'nie Council regreu the lack of firm .-.onunit- 
menis so far from other Annex X 'ip they 
nuan '’I''?] Panies. It agrees that the Itommu- 
nity should propose that Annex X Paniis. indi­
vidually or jointly, in accordance with ihe Ber­
lin Mandate, shall reduce emission lurels for 
COj. CH4, and NjO together (weighijd total, 
using Owp <oiobal Warming Poienti>l> with 
a 100 year time-horiion) by 13% by 2U10 (ref­
erence year 1990)” • This EU-decisicir is the 
first essential one on climate change mi Jgation 
since its promise in 1991. prior to W si mature 
of the Convention in Rio, to subilite COj 
emissions based on 1990 levels by I he year 
2000.

Thus, after so many failures of the. EU to 
maintain, or even actively show. Icjdcrship 
within Annex I countries, tills recent dscision 
wilt hopefully breathe some fresh air mo the 
cumently deadlocked negotiations of ihi;; week.

Despite NCO acknowledgment of it; posi­
tive character, the EU propo.sal ha.s serious 
shoncominas which need to be improved on 
tile road to Kyoto:
• the critical urgei year of 2005 i.r sir, miss- 

irt?. though (he EU promises to del rur cm 
that one ;ti its next Council mceiirWe 
hear that the EUs biggest island naii. n and

its Chunnel paruier, (UK and France) pre­
vented the 200s agreement which the Dutch 
presidency had ubied. Wc hope that these 
nations will improve their performance 
aSaP, as the 2005 goal is essendal to get- 
ling which is needed to ensure the early ac­
tion necessary to prevent a dangerously high 
rate of climate change. Due to these delay 
tactics, die EU will be unable to formally 
table a 2005 target, as the next EU Environ­
ment Council is after June 1st. This is the 
deadL'ne for a protocol proposal to be for­
mally tabled for Kyoto. 
ior*«t approach: The originally proposed 
target of the Dutch presidency contained a 
basket-approach of greenhouse gases, a 
basket approach is unacceptable from the 
scientific point of view. However the Dutch 
proposal contained explicitly a cut of COj 

continued on backpage. coL 3

1

ISSUE MO 4
mi f

««■

i^C/osed inloiwal non-group in session yesterdiy

HrFiimmlnrv^H

The Access Ouestio
NCOS are very disappointed by the Chairni 
decision to exclude us from important nego 
ing sessions. Simply throug.h the cstablishn 
of a new category - ' non-groups" - »( j ej 
day’s mcering, the rules of transparency 
public participation no longer apply. Wc 
concerned that impo,-iajn decisions relatinj 
the operation of the insL-arnem being nes 
ated no longer have our input.

The longstanding rule has been dm obst 
ers may attend all subsidiary body mceiit 
As the AGBM is a sub.<idiary body, the 1 
applies to the present negouadons. We do 
think this rule should be circumvented.

One of the major diplamaiic achievement 
recent years has been the democratliaiion 
imcrnational environmental fovemance. P(jl 
participation and transparency have beco
hallmarksorintcmaConal cnvi.-(3nmcmal resin
NGOs contribute to the success of these regir 
at every level by develop! ng ths science, inform; 
the public, marshalling political support, prodd: 
recalcitrant negotiators, and providing from I: 
troops to implement and monitor these reglm

The principles of transparency and full p 
tidpaUon apply for all accredited NGOs. T 
process is not served by a ecluding any group w 
a legitimate interest in the outcome. We appc.s) 
members of every delegation who support NC 
participation to reconsider yesterday's decisic

contents
Editorial
South Counters US 
France - Zero Points 
PAMs
To Integrate or Differentiate 
Ludwig
Conference Reporis Inse
NGOUst __________________ 1^
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South Counters US Proposals

PcurOtb,dn,CNA;Bc:»tMir,m, bankinfi and borrow,pg a. a way of
COfICACI and Ramon SaUUr., OiJ^SEA l«g«.nrizmg .nv,romn<mal poUu.on. « wd 
The US au^nrpt lo hoodwink oOicr P«.i« in.o « a lack of acccpianca of rcsponub.l.ly for fhc
accepting U«ir draft protocol just may fail, as hjst^cal build-op

________ u;f,h hv mernhcrs The ”'“sage of the C ;7 tlwr - they arc

The proposal by the Coundl of tlvs Eu­
ropean Union that industrialized t:3un- 
tries should reduce their GHG .triris- 
sions by 15% by 2010 from 1990 Ittvels 
is at once tvelcomc, overdue and

flawed.
Failing to set a year 2005 tar;>ei at 

rhis stage fundamentally weaken."- the 
EU’s position. AOSIS. whom th; £U 
has been keen to support in the f ;tst is 
entitled to fed bctraytaJ by the omission 
Qf rjijj year and the 20% CO2 rede 1 .tion. 
The EU Ministers have promised in 
their Council Decision that there 
‘“should" be a target for 2005 - an:, they 
should adopt one at their June Coviicil.

Whatever the faults, however, of the 
EU CouncU Decision, it is far ah tad of 
the US and Japanese non position:;

The dismal, cynical and repttidve 
carping of members of the US CiOlega- 
tion about the European Union nnd its 
credibility is at best a rhetorical 
smokescreen to cover the embarassment 
of its own lack of action. The Uo pro­
jections for 2010 arc for an inen.-are of 
15-20% above 1990 levels and it has 
nothing like the analysis of the m-:asures 
required to reduce its emissions by 15% 
wWch the EU has actually conducted.

The favourite US line is that tht, Euro­
peans talk big and act little, One h iis only 
to reflect, however on the Montreal Pro­
tocol meeting in 1990 that agreed 10 phase 
out CFCs by 2000. The US inidrily op­
posed this and one of the key arsiiments 
used was just that. In the end the ;'.urope-
ans were right, the US A (and it sli ould be
noted, one former head of Delegation 
Robert Reinstdn) were dead wro ig.

The US should just face the fact that 
action is needed, the EU is tal.ng this 
seriously and bring forward its own 
emission reduction target at the earliest 
opportunity.

accepting U«ir draft protocol just may fail, » Wst^cai build-up 0 GHG^.
it has been greeted with resistance by members The message o e /, j
II nas oecn 1, -..u-ticv not ready tO accept any nc-^ commitments, andof the G77 and Chma. They peroeive |he US s not ^
failure to attach spcci ic . jj,e Berlin Mandate and the Con-Mention lexL
proposal as a demonstration Am^« S lack . ,

M .o.id zz 5”

greenhouse gas budgets, emissions trading, emission budgets wi
use 5*» ----------a> ________ ^ _____ _

Zero Points for French Officials
By Antoine Bonduelle, RAC Franc* be famiUar as the man who publicly said (ai d
The fact that the £U figures released yesterday Metz hearings dunng the National energy at 
showed zero commiimerns from France is a na- environment debate) that the question is n 
donal dlscrace. but by no means surprising, "whether we should enceurag-. renewable cn< 
Fnince's Industry Ministry represemaiive spent gies”. but “should the stale allow them 
much of yesterday morning in animated discus- grow" (with an implied no ). 
sions widi well known fossil fuel lobbyist Don While considering misdeeds by French C 
Peariman. This is likewise unsurprising. After ficlils. we should not forget 
all the French Industry Ministry is home to the ing Minister. Uie nght honourable M. Penss 
infamous M. Utcumois of the Energy Depart- When questioned on ~
,T>im (DGEMP). This high level civil dis-serv. building codes as 
ait was rccendy quoted as saying that his de- France's proposal for Berlin (COP i). the m 
payment might have to give way on the 15% distinguished gentleman replied th« « a jun 
utset, but that he personally would make sure minister m the Chirac govjmmeni. he did 
that it is not implemented. For those in the feel obliged to fulfil 
present negotiations who favour renewables u Balladur. the previous Pnmc Minister. Keep 
a climate friendly soluiioa Uieunrois will also Che good work!
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HIGHLIGHTS FRCM THE- SIXTH 
SESSION OF THE A D HOC GROUP 

ON THE BERLIPi MANDATE 
MONDAY, 3 M'tRCH 1997

The sixth session of the Ad Hoc i:roup on the Berlin Mandate 
(AGBM-6) of the UN Framework C: nvcniion on Climate 
Change opened on Monday, 3 Marclt 1997 in Bonn, Germany. 
Following opening statements. dde|;ites adjourned the formal 
session and convened an informal fctmd tabic on new proposals 
from Parries. Parties elaborated on tlisir proposals and responded 
to questions. Delegates also agreed td convene ‘'non-groups" to 
exchange views and merge different proposals.
OPENISG SESSrOS

AGBM Chair Raul Estiada-Oyu<la (Argentina) noted the 
conadcrable number of new proposils and cal1e«! for long-term 
sustained efforts flxim Industrialized countries. He said changes 
would bo neither easy nor inexpensive, but add*! that the costs 
resulting from inaction far outweigV the costs of preventative 
measures. He welcomed Dan Reifst ;<der (US) as rapporteur.

FCCC Executive Secretary Michtel Zammii-^Hutajar noted 
that AGBM-d marks the last session prior to the six-month 
deadline for circulatiog a draft protoX)l. The nOEiOtiating text 
must ■“contain the seeds” of the final outcome and there should 
be no surprises after 1 June 1997.

The WORLD COUNCIL OF CHURCHES appealed to 
delegates to act now and noted that delayed action will involve 
even higher demands. He said dinuK change is an issue of 
global justice and called on AGBM :o promote lifestyle changes 
in developed countries.

The secretariat introduced thc”l -ameworlc Compilation of 
Proposals'(FCCC/AGBM/l997/2 ind Add. 1);“Implementation 
of the Berlin Mandate; proposal frem Parties'’ 0"CCC/AGBM/ 
1997/MiSc.l) and “Comments fron. Parties” (FCCC/AGBM/ 
l997/Misc.2T Regarding the organ: tarion of work, the Chair 
urged AGBM to produce, elaborau on and sire;.mlint! a 
negotiating text to be ready by I June. He propos^ establishing 
two “non-groups”: one non-group m focus on iusdtuiions and 
processes, final elements, dcfiniiions and the preamble, and one 
non-group to work on continuing to advance commitments in 
Article 4.1. He said the main purpe:* of the non-groups is to 
exchange views, rather than to ncgriiatc. and to rnarg# different 
proposals Into one text in order to ihcilitate adoption of a 
negotiating text.

CHINA, IRAN and MOROCCO, on behalf of the African 
Group, requested clarification on the division of tasks between 
non-groups and asked whether the non-groups would address 
P&Ms and QELROs. The G-77/CHINA. supported by the EU, 
MALAYSIA and the AFRICAN GROUP urged for a limited 
number of additional groups, given the constraints facing small 
delegations. CHINA also cautioned AGBM not to "waste lime" 
on issues related to institutions and dcfiniiions. The Chair said 
P&Ms and QELROs would be addressed in Plenary- =nd noted 
the value of institutions and legal systems.

The EO urged countries to provide input in legal Imguage and 
streamline the Framework Compilation text by focusing on 
achievable opdons. The EU also suggested that the Chair 
devdop a protocol or another legal instrument by I June, if 
AGBM does not complete this work by the end of the week.
IRAN said the EU proposal was premature and SAUDI 
ARABIA urged that AGBM complete a negouaring text and not 
leave work for the Chair. The Chair noted that non-groups will 
be open only to Parties and will not involve negotiation.
SOUND TABLE ON NEW PROPOSALS FROM PARTIES

aGBM Vice-Chair Suphavit Piamphongsani (Thailand) 
opened the round tabic and noted that 18 new proposals have 
been submitted. The proposal by POLAND, BULGARIA, 
ESTONIA. Latvia and SLOVENIA, suted that QELROs 
should be legally binding. Proposed criteria for QELROs 
include: GDP per capita; each Party’s contribution to global 
emissions; emissions per capita and/or emissions intensity of 
GDP. He also preferred the “menu approach" for establishing 
measures to be adopted by Parti es.

The EU proposal includes a general commitment for Panics 
listed In “Annex X,” which would consist of OECD members 
and countries with economies in transition. It groups P&Ms into 
Anntst A (mandatory). Annex B (high prioriry) and Annex C 
(priority). The proposal allows for joint implementation and 
voluntary application by non-Annex X Partie?.

The G-77/CHTNA urged AGBM to adhere to tlie Convention 
and the Berlin Mandate and refrain from developing new 
commitments for non-Annex I Parties. The C-77/CHINA 
proposal calls for ensuring that P&Ms have no adverse 
socio-economic impacts on developing countries; establishing a 
concrete compensation mechanism for damage in developing 
countries arising from implementation of response measures; and 
setting QELROS within specified time frames, such as 2005. 
2010 and 2020.
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PRANCE proposed dilTcrcnualing ihc commitments of Annex 
1 Panics according to present emission levels of greenhouse 
liases per inhabitant and per GDP. He jroposed coordinating 
P&Ms at an international level and ccnsidering joint measures 
between Annex 1 and non-Annex 1 Parties.

ICELAND proposed diffcrcnliatioi and the following 
parameters for identifying differences in national di^mstanccs: 
GHG emission intensity and level, sh ire of renewible energy 
sources and GDP per capita. He suppitted tlm fonnula No^y 
presented at AGBM-S, amended to aomunt for the share of 
renewable energy. MALAYSIA commented that |iarameters are 
changing regulariy. MAURITIUS inciiired about a supervisory 
mechanism for this foimula. VENEZ '.fELA supported by 
COSTA FICA. suggested “historical lesponsibilny” ^ 
additional criterion for differentiaiion. SWITZERLAND added 
"past cfTorts" by countries to reduce ijnecnhouse gas emissions as
another criterion.

IRAN'S proposal opposes C02 ta;:js. energy iixes and new 
commitments for non-Annex I eounnies, His sugijestions for 
reducing GHG emissions include: a 11 cus on all <»HGs. 
market-determined energy prices, renoval of subsidies on coal 
and polluting energy sources, development of renewable energy 
sources, enhancement of sinks and aitentlon to production and 
consumption sector activities and indusmal processes. IRAN 
also proposes a compensation mechar.ism for adverse impacts of 
response measures. Responding to Z ’.vlBABWE, IRAN noted 
that its proposed compensation meebnnism is designed to 
compensate countries that incur losst:; due to polices arid 
rneasurcs stipulated by the AGBM Itjjd instrumant anti docs not 
provide fbnda for countries that incu- damages resulting directly 
from climate change. The US suggericd that the proposal 
requires AGBM to project the conse-iucnces of non-action and 
asked what methodology would be u: ed to make such a 
projection. IRAN replied that funh« details would be supplied at 
a later date.

AUSTRALIA proposed; a collec ive reduction objective for 
“Annex A" Panics, which are those . sted in Annex 1 of the 
FCCC: mitisaiion activities that rest, t in equal psrcentage^ 
changes in per capita economic welirre antong“ Amtex A"
Parties; difrerenriated commiiments; use of indicators in the 
negotiation process; and further con tideration of market-based 
approaches such as emissions tradini: and joint implementation. 
The proposal also supports a rcgulai review process that Parties 
may activate in regard to their own ijsmmitments. Responding to 
MALAYSIA. AUSTRALIA said formula approaches are too 
simplistic to account for wide variations among tountries’ 
circumstances and emphasized that: ifferentiation is not a means 
10 delay action, but to achieve faimnis. AOSIS asked 'why 
supponers of differentiation had ncK pooW their proposals and 
requested infbrmation on how diffe;'5ntiation wcmld work in 
practice. CHINA expressed concerr that emissions trading would 
replace govemmenx commitments with acuvitieii of firms and 
individuals.

KUWAIT. NIGERIA and SAUTH ARABIA supported the 
proposal by the G-77/China. They uepressed coi.tcern about 
economic and social consequences :f devdopec, country Parties 
policies and measures and requestel adequate ompensation for 
developing countries. They recallcC Article 4.3(h), whi^ refers 
10 countries whose economies are Hghly dependent on income 
generated from fossil fUels. and 4.1 Ci, which stai.es that Panics 
shall take Into consideration the sptrafic needs iind concerns of 
fossil fuel producing countries and idverso effects resulting from 
the implementation of commitmcntf. They noted that developed 
country Parties should take the leatl in combating climate 
change.

12!nl_5_/013__
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The US asked; whether developed countries that export fossi 

fuel or suffer from increased oil prices are eligible for 
compensation; whether developers of solar power are liable for 
injury; and whether devdoped countries that take action to 
prevent damage in developing countries arc also liable under this 
proposal. SAUDI ARABIA reiterated that devdoped country 
Panics should bear more of tlte burden and accommodntc such 
effects through measures like differentiation. ITALY pointed out 
that the Convention docs not include a compensation 
mechanism. SAUDI ARABIA, supported by noted 
Article 4.8, stating that funding action be considered in regard to 
the specific needs of developing countries. KUWAIT noted his 
disappoi ntmem that the developed countries' proposal s do not 
mention any provision for developing countries' compensation.

CANADA noted that economic change in energy sources has 
occurred over the past century and will continue regardless of a 
protocol. SAUDI ARABIA emphasized that it is the right of 
every Party to try to minimize the adverse impacts of an 
international binding agreement according to provisions given in 
the Convention.

NEW ZEALAND emphasized the importance of flc.xib!liiy 
with respea to time (multi-year average emission limitations); 
place (emission trading); and coverage (all GHGs and sinks).

The US proposal contains; emissions budgets (banking and 
borrowing emissions); annual reports on measuremeni. reporting 
and compliance by "Annex A" and "Annex B" counmes. Amcx 
B would contain countries that have voluntarily entered before 
protocol adoption; non-compliance measures (c.g. denial of 
opportunity to engage in emission trading or loss of voting 
rights): conunuing to advance implementation of Anicle4.1, 
parxicularv "no regrets" measures; emission imding between 
Parties with budgets, and joint implerneniauon bciween all 
Parties. Several countries noted die complexity of the US 
proposal. In response to the EU, the US highlighted the ability of 
countries to determine their own budgets and the penalty for 
emission borrowing THAILAND su^esied that AGBM not 
spend rime diSQissing emissions trading.

UZBEKISTAN proposed differentiation for Annex 1 Paroei, 
accordine to the level of economic development and GDP per 
capita. He urged for flexibility regarding obligauons of county 
with economies in transition, and dcveloped-countiy support fbr 
non-Annex I country activities.

/iV the corridors
Several AGBM participants commented on developments 

towards a common position regarding QELIWs within one 
regional economic integration organization. Despite its internal 
debate on burden sharinc, agreement was reached on a common 
largei Some delegates suggested that this common position 
could advance the entire AGBM process by sparking a 
transatlantic debate. In contrast, others characterized the 
proposed target as “unrealistic*’ and doubted it would be uken 
seriously. One developing country delegate said the proposal 
could sharpen aGBM’s focus on strengthening developed 
country commitments, while others noted that the target s 
timeframe greatly lessens iis impact.

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
aGBM: Plenary will convene at 10;00 am in ilic Plenary I 

Hall and begin consideration of the preparation of a protocol or 
another legal insirumcm. Following Plenary, AGBM will divide 
into nvo "non-groups."
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Eionn, Germany, March 2-7, 1997
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Bradford Johnson 
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Jim Rubin
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CSQ Dirk Forfister 343-1060 FAX:343-1162
EPA Elaine Ha.smisegger FAX:260-0290EPA Mary Nicnois 260-740C FsA>;:260-Sl55

David Gardiner 260-4332 FAX :2 60-02 7 5

DOE:
Nancy Ket.s FAX:233-9598
Mark Chu:»Jra 586-5S23' FAX:5S6-086l

' DOT; Frank Kruesi 366-2222 FAX:366-3997
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C£Q David saiidaiow 456-5543 FAX: 456-271C

CEQ Steve Se;.del 335-3706 FAX: 456-6546
’aid David Halas 97S-4205 FAX: ;703}37S
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USDEL/Gencva, Mark G. Hamhley

Negotiations under the Framework Convention on Climate Change 
Periodic Update No. 5 for February 28 thru March 2, 1997

This message traf smits unofficial reflections on activities and developments during the climate 
negotiations which arc betig held in Bonn between February 24 and March 7,1997. While the contents 
are unclassified, this repo r: Is intended for use by officials of the U.S. Government, only. This report 
covers activities from tlie iiftemoon session on Friday. March 2i through Sunday, March 2. The next 
update covering Monday, March 3, will be delayed because of the need lo participate in multiple events 
concerned with the negot ntlons. The final paragraphs can be used as a DAR item as desired and 

appropriate..

r*Hm»te tlpdate No. S fFeh 28-Mar 2V Both ihe COP President and rh.» Ar.BM Chair Stnipgling
■ Meerinfr ip Kyoto

SRI and AG-13 Wrap U[i Their Wort' f Well Almostl

In afternoon sessions on Frhlay. Feb 28. two of the three subsidiary bodies (the Subsidiary Body 
on Implementation (SBF and the vyoiking group on a possible consultative mechanism (AG-13) wrapped 
up most of their work. (The SBI still has one item left undecided). The Subsidiary Body on Scientific 
and Technological Advlcs (SBSTa) finished its work that morning, a.s reported in Update 4..

The AG-13, as rsported earlier, completed discussions on a very preliminary (and totally 
bracketed) text which W il be the focus for the next meeting of the group in July. Tlie text (based on a 
China-EU composite) lalts about the establishment, objecliva, mandate, nature, functions, size, and 
expertise for a possible multilateral con.sulwtive process,

The SBI cnmplited discussion on the budget (details — especially concerning proposed 
increases - are to he pm/ided to the Panics “well before” the July meeting); the calendar (two block* of 
two week sessions prop ised for boti. 1998 and 1999); and arrangements lor intergovernmental meetings,
A decision on the timin;- for COP-4 will be left until July. As reported in Update No. 4. the timing and 
venue for ihis decision may well be driven by offers of countries to host the meeting.

rhiiieseand Others In t -e G-77 Voi.-.i: “niscontenr wim the “Geneva Declararlon."

Over 90 minulcs of the afternoon session was consumed by a tUg-of-war between ourselves (with 
an assist from the EU) ;md China ov er a phrase which China wanted included in the seaion of the report 
dealing with arrangemt iits for COP-3. Dr. Zhong, at li's feisty best, complained that the Geneva 
DeclaTBtlon had co'me iU a “big surprise” to his delegation ((a complaint echoed by other G-77 menibei s in 
the room, including Mu.aysia. Tanaenla (speaking for the G-77), the Central African Republic (unusually
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voc«l at this meeting) »nil Niger)), Thus, China wanted to he forewarned - by six months initially -- if 
any “new or substantive ;roposa1,” such as a ministerial declaration is planned at Kyoto.

AGBM Chttiraitin, Amb. Estrada, sitting in as Argentina's representative, reminded delegates that 
the COP is free to do as it pleases. The SBl could "recommend" but It cnuld not direct. Finally, a text
submitted by the Executive Secretary was accepted noting that the SBl “recommends" that “.....any new,
substantive proposal, incl Jding proposals affecting the purpose and organiTation of ihc ministerial 
segment, should be comit.unicated to all Panics well in advance of the Conference in acccordance with 
normal UN practice.”

SBT nrnvp?il Down* Tjinff Tn fin”

Of the two SBI contact groups handling outstanding issues, only the one dealing with the 
Statement to the UN Special Session was able to conclude its business by evening’s end. The SBl will 
have to convene for a brief meeting sometime over the next week to finalize its report Hopefully, by that 
time the usually effective Chair of the group, Mahmoud Al-Qhaouth of Mauritania, will have rejoined the 
body. He disappeared on Thursday afternoon into the dark depths of a Bonn ICU hospital facility.
Despite rumors about so:nc strange, tropical bug which had laid him low (to visit, one had to don plastic 
gloves and face face mat l:s as AUQhaouth was allegedly in “quarantine”), it appears that he was only 
ailing from food poisonitg which was uncharitbly attributed to Air France by one German official. In any 
case, he is now out of hcipital and is expected to be once more in anendance on March 3rd.

In any case, the »xt on the input from the FCCC to the UN General Asssembly’s Special Session 
next June is quite accep ;ible to us. We were able to remove potentially troubling paragraphs calling on 
the UNGA lu focus on priorities "including the issues of how developing countries can acquire the levels 
of energy needed for thei' development" and on the need for '"increased research by Governments and die 
private sector into ciierg f and material efficiency and more environmentally sound energy production and 
consumption slraiegies..We also eliminated suggestions that a number of initiatives of the 
Commission on Sustain? hie Development “are relevant for promoting UN system wide support for the 
protection of the global i:limate," Tliis may be true, but we do not believe that it is appropriate for this 
Convention to be drawLr," tliese conclusions at this panicular time.

CoArreTcmpy Ovftf the LJiiahated

The second corlact group, dcullug with die Convention's relationship with the GEF, worked 
throughout Friday and iu:o the late evening. At issue Is when the COP will reach a decision regarding the 
definitive status of the GEF as the operating entity of the Convention’s financial mechanism (it is now the 
linierim” opctaiing emit,). Despite a dear decision at COP-2 last July asking the SDI to to condu ct a 
review process at this m letlng. Induidng on the dcnniiive siams of the GEF and to report the outcome to 
COP-3, the G-77/China talked. Citing the decision a: the December 1996 COP under the Convention on 
Biological Diversity, ihi G-77/China. affirmed that it would be necessary to draw up guidelines for the 
review process, and urgei that these guidelines be sent to COP-3 for adoption as the basis for this and 
subsequent reviews, wh le work profp'essed on the review. Citing an earlier COP-1 decision, the 
Ci-77/China opined tliat the review itself need not be complcieil until Mardi /April 1999 (four years after 
COP-1),

Faced with G-M/Chlna obstinence (and with no way to compdl a decision at COP-3 over their 
ohjectinin.s) OECD couniries led by the U.S. proposed: (1) to adopt SBI guidelines for this review (without 
referring them to COP-I and without suggesting that they will be enshrined for all time) at tliis session; (2) 
request countries to sub.uit views on their experience with the financial mcclxanism by May 15; (3) request 
the Secretariat to praepsie a sythesis repon based on these submissions; and (4) lake the i.ssue up again at 
llic SBI’s July meeting.
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The G-77/China rclucianay iigreud ai 9PM on Friday night. The Secretariat will finalise the 
demcnla ofihch SBI’s co.iclusions and circulate them on March 3rd, whereupon the SBI will meet in a

CQUErfiSidem SeesjjeeiI for “Ministerial Iniervention” in theNtfnriarino

The President of the Conference of the Panics (COP), 2imbabwc'.s F.n vimnmen: Minister 
Chimutengwende, arrived in Bonn on Thursday and held di-scu-ssion with various Parties on Friday 
afternoon, Feb 28. Durinji our meeting, three raatlcrs/concemi were rai.ted.

first, on the rule* of procedure, it wils agreed that the OPEC countries (led by Saudi Arabia) 
posed the greatest obsuc.i: to reaching agreetnent. Bilateral conucls with the Saudis. NiEeria, Kuwait and 
Iran would be important. It was suggested that this problem might be raised in tire context of German 
Minister Merkle s forthc.ning mectitig in Dresden in late March in order to galvanize action on the part of 
appropriate countries to iMise this issue with various OPEC membuni.

A second pomt rsisedby th-j COP President concerned our proposal. He suggested fechoine a 
common theme around here) that sevt.ral elements were '•beyond the Berlin Mandate" and could we not 
for the purposes of these negotiations, agree to remove some of the more contentious ones? We told’the 
Sit -;'^^drP'«'"«'=Wumness. thatwedooot believe our proposal contravenes the Berlin

a conclusion in Kyoto which meets theiltimate objectives of the convention. Any anempt, at this point, to remove any ponion of the text as 
included in the Chamnan'! synthesis document would be unacceptable to the United Stales.

Tlie Ulkd point riised by the Mini.ster was how he and other Ministers might be helpful in the

we did cot disagree) that hese meetln;js ml;ht offer ministers from key countries an opportunity to discuss 
olo^r'"^ direction to delegations attending the talks in July and

5

AfrBM Also l.no iingatProciiiss lusim^

implemenution. He said that he fears the diairibc. which he fully expects from the C-77/China on these 
crn"l’,rJd the bedy from its ical work, which he described as coming up with a shorter text which
can be used both to satisfy the six month rule and to serve as the basis for negotiation. He indicated tliai he 
may have to u$e his prero j ativc as the Chair to delete iiems which are “inconsistent'' with the Berlin 
MMdate. He said he wants to help the U.S. but has difficulty - even as the Argentinian head of

«*S“
The Chujrman’s 'Food fn- Thniurlir’

After much discL.ssion, Estrada intimated that he would not cut off any piece of our proposal
‘hose aspects tliat (in his view) falloutside the Berlin Mandmsuch as our article on “evolution" and considering tliem in a paralle 

negotiation which would :c decided a: COP-3, as well. He added that a successful outcome on the 
protocol process could be nadc comirgcni on a postive outcome to the discussions on this parallel process.
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as well. Estrada did not |mrsue iliis poiin, making it clear that he was proposing it more as “food for 
thoughf' at this juncture.

Early Break-down into Contact Groups Possible

Estrada clearly '' ants to see one document emerge from this meeting. He said that he is 
considering organizing lit-ee large conuct groups to attempt to come tn some conclusions regarding whidi 
text should be retained an 1 which deleted. One of these (under the proposed chuirmanship ofJap^i's 
Takeo Shibata) would bn asked to look into the quesdon of the preamble, defmiUuns, and principles 
(Note; we cautioned the i; hair not to taigage on the preamble at the present time given the controversy this 
was sure to raise. End N: tc.) A second group (under Trinidad/Tobago's Evan-King) would aiiUriws 
Anicle 4.1 issues, while the third (prcbably under his chair) would address policies and measures (?AMs> 
and Quantified Emission 1 Limitation and Reduction Objectives (QERLOS or “mrgeis and timeubles.”).

6

Nf)t Enntmniired with Oiir Prficew Yfjj

Estrada was not taken by our suggestion that, for purpases of meeting the six month rule, the 
framework campilaiion Ci'Uld be used as the document submitted tn the UN by April li. This text might 
have its paragraphs on d< "Inltions anci principles modified as agreed to at this meeting. However, none of 
the substantive ideas or ntcommendaHons would be deleted. The Chair and the SccrcUu-iai might also be 
asked to prepare a dociin.ini which would reogantze the content of the synthe.sis in a more user-friendly 
manner. ((CcgunCQt: V'5 also ran rh.ls Idea past a key Secreurlat member and a leading EU negotiator. 
Neither was enthusiastic, lithcr, but one suspects that both individuals may reconsider in the absence of 
Other palatable altematit 'is later next week. A key will be Germany, with whom Estrada has forged his 
closer working relalionsl i p. The Germans (and the Dutch) would be happy at this point if Estrada uses his 
prerogrative to eliminate ihose aspects of the text which they do not like (including joint implementation 
and Anicle 16 from our jropoMl and the compensation proposals suggested by the Kuwaitis and other 
OPEC coimrries.) The Cli li; may have a harder time eliminating the differentiation issue. End-CflUUncnl.))

Handling niffr.rentiarion

On March 1, Esrada chaired a meeting with those countries which had indicated either sympathy 
for, or are actively advociting, various differentiation concepts. These included Australia. Nonvay, 
france, Iceland, Switzerhnd, and Japan, in addition, he invited the EU (Bert Mcti) and the U.S. Also 
invited but not attending were Tanzania (representing the G-77), China, India (and. we understand) Brazil. 
Esuada said that he hope: that ihc proponents of differentiation had used the intersessional period since 
December to come up with one or two concrete proposals. He stated that he only wanted to hold a round 
table discussion on diffeitintiation if there are one or two concrete proposals. He said that having five or 
si.x countries express diflt rent views 'vould not work and would not advance the process.

It was clear fron the discussioln which ensued that, although there had been considerable bilateral 
discussion , no concerted differentiation option has been prepared. When it appeared that Estrada might 
be demurring on whcthci to hold a roundtable on this topic, we added our two cents that, while we have 
strong misgivings about he utility of the differentiation concept, this point of view, nonetheless, deserves 
a public hearing. As oui’ G-77 colleagues had not accepted tills invitation, we also suggested that this 
discussion should be held when iranslation is available. Subsequently, Estrada agreed to hold a round 
table On differentiation 0: the afternoon of March 4. At his suggestion, France and Switerland and Norway 
and Iceland are huddling .0 try to identify common ground, which they may bring to the round table. 
Qiflio; The French/Swis: proposals, with tholf emphasis on parenpitn emissions are particularly odious). 
Australia indicated that i; will use its presentation to emphasize common features and will not attempt to 
replay Its differentiation f roposal per sc.
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Commmt: The dynamifJi of this meoiing were interesting. Everyone seemed lu be wailing for an 
opportunity to direct the .* fire at the iJ.S. The Australians, for example, expressed the hope that other 
controvoRial ideas (read those of the U.S.) also be subjected to as careful scrutiny as differentiation is 
being given. However, we gave them no opportunity to shift the discussion away from differenilaiion, and 
in the and, skated ftee. ,».t one point, when the .Swiss mentioned that they had exported some of their ’ 
emission-producing indit Jtrics abroad (which is why Switzerland is confident of its ability to comply with 
a legally binding rcductltn of ID percent of C02 by 2010 which is before its parliament, Iceland responded 
that one reason it was hrdng difficulty meeting its emissiims targets was because Iceland is now the host 
to several of these Swiss industries. The Icelander told us privately, after the meeting, that he could easily 
have singled out the U.S., as well, but was irritated by the Swis.s attitude, so he picked on them, instead. 
Citing one example, he mentioned the repositioning of a U.S. aluminum smelter in Iceland, a move which 
is welcomed by the Icelstld trade and economic ministries. Nevertheless, this one factory alone, while it 
will rely on renewable e:.ergy, nevertheless is expected to raise Iceland’s emissions by 5 to 7 percent End
CfirniTieni.

@007
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Iionn, Germany, March 2-7, 1997

Nam»! Telephone

State Eileen Claussen 
State Rafe Pomi-: ranee 
State Andrew Hi: genhoom/ 

Bradford Johnson 
■State Erica Ke^Hin 

■ State Jack Shi::k 
State Barbara ::ate$

647-1554
647-2232
647-4069

647-4069

647-4069

Pax:647-0217 
raxs647-0217 
Fax;647-0191

Fax;647-0753 
Fax;647-0191 
Fax;647-4037 

Fax:647-0191

I

OSTP I ,
I,

CEA

NEC,

CMB

Justice

'.Rosina Bl.erbauip. 

•Alicia Munnell 

•Elgie Holstein 

T.'J. eifluthier

Lois Scf.Lffer 
Jim :Rubi:'.

Coinmsrce ' Jeffrey Hunker 

NOAA Terry Giircia

Treasury Joshua iiotbaum 

Interior •.Brooks ’ieager 

USTR, Jennifei' Haverkamp

Agriculture Ch-irlic Rawls

C3Q 
EPA 
EP-A ■

Poe;
^ DOT;

oyp

CEQ'

CEQ

'AID

Dirk Fo;:rister 
Elaine ):aeiciisegger 
Mary Nichols 
David G-irdiner 

Nancy K-:.te 
Mark Cl.upira

Frank Krueai

Pete Ji;rdan

David i-andalow

Steve Sieiael

David Hales

456-6202

395-5036

456-53‘70

3S5-4561

514-2701

482-6055

482-3567

622-2220

20.6-6182

395^7320

720-6158

342-1.060

260-740C
260-4332

586^5523'

366-2222

456-9501

456-6543

335-3706

975-4205

FAN: 4S6-6025 

FAX: 39S-695fi'

FAXr 456-2223 

FAX:.395-4639
FAX-; 514-0557
FAX;.514t423X 
FAX! 482-4536

FAX; ,482-6310

FAX 1622-2633

FAX:208-4S61

FAX t-3 9 5-4 57 9

FAX;720-5437

FAX:343-1162
FAX;260-0290 FAX!260-5155
FAX:,260-027S
FAX;233-9598FAX:586-0861

FAX:366-3997

FAX: 456-9500

FAXi 456-271C

FAX: 456-6546

FAX: (703)375-4639
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la; Please See Attached List

USDEL/'Geneva, Mark G. Hamble

Subisd: Ntgotowmmider the Fianeworic Convention on Climate Change
PcnodicUpdateNo.6 for March 2/3,1997 ^

negotia^Dswhich«b^ng^heldtaBom
a« und^sificd, flu, report i, intended for use by offieiels^the U.S O^e^n tS,

*"^eimig of March 2nd through the morning plenary and roundtable on the 
rmng of March 3rd. We are also including flie latest edition of “ECO” the ran nublished hv

hkhJvS* proceedLgs, albeit
Xp^am “ DAR item Xired

i-n ■■SimnHfy" - Mot “NenoH^m- _ rh. ____ _a^tchword as tllll .Snssiitliof the Ad Hoe rArtmV,

ABGM Chflir Adopts Cat dons Appitiaeh Dnr^fr nneniny PUv..,y

Raoul Aewreila foreboding air which underUes this AGBM meeting. Chairman Ambassador
plenary on Monday motning, March 3rd. with a calm and patently unthreatenin^ 

dern^r, A$ ant cipaft.l in earlier updates, he organized two what he called “non-crouna^' the firxt “ 
^dle prmciples, definitims, and issues related to the preamble and a lecond groupS deal'wS t^T 
advmicmgofcommtoeMaunderAnlole4.1 of the convention. Trinidad/Tob^o's Eva^S wHl chair 
ii-n /a:an’sShlbata will chair the fbnner. Estmda himself wUl chair the pkSi^whtch

Both Malaysia and China tritjd to get Estrada to clarify the “mandate" of these non ewnTvt ,„a 

have no mandate. He rei; sated that their task is to slmpliiy. not^gotiata

n« b. TI.., :.d,c»d V«. -.I, po,»i b.
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deadlme Concluding ftis portion of the debate. Chaimwn Estrada indicated that he wants to receive
proposals from Parties on now to compress the text By June, a text containing of the seeds" ofthe
agreement will be needed. It Will not be possible to Introduce new ideas after that date, although he left 
^en the possibility that uddidoua) uiipliflcatlon of existing proposals would be possible. He also said 
that he is not necessarily '»'ed to the wmeept of the two non-groups which he had "■•'miMithfd. Others

measures. ^

Roundtable Enlivened nn :'i U.5. (^uesrinTui

The roundtable <a the new proposals was begun after the adoption of the agenda and 
est^liahmcnlofthenoq-jroups. Amkag those speaking were Poland, the GrTT/China, Franco Iceland,
and Iran. The Thai chat- of the proceeding* held all question* until Iceland which was then inundated 
With unsyrnpamenc inq^ ‘iM on its dilTercntlation proposal. Wc then intervened witfi questions for the EU 
(on Its Annex X), for Poluid (how its proposal meshed with IccIand*s);"for the G-77/
China (what exactly are tlisy doing lo advance 4.1 commitments?) and for Iran (regarding how a 
compet^arion mechanism would be implememed). None of the answers were paitieulariy illuminating 
although the EU stated th 11« would be providing names of countries it believes are prospective 
candidates for Annex X ( mplying that these might be more than just Mexico and Korea).

Rumors About Ihff FUNimbm
Rumors about thi results of the EU ministerial in Brussel* are flowing around the room. We have 

seen one news report whi ;h states that the EU has agreed to a cut of 15 percent by the year 2010 with
mnong the EU members at present. The remaining five percent will 

bo mstnbuted in the futur;. The EU delegates are meeting this afternoon, so we should be able to 
confirm this news report liter in the djiy.

Tha hai ATTjyy^i

Sarah Silver arrived and talked with us for 45 minutes on the night of March 2. We are 
Mopermmg u appropriat;, and she appears content with our efforts. Another reporter from INSIDE EPA 
(Tony Kreindler) has also made his presence known.

7

Cummem:
• A, AGHM has proceeded quietly. At a dinner on March 2nd. Chaitman Estrada
mdlcaied s^ewhai more fecefully dian he had last Friday that he may have to use his prerogative as chair 
to remove from the text v irlous Items which be sees as outside the Berlin Mandate. Included in this 
category, be secs our conerpts of Annisx B and our Article l$on evolution. He also has in mind the EU*s 
AnnexX tod OPEC's compensation mechanism. Estrada gave no hint publicly that be is actively 
pursuing this Idea. At boil; the COP £.ureau meedog on Saturday, March 1 and at the March 3 A05M 
Bureau meeting he cmphirtlzed the theme be later publicized at the ACBM plenary: namely that the 
name of the game is to “s inplify, not acgoliaic." Whether in [he end he will decide that "simplification" 
means that he cot lop off large and srjall chunks of various proposals, with the caveat that they can be 
addressed as side-negotia: ons in time for final resolution m Kyoto, remains to be seen. End Cnmm..nr
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MARCH
tUOSTRATED

I^ISSUE^

By Tessa Robertson, Greenpeace;
Kelly Sims, Ozone Action and 
Merylyn McKenzie Hedger, WWF 
One of the mo»t imponam luks for Par; es ai 
AOBM 6 must be la slim down the 111 pagej 
of ihe Framewojk Compilation and Its s 'Idtn. 
dum into a sensible nefiotiaiing text, SvHiile 
amalgamating similar ideas may prove rela­
tively uncomrovcrsial. countries will umlaubt- 
edly resist losing any part of their own p 'ipos- 
ils. even those which patently have little 
chance ofbeing agreed in Kyoto.

The Kyoto Protocol must Include t-:nain 
elements if we are to move towards the ac'j'cve- 
ment of the Convention's objective. In ad Jitjon,

-------------------------------------------------------------- --------------------------------------------------------_ - --------:-------------------------- — ^______________ - ~e------------ ^ f H

CompUatioii Comprehension
there are dearly a raft of self-serving proposals 
which must be deleted from the Compilation.

We thought It wouid be helpfitl to delegates 
not onl.v to produce a checklist of what we 
ihinlc mu« be In the Protocol, but also what 
must come out. Since our goal is to make the 
Compilation less weighty, we have done your 
work for you. and counted the number of para­
graphs we think you don’t need.
Whatslujuld be in the Kyoto Prelocol:
• Legally binding emission reduction 

obligations for all greenhouse gases (COj, 
methane. N:0. HFCs. PFCs and SF<J

' Emission controls set on a gas-by-gas basis
* A 2Q% cut in COj emissions

K

mfm
\

i -
t . w; -JO; V.-.-. MM

1990 baseline 
2005 as the first year far emission reduction 
targets
A flat rate target
If emission budgeu are used ih=n periods 
should be no longer than five years 
Reviews of emission reduction commit­
ments at least every five years 
Policies and measures identified by the 
AGBM as requiring agrccineni and Iniema- 
lional co-ordination in order for Parties to 
meet the emission reduction target 
An effective compliance and monitoring 
regime

________  continued on hock page, ceL I

Exclusion Zone
There have been rumoun that this week could 
involve closed sessions, w'ith jc;:3S denied to 
NOOs. and distinguished representatives 
should perhaps know mat this has led to a 
number of contingency plans, instead of at­
tending negonaiion.s, NCOs would end up hav- 
ing to Spend 8-12 hours a day briefing the 
press, informing their members worldwide as 
to what negotiators here arc up lo. .uid bunon- 
holing delegates wherever they i;:tn find them 
outside; in restrooms, conidcirs and hotel lob­
bies.

contents

The Secretariat nas developed /nnovaf/ve lechnaloglas in synthesising the various Parties' 
proposals into the compilation tfocumenf

V oil U M E It c V

... .as:

Editorial
Conferanee Reports 
Swedish Nuclear Decision 
20DO EconomiSTS 
Ludwig

FREE 0 F C HA R G E
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ecoThe Sorry Stale of Play 
It'S hard to imagine how iheac negouaiions 
could set more sidetracked from their 
tra] purpose of agreeing on a subsiati.lal 
rcductloQ in indusirialiacd country erris- 
sions. as a first step towards achieving he 
treaty’s ultimate objective.

The world’s largest emitter has com: to 
Bonn with a full complement of position;: on 
controversial issues ranging from emJssit'ns 
trading and joint implememation to req.ir- 
ing negotiation by 2005 ofbinding develop­
ing country commimjcms. This has had ihe 
predictable effect of polarizing the debtte. 
Conspicuously missing is any construe ivc 
contribution to progress on QELROs,

' The 15 members of a prominent regie nal 
economic coordination group, meanwhile, 
art:bogged down in internal squabbling wh ich 
has prevented them from providing muth- 
needed Icadershipin ihesenegoiiaiions.Tiey 
are dangerously close to substantiating ihe 
charge from the other side of the Atlantic iJiat 
they arc all talk and no action.

Other industrialized countries ocaipy 
their time by putting forward either $i;lf- 
servlng differentiation schemes or hof>e- 
lessly vague constructs of p's and q’s. /.id 
developing countries seem to be rising to 
the US bait, focussing their energies on ne- 
sisting efforts to renegotiate the Bcr'in 
Mandate, rather than effectuating it.

Last year, 2,500 scicndsis provided what 
mimsters acknowledged to be a compcilhg 
oasis for action to reduce emissions, l.ist 
month, some 2,300 Bconomisis stated i: is 
possible to reduce emissions without ha»m- 
ing living standards. This week, several h jn- 
Jred delegates seem to be suffering a colli c- 
tive failure of will, no doubt aided and 8l«:r- 
i>=d by what the authors of the cconomi;;s’ 
statement termed "the misleading claims :ui 
forward by special intenssi groups."

The elements of an acceptable agrtc- 
mcni arc in the Chairman's framework 
compilation, albeit surrounded by mounds 
of diversionary or downright haimful «;«. 
This aGBM session must stan soning ;ie 
wheat from the chaff.

nonSBSTA Fri^yAM 
5BSTA came to many conclusions at its n«al 
Session. The NCO Consulwiivc Mechanism was 
essentially postponed until the ne.si session. The 
only liddiiion was Venezuela’s "deep" regret 
about the delay in the Secretariat’s repon. After 
the long hours Thursday night, them was rela­
tively little controversy about cooperation wim 
relevant iniemational organiaitions. Kuwait 
seemed to be overruled haeauta SBSTA for­
mally "thanked the Chairman of the IPCC for 
his informative report" and noted the new tech­
nical F apets. With regards to the Technical Paper, 
on the environmental implications of protocol 
propoiials. SBSTA requested the IPCC to lake 
into acMum the seven country submissions on 
this topic and "reflect these coniribuu‘offs..whM4 
approjiriitc. in the dcvelopmenr of Che report. 
"National Communications from parties in- 
cludec; In Annex I to the Convention" was 
adapted despite an Intense discussion about a 
"fUll Slop." "Non-.Annex 1 Parties" was much 
more dJlficulL The delegate from the Philippines 
felt that paragraph 3 was not in die spirit of the 
Convention. The G77 stated that the GEF should 
fund die preparation of national inventories but 
the US and EU disagreed so this paragraph w« 
ulilmaiety deleted due to the impasse. "Meth­
odological issues" was adopted with no discus­
sion but most of these Issues were deferred until 
Parties made submissions (by 15 April 19971) on 
the content, priorities and liming of meihodo- 
logical activities. "Developmeni and iransfor of 
technologies" spurred quite a debate about Inter-
ffOV^mmArtra 1 a J •_ ak
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govenimeniil Technical Advisory Panels 
(TXAPj ). The C77 urged SBSTA to set up FTAPs 
without delay while the EU "Uised SBSTA not 
to do s«." Ha Ha. The final result was Inspired by 
TanzarJa. with EU and US compromises. Basi­
cally, SBSTa will take up the issue at the next 
session. Wc were particularly pleased with Iran, 
for one*, because it really insisted that transfer 
should be absolutely "clean" technologies, not 
USI •’elsanet" His logic was lost on us. but it It 

beoer [{rammar. On AU, the uniform reporting 
'otmat was adopted with minor changes. The 
US weighed in with a rather political statement 
on AU, Apparently, since we’ve now got a uni­
form riiporting format and "over 40 succesiftll 
projecu" we may not need to wait until 1999 to 
assess :hc pilot phase. Nor surprisingly, the US 
nterveniion ended by putting "crediting" on SB- 

STA’s .igcnda for next time. It selectively inux. 
prewd certain pans of the recent US economists’ 
statement on marker-based mechani.ims to sup­
port tilt; US enthusiasm for Jl.

SB/ Friday
The SZll went painfully through the draft con- 
elusions submitted by the chairman. Text on

con municatjons from Anne. [ und non-Anncx 
I Panics was agreed easily, wiui ihe SBl en- 
couraging /u,„« 1 ponies lo submit their see. 
ond naiionaj communications on time, and re- 
questing the secretariat to keep it infomwd of 
progress on non-Annex I Party communica- 
uoruL

v«y painful for your long suffering Eco 
reporter was the iniemtinable discussion on the 
conclusions on the programme budget. First iha 
Netherlands proposed additional text express- 
ing concern over the increase in the budget, 
then China added a paragraph on the need for 
the ^dgei to be in line with the Convention 
and COP decisions. The USA then dug in its 
heels. Saying the existing text was perfectN ad­
equate, and that if the others insisted, diey too 
would suggest new text. And so it went on 
until they all agreed to withdraw, and we werJ 
back pretty much where we started. That's in­
ternational negotiation for you.

The contact group report on the UNGa 
special session on agenda 2l wer.i through u.i- 
ch^enged. but the contact group on financial 
and lechracal cooperation had not yet provided 
text. A special meeting of the SBI will be held 
this week to agree conclusions on this issue.

Finally, (her* was another endless debate 
on the section on arrangemems for COP 3. 
China and other developing countries were 
concerned that they weren’t ambushed by an­
other surprise like (he COP 2 ministerial deda- 
ration, and supported language which would 
require substantive proposals to be submined lo 
parties well in advance. This was opposed by 
the USA and the EU. and the deadlock was 
only reconciled by compromJs- text drafted by 
the Executive Secretary for the Chair.

(IAG13 Friday]
[On Friday [AG13]( the Group] sputtered to a 
close with some reflex bracketing of Annex fl 
to [its)[thcir) Repori[:][.] ,he
tsubstajiiive}(main] [pan][ponion] ofthe docu- 
mentnr...]])))]))))]]

More significantly. China suggested that 
the main body of the report might altered to 
reflect the fact that there was faihs.- more con­
sensus m the Croup than was Indicated by ihe 
text. The Netherlands (EU) agreed Wd the now 
familiar Euro-Chinese drafting g.-oup set to 
work again, this time unsuccessftillv _ probablv 
owing to the rival attractions of a sunny ttftcr- 
noon and the Imminent NCO pa,rty.

As a coda, Chile suggested that the Group 
tell the rest of the Convention p.-ocess that 
aG13 may not finish its work uniil COPJ. 
whenever that is. After some discussiori ii tvw 
taciily agreed that Eco should undert.-tke this 
task.
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At the snd Of last week's sessions delsguBs njshed to intom Mr govamm^nfs of the exdting conclusions reached

Swedish Nuclear Decision Welcomed
dish sovenifTieni's decision i> shut suwlv haifors**den-« ..iH-.ririru t____ . ., .

}9m^

Tite Swedish sovenifnenfs decision d shut 
doM-p ihe country-s lai?« nuclear powe- plant, 
scininj in 1998. has been '•'clcomed b;‘ many 
people in Europe intcresied in envirorioental 
protection. Uwt year the Swedish Prime minis­
ter declared that Sweden would become i world 
leader In creaiint an ecolopcally sujiiinable

Twes will need further adjustmenL At cut- 
rent ta* rates, biofuels arc already eompciiiivi 
in many areas. Following the 1991 introduction 
of a general CO. emi.ssions tax (equivalent u"? 
about 4 US cents per k|). ihej have alr4id> 
replaced coal to a very considerable extent m 
district heating. However, the tax show.;

suf.ply half of Sweden's electricity, most of the 
rest being hydrodcciric. Even with nuclear 
power out of the picture. COj emissions could 
be reduced by a third through increased efli- 
cietcy. greater use of bioftjtls, and taxation ad- 
jus Jncnls.

£S®E5 SSS-iEenergy system. This ts also the reason ihi. those ficures relatively low in this total A ertat dea Wned hear anri l!f \ I
micrested in climate protection are COng,aculai- of .tleciricity ,s on the other hand uscd'for space ils for jugcllng the acco* mf ''
in» the Swedish sovemment even thoucli there hetiing and in wasteful ventilation and lightina
arc fears that nuclear power would havj to be systems. The potential for increased effidenev
replaced by imported electricity from coji-fired Isanormous,
Danish plants or by narural gas. Howe-r. the Sweden Is about equal in area (o France

u-u-ed development of renewable ene;:ty will forest. Even allowing for nature protection and 
replace the dceincity from the lint nucleir mac- the needs of the timber and pulp industries. 
lOi. Increivcd CO. emis.vions from the trinspon considerable quantities of biomass could be 
sector will be replaced by a rapid imrodu.::ion of bumi for heat .vkI power, 
alicmativc fuels. Biofuels and combined heat and power will

Envucnmcnul organi/.aiionj in f wedsn be paramount in a susux'nable enuruy system 
have inng argued that nuclear power culd be for Sweden. Combincd.cycle umt.;. with gaslll.
[iiitL.cd .Ml .ind CO; enii5.<ions reducct at the eaiion of uc^i a,,,! me Ma.;k liquor from 
.amc limu. At preaoni nuelear power pianu pulpmaking. are to be hu.ti.

Ediiortal/Produeiion: Aiistar Siejhin. EVaion 
Bsittiolemew
World Wide Web Ediiior.; Rizharc Ben 
Electronic OiiirlbuilBn; Lelani Ams for EaNn 
Nonn Americari Disiribuilen: Wes Dow/kij 4 t'ES; 
Assistance (rom; A/den Meyer: Ke‘h Simj; Deki 
Vmgrast; Clive Bates: Tessa Roberson: Jonn 
Lanchbety: Ruth Khalastchi: Ueryivn MeXeniia 
Hedger Gisele McAuUHe; S/j,-jn Sincer raja-o 
Mitsumore.
Publlshad by: The C/lmar» Aciion rJ^tmrk.
Eco can be eonracredat the norci -i^oasksb:: 
SonnetStrasse29-31. S3\7S3anr ,'5adGodsstf: 
Tel: 10229} 38 90-0. Dr: (02^3) 3l 33 15
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CLIMATE NEGOTIATIONS I BONN MARCH ’97 NGQ NEWSLETTER

2000 Economists:
WhUlhryidia... 

by Ajmit PtUoi^ EDF 
Morc'Oian 2,300 leading cconomisu. Includin;
8 Nobel laureetoi. have announced in a sou- 
mcm ihu “global climaie change carrier vviih i. 
signlficanl environmencal. economic, social, 
and geopolitlca] cisks,'' and ihai “prevend\i:
steps are jMJified.-

further: “sound ceononiic analysis shov'; 
ihat'^e are policy options that >>'ould slo«/ 
cUni^ change uithout hannlnc American U t- 
ingisbmdaids, and these measures may in fact 
Impro^ US pRXlucdviiy in the long term.’’

Tto' staiement also says chat mvkec>basi: 1 
poIiQ^ are the most efficiem approach, and 
that, w Inccniaiional emissions tiading agr« - 
meiit' is required. They point to two marl):i 
iMchaiiisnu. carbon taxes and Cie auction of 
emissions permits, that can implement elimtie 
policies efficienily at the domestic level.

.This statement has been widely reported n 
the'.US’ aM UK press - an unusu^ experier;« 
for most praccid oners of that otherwise dlscial 
science. & has been compiled because, In th( Ir 
wot^ "As Che climate debate unfolds. It is ii a- 
pei^v’e that public policy be guided by soutd 
economies rather than misleading claims ;ut 
forward by special imertst groups.” Take tint, 
Gccr

i '„ ...Altd "What they Didn't Say 
by Clive Bides, II£C Europe 
In Friday’s SBSTA meeting, the US tried to )dd 
some'academic weight to its arguments for 
Joint Implemeniadon. claiming :''As more li an 
2.000 mnomists recently noted In a forrial 
statement (copies of which are at the bad: of 
the room), JI efforts will substantially iet>nce

- Cempildtion Cd/>^reJieAr/on,J^om;i. 1
What should not be in the Kyoto Protocc l:
• the net approach (18 paragra[hs)
' The multigas. or basket approach

(25 parigiS|ihs)
« Relative emissions targets e.g. per capitii 

targeu (10 paragni>hi)
■ A detailed emissions trading regime

(11 paragniihs)
> Dirrereniiaiion of emission commiimenti

(33 paragnphs)
• A late start e.g, 2010 as the firsi year fo ’ 

emission largei reduciions (12 pangriphs)
• Emission budget periods longer than fr- i 

years (11 paragraphs v-nih unspeclfict time 
periods)

- Joint implementation ^iih Panics whici. do 
not have binding emission reduction ta '>eu 

(14 poraginphs)

the costs of any effort to address the problem”. 
This had NCOs scuirying to the back of the 
room to see what the economists had really 
said.

Well, noihing about Jl actually. The econo- 
mists had actually sal± “...for the world to 
achieve its climate objectives at minimum cost, 
a co-operative approach among nations is ta- 
qulred - such as an intemadonal emissions 
(lading bgraement”. One emcial difference be­
tween such emissions trading and Annex I to 
non-Annex I JI advocated by the US is that all 
participtvas must have some kind of quantified 
limit to their emissions.

Without a limit there is no baseline.ag^nst 
which emissions rights can be bought and sold. 
In coniiul, where JI would allow eredlting 
where the host has no emissions Umiiaiions, it 
is difficult to see how this can make a viable 
market mechanism. The normal negotiating 
tension between buyer and seller would be ab­
sent and the host has little incentive to drive a 
bard bargain over the carbon credited to the 
investor.

Both potties to the JI have an Incentive to 
exagge:.-ate the emissions savings and to credit 
a]l the savings to the investor, no maocr how 
trivial its contribution. The net global result? 
More CO] could be released.

With Jl between parties which both have 
accepu4 emissions limitations, the siitudon is 
diffeicai. The host would hive a clear incennve 
to ensure that it attained genuine emissions re­
ductions and would only offer carbon credits in 
proportion to the value added by the donor/ 
inveswr. In this case, JI could became a viable 
market mechanism.

With Regret...
Eco received the following Iniervcnion on Fri­
day: "The Netherlands (not on behalf of the 
European Community and iu Member States) 
wishes to file a complaint on the absrmc'c of 
illustration in this week's Eco. It feels that in- 
suffideni account has been taken of illiterate 
members of the delegation and requests pan of 
iu money back."

Killing two birds with one stone, so to 
speak, Eco's own Inierveniion in reply to our 
most distinguished colleagues from the Ndher- 
land-s takes the form of a piemre explaining 
why we are unable to return any cash.

m1■ ■:.
'.--'.I. - ..../’li;

"■

■ -■

• “Borrowing” of emissions from fijture
budget periods (3 paragraphs)

• Tho carrying over of unused emissions to 
the next budge: period ("banking")

(8 paragtaphs)
• CempensaUon mechanisms for oil exporting

countries (12 paragraphs)
■ New commiimenu for non-Annex 1 Parties 

rruisquendlng under benign phrases like 
"evolution” end “no-regreu" (G paragraphs) 

Tbui: 1G3 paragraphs 
163 [vagnphs is more than half of the Compl- 
lalion deleted. A good sum.

Sadly, 'flyina Dutchnm’came last in the 1Z1S.

Irifffflfani
Rumoun have reached Ludwig concaming the 
wonderful loyalty of the representative at the 
ncgouatlons of a ceixain large international auto­
mobile company, noted for the consistency of its 
producu and advertising message throughout the 
world. Apparently, likewise, this gentleman Is in 
the habit of approaching the ladies here with his 
own universal message, which he obviously be­
lieves will anraci them to his.er. product. Ludwig 
understands that, u with the company, the level 
of market penetration is lower than desired.

By the way, Ludwig was impressed by the 
tact shown by the Ausirellon diplomats staffing 
the embassy's Boomerang Bar. scene of Friday 
night's parry. All of them professed lo know 
noihing at all about ihe elimaic convemion. 
«vcn ihough they are attending the ACBM. 
Good on you, sports I

Psiisstl NGO Party. Wedrtestfay evening. 
After the Mayor of Bonn's reception. We 
know we can't compete out come along 
all the same. Watch this space tar details.

THANKS
The Climate Action Nervyork would like to lhank the 
Environment Miniairles of Germany and Ihe 
Netherlands, who have provided lundlng for Eco.
Mih resources eentrlbuied by: APC Networks 
and EuroFax
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List of Recipients for 
Psiridic Updates from the Climate Talks 

Eionn, Germany, March 2-7, 1997

Agency Kfam-i

State Eileen Clanssen 
^tate Rafe Pomitrance 
state Andrew Hiigenboom/ 

Bradford Johnson 
State Erica Ke:in 
State Jack Shirk 
State Barbara >::ates

Telephone FAX

647-1534
647-2232
647-4069

647-4069
647-4069

■

Faxf647-0217
Fax:647-0217
Fax:647-0191

Fax:647-0753
Fax:647-0191
Pax.'647-4037

Fax:647-0191
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OSTP' Rbsina Bierbaum 456-6202 FAX:. 456-6025

CEA ■ Alicia Miinnell 395-S036 FAX; 395-6958'

KEG. Elgie Ho:.stein 456-5370 FAX: 456-2223

CMQ T.J. Glauthier 3Sb-4561 FAX;395-4639

Justice Lois Scluiffer 514-2701 FAX:.514-0557

Commerce
Jim Rubin
Jeffrey jiunker 482-6055

NOAA Terty Ga;:cia 483-3567 FAX; 482-6318

Treasury Joshua GcCbaum 622-2220 FAX.:.622-2633

Interior Brooks Y'jager 208-61S2 FAXj.208-4561

USTR Jennifer Haver.kamp 395-7320 FAX:-.395-4579

Agriculture - chaj-Uc Rawls 720-615S FAX:720-5437

C3Q Dirk Forlister 343-1060 rAX:343-ll62
EPA Elaine Hc.emiaagger FAX;260-0290 

FAX;260-5153SPA Mary mcriois 260-740C

DOE;

David Gardiner
Nancy Ket.e
Mark Chu;>J:a

260-4333 FAX :-2 60-027 5 
FAX;233-9598

536-5523' FAX;5S6-0861

DOT; Frank Kruesi 366-2222 raxJ366-3997

ovp Pets Jordan 456-SSGl FAX: 436-D500

CSQ David Saiidalow 436-6543 FAX: 456-2710

, CEQ Steve Se:.del 3SS-37QC FAX; 456-6546

AID David :-{a:,es 975-4205 FAX; {703) 375
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List Of Recipients for the 
Periodic Updates from the Climate Talks 

Bonn, Germany, 24 Feb to 1 March I997

Namn Aorencv Fax Number

Eilnen Claussen
Rafc'. Potnerancc State

State
202 647-0217 
202 647-0217

Bradford Johnson
Erii:a Keen
Sus'in Biniaz
Jac.-: shick
Bar;:>ara Cates

State
State
State/L/OES
State
State/EB

202 647-0191 
202 647-0753 
202 736-7115 
202 647-0191 
202 647-4037

Ali.;:ia Munnell
Abr.’.ham Haspel
Dir/. Porriscer
Mar.: Chupka

CEA
DOE
DOE
DOE

202 395-6947 
202 586-3047 
202 586-9987 
202 586-0861

Mar;.' Nichols/David Doniger 
Dav;id Gardiner
Ela.ine Haemisegger
Nancy Kece

EPA
EPA
EPA
EPA

202 260-5155 
202 260-0275 
202 260-0290 
202 233-9598

Charrles Rawls USDA 202 720-5437
Ros;.na Birbaum OSTP 202 456-6025
Ste^>e Seidel CEQ 202 456-6546

David Sand^ow NSC 202 456-2710
Sal].y Kane NOAA

T * s ,

301 427-2073

Jim Rubin DOJ 202 514-4231



02/?8/97 10:04 0202 647 0191
02/28/97 13:09 ©49 2283392838

STATE OES/EGC

AMEMB BONN ECON

1^002/007

121003/008

7
26 Februjuy 1997

Memnn|inHiirn

la:

Eiem:

■Sttbjcct:

Please See Attached List 

USDEL/Geneva, Mark G.

Negotiations under the Framework Convention on Climate Change 
Periodic Update No, 2 for February 25/26, 1997

. . transmits unofficial reflections on activities and developments durinc the
climate negotiations which are being held in Bonn between February 24 and March 7 1997 While the

“ - — --------‘b utiwccn rcoruary ana March 7. 1997. Wh le theintents are unclassified, this report i,i intended for use hy officials of the the U.S. Government, only
^ P.h oT from the aftcTtioon session on Tuesday, Feb 25. through the morning sessic
on Feb 26. We are also i icluding a rfeport on the Feb 25 SBI meetings prepared by DOE’s Linda 
Silverman, and a copy ol ‘ECO”, theiNGO rag published with funding from the German and Danish 
Environment Ministries. The final paragraphs can be used as a DAR item as desired and appropriate

Climat? Talks. Updat? N:^2;__irhe Caiiyron Heats Up as Bodies Armrir Th..v Do____
.ts c

A Ouestinri nf T^lafpc

The good news that all thr^e subsidiary bodies are reporting progress in gening through their 
respective agendas The rad news is ifcat the cauldron is heating Up with regard to certain decisive issues 
which will dictate the ma: ner m whicli these negotiations are brought to finaliration. Indicative of this 
latter point was the (at fi :t glance) innocuous request made by both Tanzania (speaking for the G- 
77/China) and by China ri questing th^M COP-4 be held in 1998 rather than in 1999 as had been 
recommend^ by the Bur:au. The G-77 argued that this date is in confonnance with the Convention which 
stares that COPs will be hi Jd annually unless decided otherwise. We see ulterior motives (related to the 
7 00^ °*.*'mexs and of/vnnex I commitments - both of which must be carriad out -‘no later than" Dec 31 
1998), and are striving to :md a comploraisc. Also indicative of the rough passage that our protocol 
framework faces were comments made by China's delegation indicating his strong misgivings with aspects 
-°pedfy [n My’^calc )7 determine which ones (which he did not

SBSTA ancj ^BT Make P*:7^re^<

Both the Subsidii ry Body on Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) and the Subsidiary 
Body on Implemeniation (SBI) report-sd forward movement on Feb 25 and 26. The SBSTA contact Erouo

complicating maneuvers on the part
ot the Philippines, a repoinng format had almost been agreed. National communications issues were 
disposed ^smoothly on l-'eb 25. while a contact group on methodological issues continued to meet on 
l-eb 26. The question of: new NGO consultative mechanism was passed from SBSTa Co the SBI for 
consideration despite criticism from the EU that nothing tangible has been forthcomins on this matter 
and urging that Ihc Secreiinat undertake consultations with NGOs in the near future.
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At the discussi.1.1 of Annex I communications in ihe SBI on Feb 25, the British announced that 

they have completed th-nr Second National Communications (tlte first Annex J Party to do so) and braeeed 
about how they would c ;ntinuc to be. below projected targets for the foreseeable future. Financial and^ 
technical cooperation «.d Usues reltited to the Global Environment Facility provided for some tumultuous 
discussion during the Fo 26 debate A paper is to be drafted by a contact group to evaluate the interim 
nnancial mechanism.

More vexing d« J>ate is exported in the SBI on Feb 27 when various budgetary Issues arc raised. 
The budget for 1998/99 i; projected iio increase substantially over the current one. We have asked the 
Secretariat to provide us with the deuils for the anticipated increase. Among the points of contention Is a 
proposal to establish FCCC liaison o:lficcs in both New York and Geneva to assist in communicating with 
G-77 representatives. iiile symath-itic to iheir inability to remain as informed as we are in this process
we believe that a Canadit nsugptidn to ask Secretariat personnel to brief Missions in New York and ’
Geneva on a periodic bans (as is done by the Biodiversity Secretariat) has some merit and would be much 
more cost-effective.

A.Grl3: Moving Towarcis a Paper

Meanwhile, Briliin s Patricl: Szell is moving his AG-13 working group towards consideration of a 
^ informal chairman’s t:xt outlining some tentative ideas concerning a multilateral consultative process 
(MCP). In both session; of the group on Feb 25 and 26, discussion focused on the possible elements of a 
MCP. These include su :h mancr s ai; characteristics, objectives, institutional atrangements, and 
procedures. Szell indica: :d that he will have a paper available no later than Thursday, Feb 27.

More NGOs and .Stflfffjc Due to Arrive

As noted in UpiUte No. I, the current contingent of U.S. environmental NGOs is quite small We 
understand that reinforcements will begin to arrive tomotrow. Business is already here in fairly substantial 
numbers and have come ta us with a complaint or two or for general comments (for example. EEI has 
presented us with a detail ed exposition on charges they would like to see in both the U.S. protocol 
proposal and in Chalrmai Estrada’s “compilation” document.) Relations remain amicable, however. The 
scene will liven up by tho arrival at th,;e weekend by two Congressional staffer from the House energy 
subcommlnee. Cathy Va: Way from the majority and Sue Sheridan from die minority. A staffer from 
Senator Lieberman’s offine is also scheduled to attend next week’s AGBM sessions, as well.
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Climate Talks. Update 1» o. 2: ‘*The Cauldron Heats Up as SubsiHiarv Rodies Arrack Their Respective 
ISSUfiS

The good new;; is that all three subsidiary bodies arc reporting progress in gening through their 
respective agendas. Th>: bad news i;; that the cauldron is healing up with regard to certain decisive issues 
which will dictate the mttnner in which these negotiations arc brought to finalization. Indicative of this 
latter point was the (at ' rst glance) innocuous request made by both Tanzania (speaking for the G- 
77/China) and by Giina requesting that COP-4 be held In 1998 rather than in 1999 as had been 
recommended by'tibc Bu eau. The Cl-77 argued that this date is in confonnance with the Convention which 
states that COPs will be Iield annually unless decided otherwise, We see ulterior motives (related to the 
review of annexs and ol .Annex I commitments - both of which must be carried out “no later than” Doc 31, 
1998), and are striving t:. find a compromise. Also indicative of the rough passage that our protocol 
framework feces were c:mments made by China’s delegation indicating his strong misgivings with aspects 
of our proposal. ((1 will leave it to our readers’ inniitive sense to determine which ones (which he did not 
specify in any case.))

Both the Subsidiary Body on Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTa) and the Subsidiary 
Body on ImplcmenUTiou (SBI) repotted forward movement on Feb 25 and 26. The SBSTA contact group 
on AIJ reports that gootl progress w:is achieved and that, despite some complicating maneuvers on the pan 
of the Philippines, a reporting formaiihad almost been agreed. National communications issues were 
disposed of smoothly on Feb 25, while a contact group on methodological issues continued to meet on Feb 
26. The question of a n:w NGO consultative mechanism was passed from SBSTA to the SBI for 
consideration - despite i:riticism from the EU that nothing tangible has been forthcoming on this matter 
and urging that the Seenrariat undenake consultations with NGOs in the near future. At the discussion of 
Annex 1 communication: in the SBI .jn Feb 25, the British announced that they have completed their 
Second National Communications (tlic first Annex I Party to do so). Financial and technical cooperation 
and issues related to the Global Environment Facility provided for some nimuliuous discussion during 
the Feb 26 debate. A pa:er is to be drafted by a contact group to evaluate the interim financial mechanism.

Meanwhile, Britiin’s Patrick Szell is moving his AG-13 working group towards consideration of a 
an informal chairman’s t:Xi outlining some tentative ideas concerning a multilateral consultative process 
(MCP). In both session;: of the group on Feb 25 and 26. discussion focused on the possible elements of a 
MCP, These include su;h matter $ as characteristics, objeaives, institutional arrangements, and 
procedures. Szell indica: td that he will have a paper available no later than Thursday, Feb 27. (Hambley)
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The first s«sion of the :;Bl dealt primarily with administrative and financial issues- substantiv,., 
bewn time to read the just-receivod documents The sessSn

and that It will be 4-8% below 195)0 by 2000 (22»/o below for methane and 62% below for N20).

a broad explanation of variousfinancial and admmisira: ve matters. First, he indicated the need for predictability fo the GEF
*■ *■«"*' PCCC regarding what amivitics itetSfTtt ?rt*^rrr‘'K “ of contributions to the GEF. He then

onfvTlunil contributions from
0 y 61 countries out of inore than 130 countnes, including some Annex II countries (the US is fully paid
upX On the program bi.lget for 1958-99. the Secretariat has reconsoucted a new work program bastS in
2 major programs (science & technology and implementation), with subprograms below each - foe budget
would be between 5-10 million DM. depending on ho^y much UN conference servkes" c ^ed. He io
explained that any now josi-Kyoto ai hoc process would need a separate budget.

'"P date and venue of COP4The G-77/China were in nstent that COP4 be held In 1998, as explicitly stated in foe Convention. It
appears that for the G-7,, China, this is related to the graduation issue, which must be settled before

■ H "•■ graduation issue being put on foe agenda
for COP3. The second rsview of adequacy, which also must be addressed before December 31 1998 
would be treated similar,;'. The Secretariat requested that Parties interested in hosting COP4 indicate focir 
interest« foe July mceti ig. On future meetings, foe Secretariat gave foe Parties the choice of having 2^ 
rwo-week b odes of mee: ngs each yt.ar wi* foe COP running concurrently or 2 two-week blocks of 
meetings w|fo an additioraJ one-week COP.
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Eco has bttn piiblislucd by Non-Co^trwiemal F.^ivironmtfUat Croups at tnajor inunustlanal conferences since the SlockhalmEn^!iro!!!n^ 
Co>]f<rcnC€ in 1972. This issue is produced eo.operatively by CAN groups atiendins the Clinunc Negotlaiions in Bonn. February-Mafch 1997

Eccs has learned ihc tnjih about the api>^trcni 
Sialeness of ihe canapes served ai last ni?hi’s 
reception. Sources deep within the Secreiuiai. 
who do not wisJi to be identified for f«:x of 
persecution, have exclusively revealed thit the

II 
II

Canape Crisis!
food for the event was in fact left over from 
previous receptions in Geneva - some of it 
even going back as far as COPl Apparently, 
dunng the move to Bonn it was loaded into 
unmarked filing cabinets, disguised as surplus

copies of national communications. The ru>e 
was only spotted by our contact when he saw 
that, in an overnight, one of them had been la­
belled as emanating from Belgium, which he 

- eoniinued page J

Oving to lack of iiueresi. iht rest of lod-iv's 
Eco ronsfsfs entirely of conference rep tru 
and comment.

SBSTa Tuesday Morning 
SBSTa* s first .session began with the usual and 
unfortunately quite laborious task of griting 
ihrou^ the ureanisaiional aspects. One panlcu* 
lar concern expressed by ddegates was the lack 
oi' clfcctive dlsiribuiion of relevant documinu- 
lion In good time for the sessions. Follo.'ing 
accroiliiaiion of 13 new NGOs. two co'iaci 
groups were created: one on AU. and another 
on methodological issues. On subsuniiv; is­
sues. discussion focused on cooperation 'vjth 
relevant imernaiional organisations. WMO sre- 
scnicJ Its summary^ report, on inicmaiion:tl co- 
orJiiiaicd research and .systematic ob.serva ions 
|■'lUg|■amlnes. Included in ihe "possible actlrns" 
requested from SB.STa wjs lo consider inv) jng 
ihc Gl;l* 10 support the effons of devcieping 
eoiiniry panics to improve their .sysiem.s rci re­
search and sysiemaiic obscn'ation nf clintaie 
clungc. This caused some controversy.
<tnnc welcomed ihc suggestion, others ex- 
I'lV.s.scd eoncem lhai OUr ilmds .should n< i Ixs 
u.scil lor "iiui tuch a high priority" issue. The 
,sn.sr,‘\ session closed with four dclegalion.s 
i.vial.iv.<ia, /liiihabwe, C,mada and Swii.,cr- 
landi iisked lo preparj drr.l’i recommcndaiioi s.

SBSTa Tuesday Afternoon 
SBSTa look up several agenda Items in the 
aftenioon but emphasized cooperation with rel­
evant international organizations. Piof. BertBolin. 
Chaiianan of the IPCC. delivered an oral report 
about the status of forthcoming IPCC reports. 
Two :more technical papers have been completed 

. on sirnplcclimate models, and on the siabi lization 
of acn'iosphcric greenhouse gas conccnlrations. It 
should be noted that SBSTA docs not seem to 
intend to reflect on these significant reports - 
perhaps they will be considered by the ACBM 
next week. At the least, it is to be hoped that the 
distinguished delegates ofihe.se bodies will tty to 
cducjje themselves from these important scien­
tific documents before undenaking further pollii- 
cal negotiations. Stay tuned for highiighis.

Piiof. Bolin urged Panics wishing to submit 
further comments regarding the pUtnned siruc- 
rure and content of the Tiird Assessment Re­
port cf the IPCC to comact il« CIiairman-Eleci 
or Secretariat soon as possible. He also noti­
fied Parties ihai the .special report on regional 
impaci.s will be available in September IV97.

Sp,vking yet another intense debate. Prof. 
Bolin reviewed the .status of the fourth technical 
paper on ihc environmental implicaiiuns (i.c. 
sva-lcv’cl rise) of vjuHous emission limitation anci 
reduction proposals. He siaici.1 lhai. taking into 
account ihc rcccni coiimry .submi.sslons. ihc 
IPCC will complete this tcehnical paper by Sep-

lembcr 1997 as directed by SBSTa in its la.ti 
session. The BPCC will not conduct any new 
research for this paper, but merely synthesize 
cxisdng data as required for any technical paper.

Kuwait. Nigeria. Venezuela and Saudi Ara­
bia all insisted that this technical paper should 
bo turned into a special report, but Prof. Bolin 
reminded them that the IPCC Plenary already 
decided that it would be a Technical Paper in 
Mexico City.

The Netherlands. USA. Australia and 
aOSIS all urged for the completion of the tech­
nical paper, using the country submissions as 
guidance. The Marshall Islands contended ihai 
‘•[funher) delay is political interference In >ci- 
emiric discourse."

Kuwait, using an unwieldy analogy from 
an /Arabic phrase that apparently reads. "Don'i 
go to prayers while you arc drunk" accused 
Prof. Bolin’s oral report lo SB.STa of being 
"biased, partial and misleading."

The Chairman chided Kuwait for mu K-inc 
polite. He also proposed lhai SB.'ilT/A should 
make a recommendation lo the IPCC ihai au­
thors take into account the country stihnils- 
sion.s. as Prof Bolin promised lo do. Kiiw.m 
suggcsied that debate be cominucJ .iiicr ihc\ 
consult with iheir "colleaauc.s."

On national connnunicaiions. the Scci'v 
lariat made a presentation on couniry suhMii.<i’

- Ci'fitiruicd r'< i'(

F CHARGE
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Sionx. noting chat iht UK had already sub'iiucd 
their second communication. Then, th; UK 
made an imcrweniloo eonfinning that the;- '"ill 
meet their stabiliaaiion goal of 1990 lev;Is by 
the year 2000.

Neat came mcrhodological issues, '■'hich 
the Seerctariat suggested be dealt wit) in a 
smaller group. SBSTA then moved on if dis­
cover that the report on "Mechanisms foi Con­
sultation '*'ith NGOs” was not ready, so at.enda 
Item wa.s del'erred to a later session.

In the most surprising development if the 
day SBSTA ended twenty minutes earl; The 
next session will be Thursday morning.

ACJ3
The theme of Tuesday’s AG13 meeting w:»s of* 
ftce furniture. Building on the December incel- 
ing’s discussion of rotating seats, ycsic-Jay's 
debate focused on desks.

At the outset of the meeting, the Chair 
shocked the meeting by radically proposing 
that the Group try lo decide somethin:; this 
time. He funher recommended that this ": 5mc- 
thing" might be the ••charactcf'’ of a mi '.lilat- 
eral consultative process. Should it be ad'-isory 
or supervisory or. for that matter, good oi bad? 
Chile, compounding the complexities fac'd by 
delegates, then made the revolutionary pro­
posal that the Group might consider '"I an 
•MCP should actually do.

Entering into the free and easy atmo'iihcrc 
encouraged by the Chair. China and ih: EU 
launched a joint initiative on help desks, 'jiven 
tacit approval by the meeting on the conetpt of 
desks, this Sino-European alliance began i de­
bate on the nature of the help that desks itighl 
give, whom they ought give help to. and .ndcr 
what circumstances.

It is amicipaicd that the furniture them; will 
continue tomorrow, stimulated by today’s dis- 
cus.sion between the Chair and the USA cu tel­
ephones and how (hey might be allocaiid to 
desks, ho'v they might be used etc.

$Bl Report
.Mr Zammil Cutajar di.scusscd the review ;f the 
I’lniim.-ial mechani.sm of the Convention. " hich 
he described as the "most important poliiy is­
sue on the SB! agenda." He stres.sed the teed 
tor both the flow of funds from the GE1= and

THANKS
The Climate Action Neiworic would 6Ka to (hark the 
Environment Ministries ol Germany art! the 
Netherlands, who have provided funds and icciliiies 
lor Eco,
mh resources comribuied by: ARC Ne works 
and EuroFax. '

die demand for funds to the CEF to bo predict­
able if replenishment is to be successful (sec 
article below). He went on to di.scu.ss commu- 
nicj.tlons from non-Annex I countries, and de- 
scri xxl a suggested support arrangcmcni which 
the Secretariat had been discussing with the 
GB-secretariat.

Finally. Mr Zammli Cutajar urged coun- 
trie:; lo pay their contributions to the core 
budget of the Convention, pointing out that 
only 61 out of 150 plus countries paid up in 
1996. Shockingly, contributions arc still 
awaited from some Annex Q countries - the 
richast countries in the world. Go on, pay up or 
wc'J name names (we only have lo look in 
SBri997/CRP.l...).

After a brief staicraeni by the Executive 
Secielaiy on Annex 1 communications (34 re­
ceived so far. but Belgium (!) and Lithuania 
still pending), the UK look the floor to say that 
it h.;id already submitted its second national 
communication to the Secretariat (where is my 
personalised copy? Eco Reporter), and that its 
COj emissions would be 4-8% bclo'*' 1990 lev- 
els in 2000. Well done, well done, well done.

well done, well done...
The secretarial is looking at ways loS 

volume of documentation, and was given a 
mandate to explore with ilte UN Office in Ge­
neva whether time sensitive documents could 
be distributed before they were available in all 
six languages without contravening the 1981 
General Assembly decision.

The most lengthy item discussed was the 
programme budget for 1998/9- As the budget 
depends noubly on Ihc schedule of sessions. 
Parties were asked to provide a schedule for 
1998/99 ASAP. No decision was taken on the 
budget, as Parties wanted to consider the docu­
ment at more length. A debate ensued over the 
question whether C0P4 should be in 1998 or 
1999. the G77 and China requesting 1998 to 
allow the reviews specified the Convention to 
take place: the Secretariat, for cost reasons, pre­
ferring 1999. An interesting presenution was 
the one on the Agenda for COP3. The Secre­
tariat proposes to have the meeting from l-lO 
December, with the ministerial segment from 
3-S December. There would be no general 
statements, to streamline negotiations.

Remember the Memorandum
With little fanfare. Parties at the last meeting of 
the Subsidiary Body on Implementation (SBI 
3) adopted an Annex to the Memorandum of 
Understanding between the COP and the CEF 
Council, chat significantly develops a critical 
pan of the relationship between the Convention 
and the interim operator of its Financial 
Mechanism.

'Die Annex spells out a process by which 
the COP and the Council '«ill jointly determine 
the amount of GEF funding that will be re­
quired by developing country p.\rtics to imple- 
mcn: the Convemlon.A unique opponunity for 
the Panics to test the GEF’s re.sponsWeness to 
its needs but an opportunity that may be 
missed. Delays in the conclusion of MOU may 
allow the GEF replenishment negotiations to 
move towards a conclusion before the COP and 
its s.ibsidi.vy bodies can m.Akc an .nsscssment 
of tfe amount of funds necessary to assist de- 
vcloaing countries. In the ab.sc.ncc of such an 
assessment. GEF rcpicnishinem ncgoiiaiions 
will be based, as they were in the first GEF 
cycle, on how much the .Annex It P.inies care 
to contribute, rather ihjui the level of funding 
the Convention needs. Under these circum­
stances ihe commitment to meet the agreed full 
incremental costs of implemcmin^ mea.sures 
undertaken by developing counmes u grc:Uly 
undermined.

This is not to suggest that the ;isses.smcnt of

developing country needs will be an easy task. 
Some inspiration could be taken from the Mul­
tilateral Fund for the Montreal Protocol, which 
was recently replenished on the basis of >"ork 
undertaken by a Technical and Economic .Ad­
visory Panel (TEaP), which estimated devel­
oping country demand for relevant investmen 
and technology transfer over coming years 
Clearly climate change offers an unlimitcc 
range of investment oppotiurdtics considerab); 
more challenging to calculate than in the oxom 
context. But the process of estimating develop 
ing country needs over a specific period of iim< 
could help to focus the work of the SBI in dc 
lermining programme priorities and eligibilii; 
criteria for Convention funding, and might en 
courage developing countries to develop men 
concrete measures for their national pro 
grammes.

Despite the adoption of the Annex, and th 
rapid approach of GEF rcplcni-shmcnt ncgoii? 
lions, there is little sign of the subsidiary bodie 
or the sccrctariau preparing an assc.ssmem c 
need.s. ’I’hu.s far the sn.iil’s pace ol' the Gp. 
project cycle has m.'vintaincd a healthy balant 
In the GEF’s accounts. However, .is the GEF' 
operations begin to operate more smoothly ar 
to procc.ss the project proposals in its pipeliiv 
the Parties may have no one to blame but then 
selves if funds arc cxhau.sted belorc Icgilima 
needs tire met.
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