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To;

From:

Subject;

5 June 2000

See Recipients' List 

USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Harobl 

Periodic Update No, 1 from SB 12 (Sunday/Monday, June 4/5)

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

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

SB12 Periodic Update No. 1: Informals Start in Pleasant Demeanor, with 
Pledges of Cooperation, and Calls for Action

Atmospherics

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

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

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

Similar professional airs were evinced in the meetings of the contact group 
that wore held on June 5 (at least during those held by the time of this writing). These 
included groups on Convention Articles 4.S/4.9 and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3,14; 
and on Articles 5, 7, & 8, It should be noted that all of these sessions are “open.” ’ 
They can be attended by anyone with accreditation. However, Ashe and Dovland 
both maintained that they may be closed at the request of the various co-chairs when 
circumstances dictate (Lc., if and when negotiations begin).

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

(a) Convention Articles 4.8/4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of response 
measures) and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14: Some five sessions have been 
allotted to this topic during the first week. Ashe indicated that the co-chaiis of 
this group (Salamat of Iran and Kjellen of Sweden) have been authorized to hold 
separate sessions on Article 3.14. (Note: This article has the disadvantage of 
focusing only on Annex I responsibilities to strive to minimize adverse impacts.
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End Note) At the first June 5 session, the co-chairs managed to avoid serious 
bloodletting over this issue by stating that there should first be a run through of 
the three topics. Then, it could be decided at the end of the third session on 
Wednesday how to handle the question of Article 3,14. The co-chalrs made 
reference to the report from the March workshop on these topics (Articles 4.8/4.9) 
and suggested that Parties take these as dieir departure points for the current 
discussions.

This pennitted several counliies (the U.S., Samoa, Tanzania, Egypt, Zimbabwe, 
the Netherlands, Guyana, Australia, Canada, and others) to make suggestions as to 
the direction they hope the discussions take. Saudi Arabia’s Al-Sabban was blunt 
in indicatmg that he wants two separate decisions on both 4.8/4.9 and on 3.14. 
Portugal (speaking for the EU) stated that his group would not accept a division of 
labor between these two essentially overlapping topics.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The June 4 Umbrella Meeting

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

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

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

The Game of ‘'Bureau”: Jockeying for Bureau Membership Begins

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

'*,.r
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SUBJECT: CliiMte Change (SB12); Periodic Update No. 2 forMonday/Tuesday, June 5-6,2000
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have also added two additional names.
I hope an is continuing well with you in Washingn^ I wril no. no^ re^ng to

effect? Many thanks. MGH
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List of Recipients for Periodic Reporting from the TTvelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (SBU)
June 5-16,2000 Bonn,Germany

Organization

State/OES 
State/OES 
State/OES 
State/OES
State/L/OES 
OES/EGC
Statc/OES 
State/H/OES 
State/G

WH
USAID
WH/OSTP
WH
Treasury
Treasury
Commerce
Commerce
WH/CEQ
WH/CCTF
WH/CCTF
Energy
WH/CEA
Energy
WH/OVP
EPA
Energy
EPA
EPA
EPA

Name

David Sandalow 
Ken Brill 
Brooks Yeager Povcnmiie/
Hobgood Sue Biniaz/Evan 
Bloom Dan Balzer et. al.
Susan Gordon/H.Kaufiman 

FAX

202 647-0217 
202 647-0217 
202 647-0217 
202 647-0217 
202 736-7115 
202 647-0191 
202 647-3970 
202 647-9667 
202 647-0753

Qiris Mann 
Nigel Purvis

Roger Ballentine 
Hales/Bairett 
Rosina Bierbaum 
Ian Bowles Todd 
Stem Robert 
Crumby Robert 
Festa 
Dana Palmer 
George Frampton 
David Gardiner 
John Gibson 
David Goldwyn 
Robert Lawrence 
Margot Anderson 
Michael Orfini 
Robert 
Perciaspepep Dan 
Reichcr 
Bill White 
Brian McLean Dina 
Kruger

202 456-1736 
202 216-3174 
202 456-6025 
202 456-2710 
202 622-0073 
202 622-2633 
202 482-4636 
202 408-9674 
202 456-2710 
202 395-2311 
202 395-2342 
202 586-0861 
202 395-6958 
202 586-3047 
202 456-9500 
202 260-5155 
202 586-9260 
202 260-4852 
202 565-2141 
202 565-2077
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6 June 2000

To;

From:

Subject;

See Recipients’ List 

USDEL/Boim - Mark G. Hamble 

Periodic Updett No. 2 &OB. SB 12 (MonTTuiri, June 5/6)

activioes du^ ChanK (SB 12) tSl eie meeting in Bonn during

Monday, June 5, to the afternoon on Tuesday, June 6.
Ttoeeeddirionalrepc^prepmedV^

jf pt^Ld bt UsilD’a Duane Laldch Mullen (B) a discussions P" P ./7/0 nrenared by EPA's Sharon Saile and wS Balbour’Sq a mport on the meehaniatns discuseicn prepared by EPA'e
Jennifer Macedonia.

gov^^em™.r.5S sS!idief and,ES generallyssr tends to.sYr be unbiased m its coverage.

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or 
circulation outside the U.S. Government.
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. riv,,,. tn that they want progress on their issues or that they will bloc progress 
I s far do not have the backing of any other key G-77 member. StiU the Saudis

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

Atmospherics
The work of the Twelfth Sessiona of the Snbsidiaiy Bodies of the UN Franowork Cenvontion on Climate Change (SB 12) continued to make head^

t̂heir So^S;
aftemoou schedul

evenie ngoffic and iallymomitunsng until
sess9ions.PM. No

Becatwo
use the groups

meemeet
tings atarca

Mo             
 ny ^en time, hut there are multiple time slots set aside in an effort to accommodate the

substantial work load.The mood continues to be professional ^nd
in ariotherm  areas They attempted (with Indian connivance) to do so m the inecha^iM, t oth€thu
"a:: atao^;;e';;;;to“g ^oup (even me one on sinks), where they are
making their presence felt

Relationships with the EU have been relatively good, although so^ shain may be brewing in mechanisms, sinks, and Articles S/7/&8 been insisting on raising the issue of policies and measures (PA^) m dfscus'Ls. iith their emphasis on the necessity for PAMS by the 2005 review being their current flavor of^e ®some bi^s with some of our umbrella paxtocrs are van^s small items, but these are being ladled. Thus fax. neither the Russians nor the Ukrainians have surfaced
these meetings.

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

(a) Convention Articlos 4m9 (affects of cUmate change and ‘»P““^ response measures) and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14: A summaw ^»hecurrent state of play is contained in the accompanymg detailed note. Suffice it to note that we have two main problems con&onting us at the moment, ^rst, we are trying to avoid having two decisions to address, one on Convention Artmles _ 4.874.9 and the second on Protocol Article 3,14. The latter article specifies acnon only by Annex I Parties and would undoubtedly lead to calls for addition^ achon. Seconi the co-chairs have caUed for Parties to provide submissions by Thursday to prepare a text for negotiation. Most Annex I Parties are resisting this idea, but it is not clear that we will prevail. We would prefer to develop elernents for a decision at this meeting with a text emerging at the September meetings in Lyon.
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resisting and would proper ^ ^ |[^e g^ds would appear to be against him,

cQ^nn niithenrinciples nature, and scope of theZflZs move. Chow beat him back
in an impressive performan progress by trj^g to 
mechanisms, he was only supp V ^ < j. gaj<ien» of project cycle and
sOTcture °f.ST“. foil lady " li. studiously flawless English, Mr. Se'JSoK-^ AunexIParties rnust UPe SrU
responsibility for all CDM projects Ca P°mt that we question).
la a coutao. ^oup fta, Mowed this (C"d

“=’»“dE5SsS“r.“,ts-i“
S^M^“ations, Most Annex I Partes would lilce it to bo issued prror 
to the weekend to allow us to study it m detail-

supporting the G-77/Chma ^ .^-3^,505 trading. The rationale is Chat thisw^\“fS’CtoX more domestic measures by making the mechanisms less would force 1^ to ta^e nonsense m the
involYing the EU bubbUng arrangements under Article 4 of the Proto -

^ks»«“E=s=;55“1 be making on it. (Comment: We unoersrana inai 

a price for failing to do so for competitiveness reasons. Germany was the hold-
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® addiri'r^“=St'Sg,«.^"^^^^
deforestation,^drefo^«“«»>^ June 5 JUSCANZ. theproposed ■ ted that he does not see many diaiouUies mM^ough the EU's veision is much more
Norwegtan
accommodating

 
 all toce syst t s  

evening 
 

LULU
 
CF 

 
meeting

f°^t^ The G-77/ChiL (headed by Brazil) is well represmted at itsbe address^ The G ^ n„g attempting to draw linkagesb^«n this issue and those of Artioles 4.8M.9 and Article 3.14.

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

(i) Cross-Cutting Issues: This will not he first addressed until this afternoon dune
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A Informal Workshop, Articles 4.8/4.9 C3.14) June 5,2000 (6-7:30pm session) 
Duane LaldchMuUer

'f

^ energy and energy efficiency Kige^ and Saudi Arabia, and

the economies of least developed policy). Nigeria supported the 
technologies in expressed support for ^e need to integrate pover^ 

workshop report in FCCC/SB/2000/2, specifically theenergy (solar/wind) into cUmatc changeSteSon of Art 3^4. and questioned tvho detetmmas

promote of solar energy.

S'.ssissgs^SSHsSS.S^"
June 7 at 10am>
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Good Practice Guidaoce recently ‘/“/ifoll^X^ent to eny homo (WileyPar^ would ™«v.^d «WO J „py can be

Baaed on the useM^t^eId^,X7^;^Xfreersto^
its pr5r«3 to the SBSTA on Monday, June 13.

Arfcle i.U-it - view rdlaeuating text for guidelinet forJ^le?® 8°(2ith a view toward oompledng the recommended deciaron textat the Septmber SBSTA meeting).

Guldelinea (Article j-1 S-hpoup) EvfflmaMeetmg

Jepreaenrariveobjeotedtopr^otedUS^^a^^anon^y^^^Ju^mandatoiy for all Annex I . mectine between US and EU representatives mandatory nntU a fi'^tb^antive Jsagreement over BU proposal to 
link
;miemltlmol"d.eritionaltystemguideline3. Thiahatalaobeen
deferred until later.Q..o.oino.andAdteaBeBUrArhclrai^^
This subgroup is licence cHhe EO, we also

work. Discussions begm * X™ ““rs4ion ojthe subgroup, we
,

UOTCCC/SBSTAn000/me/Add2. toour agreed [with several hra^edp“«^« t, attb^ Ardele 8 ,^„-eh.its with the EU
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NOTES: 6/5 Mechanisms Informal Workshop

Hicrti<is nrincbles first, with the help of a clever
vi«u« of en induodvo approach movies fiom

Xhe4 Ws=«iaaw« 
Saudi Arabia each made

the specific to the general.

Chair (Cho*) began

;£isls ss'rs-«»i»<3>M 
problematic). ,UmbteUa_Gtonp
and Chow agreed to release the 

tex

TheUO and EU pnahed back
^ saudi Arabia calling a procedural

““
5, IndiaandNig^a,'“a^^ablet SowS^cn <" ^“:Jtext“ 

FridaSo1!y bu reconvened Frieda":? SSi^o'np Wedneeda, to get 
confirmation

6/5/00Jmaesdonia
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initial BRlEFpfC ■ . Subsidiiuy Body merits in nebonil ^«aporu6 measures.
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,group ofl 
■----- —: Artlola S I consconsideredidere dtliUic csŝecondDt»ft ^dc 5.1 of the Kyoto

ono^ ,«fef«nces to the aocr«u«uon u. ------------

“"rLrChov.introduced theCDMrofertn^

thechet Jtmetmcturt tureof^'P'ofth''’ep^P^diP°^,T^a ĵftd^urevle^^^^^^^wpre ceduni lo olBiify whether .^oSture of the submission of. dependioB on the «tnnu«Ur^StaP^ 1 oover the annualInfbnnfttionreview ofinformadon su
otyC^IC W andsu*-r- —pplemcn

Cha3rHalldbrThorgei«s^a^a^)‘^^^^^^ addressed during SB-12,
Sd-lLe c£mp and forestry dSrio« for determining project need to address basic

.-:-i--7-J «4/rt 4 . - _____Delegate

.^csxOlOOKrOR TODAY

Dclegatea

usual.

atin

=a=jss=ss==^.=:' “ssss;s2.s=—-•—
Dm-DOrtThosnul Ig^upco

cnlifiedri  ̂thecdt key hekefeature^yf ^.-™CQT^
id

Sba««lonw
 eorka«c

a^c^ofon3em
^eCl^ê

^^C^̂^
 
 

C*bsS.COmNO ISSDIS: A mteSitt on cto>MU“»« issues wiU take place at 5.00 pm.

“■SSK « »“S5»™«- '=““■' *' “““"“"
taaftthoard for details.

TQTPL P.ll
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Jrom Hambley, Zimmer No. 104

7)
TELEFAX

Date' Wednesday, 7 June 2000

UNCtASSIFIED

TO:

FROM:

Ml. Linda Catlett

USDELfflONN - SB-12 (Climate Change) - Maft O. HmM ^G.Hambley. FaXNo. 49 228 269-8222, Room 104

SUBJECT: aimateChmg=(SB12): Peno& Update No. 3 for 
TuesdayAVednesday, June 5-6,2000

you. Note that the recipients Ust baa once more been revised. Many thanks.

MGH
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6/7/00

List of Recipients for Periodic Reporting from the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(SB12)

June S-16,2000 Bonn,Germany

Organization

State/OES 
Staic/OES 
State/OES 
State/OES
State/L/OES 
OES/EGC 
State/OES
State/H/OES 
State/G

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

Name

David Sandalow 
Ken Brill 
Brooks Yeager 
Povenmire/Hobgood 
Sue Biniaz/Evan Bloom 
Dan Balzer et^.
Susan Gordon/H-Kaufinan 
Chris Maun 
Nigel Purvis

Roger Ballentine 
Hales/Barrett 
Rosina 
Bierbaum Ian 
Bowles Todd 
Stem Robert 
Crumby Robert Feata 
Dana Palmer 
George Prampton 
David Gardiner 
John Gibson 
David Goldwyn 
Robert Lawrence 
Margot Anderson 
Michael Orfmi 
RJ?erciaspepo/
J.Beale Dan Reicher 
Bill White 
Brian McLean Dina 
Kruger 
Kevin Doxoy

FAX

202  647-0217  
202  647-0217  
202  
647-0217  
202  
647-0217  
202  736-7115  
202  647-0191  
202  
647-3970  
202  647-9667  
202  647-07S3
202  456-1736  
202  216-3174  
202  456-6025  
202  456-2710  
202  622-0073  
202  622-2633  
202  482-4636  
202  408-9674  
202  456-2710  
202  395-2311  
202  395-2342  
202  586-0861  
202  395-6958  
202  586-3047  
202  456-9500  
202  260-5155  
202  586-9260  
202  260-4852  
202  565-2141  
202  565-2077  
703  607-3124
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5

To;

From;

Subject;

See Recipients’ List 
USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hambley ^

Periodic Update No. 3 from SB 12 (TuesAVed. June 6/7)

Tuesday, June 6, to the afternoon on Wednesday, June 7.
Four additional reports prepared by USDEL members and detailing aft^oon and evening discussions are also included: (A) reemt developments in the tectoology transfer discussions prepared by State’s Duncan Marsh; (B) a smnmaiy of the first PAMs summary on June 6; (C) a summary of June 6 reporting by the sub-^oup on review, reporting and adjustments prepared by EPA’s Sharon Saile, and (D) an update 

on LULUCF discussions prepared by State’s Adela Morris.
The latest edition of the Earth Negotiations B.uUetin will be forwarded wth the next update. However, we are enclosing a copy of ECO, a biased but generally humorous commentary prepared by NGOs. ECO rarely has anything good to say about U.S. climate change positions.Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation outside the U.S. Government.
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7
7 June 2000

SB12 Periodic Update No. 3: U.S. Gently, but Forthrightly introduces EU 

Bubble Parity Issues into the Discussions

Atmospherics
The work of the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidisiy Bodies of the UN 

Framework; Convention on Climete Chsnge (SB 12) eontinned to nuke Wwsy 
during their afteanoon, evening and morning sessions on Tuesday and Wednesday

(June 6/7)-
Relationships with the EU took on an added dimension when the U.S. raised 

Article 4 “bubble” issues in intervenhons in both the group dealing with cross cutting 
issues and in the mechanisms discussions. Initial reactions ranged from near apolexy, 
to regret over the timing and venue of the interventions, to a recognition that the 
points raised are legitimate. We plan to raise Article 4 parity issues in compliance on 
Wednesday afternoon (June 7). Nevertheless, we arc continuing to meet with the EU 
in small groups on smaller technical issues (such as eUgibiUty requirements) and on 
some larger ones, as well (compliance).

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

(a) Convention Articles 4.S/4-9 (affects of climate change and impacts of response
measures) and Protocol Articles 2.3 and 3.14: Iranian co-chair Salamat
convoked reporting officer for thirty minutes on June 6 to ask for his ‘“unoffioiar
and “off the record" impression about Saudi Arabia’s “compensation’ proposal.
He was told that it is a non-starter from the U.S. point of view. Asked to be
thinking about alternatives, reportiag officer told Salamat that we had listed a
number of areas where we believe discussions and further investigation might be
productive and forthcoming. However, no delegation appreciates having a gun
put to its head which essentially means: “your money or your protocol.” Salamat
was also told that a Thursday drop date for proposed text is not Mceptable. We
believe it is premature to discuss proposed text. We should begin looking at the
Clements for a decision. Salamat said that he had cautioned one Party (read Saudi
Arabia) about pursuing its compensation effort but to no avail. Uiffortunately, the
EU’s suggestion for financial penalties for non-compliance now gives the Saudis
an opportunity to seek some of these funds.

The June 7 on Article 3.14 was the first round on this topic. Annex I
Parties were uniform in suggesting that any action on this item must be taken in
conjunction with a decision on Article 4.8Z4.9. The Saudis pushed back hard on
this point.

(b) Technology Tranrfer: There has been something of a tussle between the two co­
chairs on how to handle fids topic. SBI Chair Asha from Antigua/Barbuda had
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Please sfio the attached report for additional details.

wLcX mechanisms are as unburdened as possible, hop^ to

(d)

complete his discussions on mechanisms by Thursday (June 8), lyith Ae ^.c^oTthat he will release a new “text” for consideration by Parties on S War there have been no indications of opposition to this approach byChinl’lndia, or Brazil. However, Saudi Arabia, which has fa alliance in these and in other discussions, may attempt to forestall this acUon.
ComoUance- The co-chairs Dovland (Norway) and Slade (Samoa) have  CompU ^ proposed text which has been used for discussionn^^oses Next week, part of the text that has been generally discussed SStified with other elements raised for further discussion. The Umbrella Groupon J^e 6 to discuss common strategy towards the EU’s comphance propos^ Sat include financial penalties. The group agreed on a senes ^Led separately. The U.S. will raise Article 4 Jianty issues in the afternoon
four hour compliance marathon.

■
SSl <Uff«=« senings (indutog te Article 517/4:8nc Umbrdle Oto«p described the April wortohop m (^pt^gm to ' onHowever they opposed estabUshing an intemational set of micators. ThcEU.on

the other hand, expressed its insistence on the development of locators ^ demonstrate substantial progress by the 2005 review period stated m the Protocol. The G-77/China stated that PAMs have a low prionty at COP-6. They suggested that this maner be wrapped up early and removed from the September agenda for SBl3andproposedthataFricndsoftheChairgrouprmghtfhcilitatethis.
Dovland in principle but has to figure out how he ^ out-maneuver the EUon this point. Please see the attached report for additional details.

addressing reporting requirements. The EU requested athis and rdated issues. A second group dealmg with the mventory P^®®“ ^ striving to reorient the rather garbled secretariat conclusions fromprodu(^vc March workshop on this topic. Saudi Arabia continues to complicate
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change) Please see the attached report for additional details.

f33S-;5SS2SSthe attached report for additional details.
n,1 Canacity Boflding: The chair ofthis group, SBI Chair John Aahe (arfng solo m ® S of DalRaifenydar) has indicated that he does not aa yet know tow to proceed on this question, He circulated a list of quesdona but does not want to atoress these until the capacity building consultauon on June 9.
m Creas-Oltting issues'. At the meeting held on the afternoon of June 6 SBSTA ® S^D^Soutlined a number of questions that should

that all decisions in one area of the protocol are consistent with all of the oftera SlsTouSons included those related to areas of inventones. unplementotion ato 
the mechanisma as well as the possible linkages with PAMs and wii Article 4.8 “““
^dwtTArticle 3,14. Dovland dien asked for suggested 

th!t the relationship between the financial penaln^ ^an?Article 3 14 should be addressed and he asked the chair how he would ^cecd with'this question. Dovland r^ponded that it was premature too consider Sis question because financial penalties had not been agreed.
The U S CBodansky) then suggested that there arc four additional cross-cutting S-YrelSS rrSl. 4 (the%o.cuUed;-huhble”) "torn he addressed.
These issues relate to: CD the relationsbp hetw^ rt,.

^e rato to infviduJly. However. Dovland is expected to refer each 
of the items to the relevant contact groups for their consideration.

Comment:
One observer has remarked that we should always meet in infonnal sc^ion in view of the rapid and constructive progress tbat has been reached^ manyj

^*rw ht^rfV* ^t^fillet t^n>««davs of rigithis weekdfonLt’s mcctiiigof».f. Thisfioi could, ,lmeetiof courseng.,  changeFroma reading of these updates, it should be apparent titat optimistic assessment should be qualified - Saudi Arabia and the EU.
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The Saudis aic active iu moat groups. Their paiucipatioD is smgle-mmded,

area, from Articles S/7/&8. to compUance, to smhs.
TheEU ou the ofliet band, rather than ttyiug to fmd areas of

earbest example ‘ suc^J^ly” warnings from the EU to expect a very

approach.

Hw^r'to'oUrate change we arc dealing with tough rcalite and “T gg"This wiU make for a roost interesting five month period through COP-6
in November. End Comment.
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Technology Transfer
In the onening plenary, Chaiiman Dovland invited nominations for additional Paities to jom the 
Frielid^ o^ChSoup on technology transfer, which has bean engaging on and overseeing 
the co^tative procSs for the last year. This was an unsuccessful a^mpt 
he toeTwas coLg from the G-77, on whose behalf Nigena then caUed for the Fn^ds of the
ChS to he expanded into a contact group at this SBSTA, to ensure transparency m the
consultative S>cess. Both we and the Sccreiaiiat beUeve it is premature to establish a contact 
{TTQUD and that fliis would dilute the lessons learned and themes raised m the co^ultative 
Socess biore we produced text, and would return us quickly to the divmva dialogue before the 
Lnsultative process was inititatad at COP-4. The Secretariat has been talking about expanc^g 
the FOC to got more proportional representation from the G-77 - thus far it has been about half 
A^ex n coLtiies. Wc can probably refute the transparency charges having held a senes of 
rarional workshops engaging numerous Parties, but the Secretanat will still move to expand the 
FOC by bringing in 3-5 additional developing countries. We may wish to push for one more 
Umbrella member at this point, to join Canada, Japan and the U.S.

Met with Canada and the UK tonight. Focused on how to deal with the Nigerian contact group 
proposal reactions to the Chair’s note, the future role of the CTI, and reactions to the 
Secretariat’s proposal to move the July 15 submission to June 30. Agreed that a contact group 
would^ot be good, but not sure how best to combat it. Will meet tomorrow ^^th a l^ger ^ex 
I group to discuss these issues further before Wednesday’s opemng meetmg. On CTI, we had 
aSarent agreement that CTI should continue and be part of the COP-6 dc^ion, th(^gh le^ 
dear in exStly what area of activity. Canada, and perhaps the UK, generally siypo^ the CTI s 
restructuring proposal to further institutionalize CTI by bringing it foTmaUy under the wmg (and 
budget contributions system) of the lEA. When asked. UK’s Terry Canrngton said it was 
difficult to gauge other EU countries’ interest in and commitment to the CTI because “sir CTI 
reps are not their negotiators and often are from differ^t ntimstoes. we ^ to be
prLared with positions by the CTI Board meeting at the end of June, I urged Terry to raise the 
Ssue at EU meetings here in Bonn, because it wiU be essential for the negohauors. and not just 
CTI participants, to weigh in on CTI’s future role.

(Duncan Marsh. COB Monday, June 5)
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6-^-QQ SummaTY

HIhdjto.‘ 
we need to provi ^ . nroaiess by 2005. They also pushed the need to work on the sectoral
conOTte mcaw of includl^S^itzaUnd, France, and die Netherlands supported these positions
I^LjdediTt^sions inventories would not be sufficient to demonstrate proEfess by 2005 and thus 

indicators were needed.

eSSig^d focus on good practices and beat fit. Other Umbrelb countn^ 
^i^otSTNcw Zealand. Canada, and Australis provided support to these views emph^izing the 
imoorrance of national circumstances, the focus on inventories over indicators, the ‘=o*'“pt of good 

over S pmcdcea, and thar’eommon indicator should not be a prmnty and that efforts to
develop Indicators unnecessarily increased our workload coming into COP-6.

r™?o“a'SrStalive process to address this linSi^ The Chair stated that we need to decide how 
to^Smd a/cOP-6. ranging lorn providing no advice at all to forwarding common mdicato« to m^urc
pamT The Chair unted that participants try to gat past simply forwarding the party Ime and asked for

b. Lvd«Hd »d p.»vid»i» to by Spn W.*.to,y, Ju». 7.
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June> Morning and Aft^mOQTV Mgg^gS 

(pre.pflred by Sharon Sailpl

a^ee on
f-a (cnTprafarence wonldbe » — tho m

a
timing o

if the^ew proceduie as pre-conamtment period, annual, and pcnodic).

T tho Articlc 8 text, we covered the issues of coverage, timing andpro"|^^t the ipert review teems, end composMon of the teems.

The EU introduced a new non-paper on identification and classification of problems,
so totoy we will go back and discuss this topic along with the adiustm^ proc^.
m EU position clarifies their opposition to our approach that ever^g is
SuSo (A specifically identic problems that are non-ad]UStahle jnhereritly and
^ o s^® tot^uservative adjustments which incre^c the level of unc^ty m
the overaU inventory estimate beyond a certain threshold would he deemed non- 
adjustable). This should make for some interesting debate later today.
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lulucf
Sinks discussions were launched Monday witt « outline of fo^ tnain elet^ts for

Sdfu taiaStho August 1 subimssions; 
SSteation of ctSka and guiding principles for sdccting additional sct.vtt.es under 

Article 3.4; and elements of a COP 6 deciston on smks.

Dau formats got off to a reasonable start Monday with discussitm ffavifating arou^ 
Irmosa^v me U.S. and Australia, despite the entenstve formal proposed by the EU 
Sating fofthe last nine months. A contact group continued Monday evenmg and 
^Sd‘“ and will resume again Thursday after flic IPCC presents.« Specal 
A table for Article 3.3 activities is almost complete, but remaii^ .Mues mclude. (1) 
whether Parties will have to report any information tot is not dnectly relevant to fteir 
nronosau- (2) whether they have to discuss projected carbon stock changes after the 
KoLiitment period, and; (3) whether tows for deforestauon simuld tmmor r^ 
for afforestation and reforestation. The last issue is pMhed by Auffialia, which seems 
to be ttving to engineer a requirement tot if Parties choose an FAO abroach to 
refmetotion. the^ must ehoose a definition of deforestation that moludes harvesting.

The co-chairs torn Iceland and Uganda began the Criteria and Guiding ^ncipla 
toeussion Tuesday night The EU table a long list of proposed entrfa, topped with a
statement that the main emphasis must be on fossU fuel reduenons. TheU-S.
Sed reference to relevant passages of the UNFCCC and to Protocol, pamcularly 

dealing with comprehensiveness, covenng all sources and smks, and cost 
effectiveness The discussion proceeded with the unfortunate presumption that the „S“wi m condudo on ^ agreed Us. of criteria Amnalia arg^ tot to hs. 
shinld apply only to to August 1 mbmissions, and not toreafter J2.>chaus pta tt 
resumo tocussion after preparing a paper syntosiam^ to diversity of views. Friday 

will focus on decision elements for COP6.
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eco4̂  CnOUIlDHOG /
1^^ issue ^

Process for 

Clouding theFlexibility Rules
The registry must be compatible with all other 
r,.Hnn..l systsmc and a central ragLttty maio- 
taitied by the COP/MOP.'And. an independently

CAN membert wiU be nring tbeir oppothtiuty 
to nwlec interventions in ^ wodcchop on
McfhsnLstne this ^^^'syTictn must be estaWiBbed farmonitor-

govc^. g ^oopng AAUb to
gasTe^ocinS «d meaningful dm Icgtdcndtica under a Party’s 

proffWfi towards tba ulamate olgocdvcs of the 
Pniincwoik Convention. In particuhir,

BKmbon bcUevc the foUowinc points
hlghlightiag>-

iSnZrnortr TnJlng and J1

TM r.fa i»«=r •( a» » S'*""

non. including imdcw by indcpondeni boto 
of the COP/MOP. All independently venfied 
and cerifiod national regjatty mWt be eaoib- 

far meisttsinB verifying all tnuiafcn) 
jirititiiu:- of AAUa. ERUs and CERa.

I

A liability system for emissions tradinfi 
must be aiablished which hainc.>tses the fortoa 
of the mmiect-pUcc. to hold buyer* « well as 
salkni of AAUs accountable for tbeir tran.sac- 
liona. A hybrid bnyoT-aclIer liability system 
Would ensure environmental effiecnvenais and

t required to seek itjfQtmanoo tod eompum 
the rclhliva quaUty of AAUs afBaed by. differ- 
ent scUen. A pure seller Uability system wouUi 
■{^ ID ensure the envimnmcntal integrity of

-Continued (weg eol f

Facts?

s m '

nIJmatit h rBseofid lo iha chatfengo orc/imsM etiange

ISSUE N01 V 0 L U M E C 111

And the nominees for Giecowasbing Award of 
the year step fhrward The World Bank's Pmtp- 
lypc Carbon Fund, with iu planned invest- 
manta in Costa Rica hydro projects cominfi; 
soon. The PCF sedca to eroala a “learoing by 
doing" atmosphere for Kyoto flexibility 
mechanisms. However, the main pmbJotii wiiii 
World Bank involvement is that linking learn­
ing and doing has never been one of the Bank':, 
strong points. .

Since the Climate Conventioa; designed in 
limit greenhouse gas emissions, was Higjied bj' 
a tnajotiry of the woticl’s countries at ihc Rir« 
Esurh Summit in 1992. the World Bank Group 
has spent S13.6 biUion on fossil fuel ,project’: ■ 
which will, over .dwir UfedmeS, mlcase 31Ji 
billion tons of COi into the Barth’s amwiphcrc. 
Rather than Icaining from these figures and 
ereadng bank-wide targeted goals for Banl: 
lending in renewable energy, the SiSU milhoti 
PCF has been rwatad alongside a businoss-as- 
usual energy and environmeat strategy that 
NOOs bad to plcbd with the Bank b be cirou- 

for comment In key developing courcries.
‘Tic PCF plays fast wtd loose with its termi - 

nolo^ and Interests. One PCF documewst say:: 
that inve.stmcnta will be "Ijirgely tenewohJe", 
When meeting withNGOsmccntly. PCFDlrec- 
tor Kcd Newcombo stated ihat (he PCF Implc- 
mentarion Noios would clarify just what thi:, 
means... wall, the implcmentuiioa notes state: 
tbei® will be an “emphasis t« renewables”. Tha; 
clears up cveiythinE! In the mewidme. there an: 
no solarorwtndprojecta explicitly In dicpipeJinc.

T3ic PCF promiae* not lo get out ahead oi" 
-eoni(nii«.>d ever. eoL 2

FREE OF CHARGE
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-FtexOnliv. pT)m front « 
itoc OTTflictions - by 4Uow«e buyew to 
deum puichM« no matter what, purchasers 
would lo*e any incentive to atoun: the eovuoiv- 
monol intepity of the AAUs teey piuehaac 

In ihe basic dciogn of the emssjons trading 
lyaiem. it is 'fltel that the eonea'condltionis art 
artablished. indudine comprehcnnve senaliar- 
tion of AAUj. fuU transparency of Ihc^^tsmng 
Bysiem. and affodbiliiy of infiarmauem m the 
j-enend public.

Ttu aeon DntJejnnent Ideehmxsm 
In addinon to the emittilons trading system, 
rula for other mndsaniai>!i unitor eonsidmtion 
by the Wodothop uhould be guided by the uiv- 
dalyine principle* of the m«banism“ 
jjfilvcn, not by opcraiional isawca* alone, TWfi 
moinr that the CDM should bo guided by rules 
that treat ah technoloBle-S oo a level playing 

without bivor to the big projcch: that cun 
abuorb larger transaction costs.,
The pnnclpJes al stake in the CDM indude:
- Protection of the Aooex I target - it« cssen^ 

p-il fh«r the rules for the CDM arc wfillco to 
cwuic phat vMt volumes of credits aren’t 
generated to offset any meaningful roduo- 
tion lequiietncat in the Annex I nntioos. 
ProcBOBon of dean technologies in the non- 
Annes I hwi countrica, and

• Minimaanon of other datnagiag environ­
mental effects of technologies tupponsd by 
the CDM (&r eaainplc, tcchnolopcs that 
am low carbon, but produce other fotms of 
hazardous or environmentally harmful 
byproducts).

Two key ways of ensuring these principles arc:
. exclusive positive.tilt of renewable and 

energy efficient technologies uncQ the CDM 
u operadonaL, and

- Project diglbUity criteria, which explicitly 
role out “clean” coal nukoj. a^ large hy­
dro-. meet a sustainabiliiy saecnirg test; and 
provide for rohuKtpubllcpartcipation.
Pyblie participation in the CDM must in­

clude two fondomcfttal principles: Diadosdra 
ofi and access to, 'cnvlroiuncntal and other rel­
evant information-, and p-aitidpuion of the pul>. 
lie and public interest groups in cnvitonmeiual 
dooision maJong.

These principles must be built into the 
CDM by requiring that documents bo made 
publidy avail-able, and by allowg NGOs and 
localfindigenouii groups to submit comments 
(including data ^d other infomaiion) to the 
entities rosponsijjle for making decisions on 
projeot acceptanoe, certification of emisilpr ro- 
ductiona and accreditaritm of operailonal enti- 
tScs. .

Building such provisions Into the mecha­
nism should not' bc nceo as “burdening” the 
CDM with additional costs. Rather, public pnr- 
tidpaiioD will enAonce the CDM by promoting 
iranaparcncy ^ aceouoiibility, esseoti-al cle- 
m^Fin: of good govemunce that can help ensure 
that the C35M dehveni on Its promised objec- 
dves.

As CAN has said before, the flexibility 
mephmiLmw wiu only be a voiid option if they 
benefit the environment, me institutionaUy ia- 
dependent, ttaimparenl and ■ verifiable. By eo- 
suring that any agreement eonUiins strong rules. 
Partita wiU movo closer ip the achievement of 
these goahi.

Edilorlal/Produetlon: AgsierSlagtmt
Worid Wlda W#b EdiHofi; flWanJ a«i
Efeeifonle Dlalribulton; Lelani Arris for EcoNat 
Assbianca Ifam: tJairiaSB Eddy; BittHan;
Jennifer ktoipan; flam Upputwi; 3lann Mtar.
Kerin Baumett Qeitdd KiUiA 
PubUshad by: Tbs CSmala AaiJon Nal<nork.
Eon can ba coraaeied at ttis frisa/ Holel. 
ThaaiaipBli 5-/. Bad Sodssbap, S3177 Bonn.

' T$L triS (0)23B 2560223: Fax *43 (0)223 3S0O333. 
6-tnaJL gsioghattBgn,ape.org 
£a> WobsHa: bi(pyAww.MCJ>t3A#n8ta/Eco.ftlm/

ISSUE N 0 1

Quiz:
Who Said This?

(Btnt Think big!)
[On climate change] This is a huge probJem. 
If we don’t deal with thii within just a few 
years, you will have Island nation.* flooded; 
you will havo tbe agricultural balance of 
most countries completely changed; you 
have a dnimstie increase in the nuniber of 
xeUcre, unmanageahU: wtaiiher cvcnia. And 
(he good news it Chat wa can bow deal with 
this problem - again I aiy. and strengthen 
onr ocOBomlc growth, not weaken it.

-,(BpjatM< mund uapsny 
atp « uojuq^ uotnffar tncHlbW. :J*wruV

-PCF, from frppz page 
the COP. prooeas, but hat carved out 10% of 
its portfolio space for sinks projects! The PCF 
staff pionuses TAG mrrtings but (hen 
has to be pressuitd into foUowlag up on that 
eommitouiBt. The PCF promwes no invest- 
mcncc In lorsc hydro and then is rumored to 
be looking at the Bujagali Falls Dam in 
Uganda, What arc we learning, while the 
Bank keeps on doing?

VOLUIVIE Clll

Vamsnmg Act
On Wfedncsdny the IPCC will present the re­
sults of the IPCC Special Report on Land Use 
Change and Forosny. The Summary for Policy 
Maker! was nogotiated icccntly at- the IPCC 
XTV Plenary in MontreaL ECO will be review­
ing Ihe report -and the IPCC presenhition. Id the 
meantime, delegates might like to rcfleet on the 
fijci- that, at the eleventh hout some govem- 
menu seem to want to hide the magnitude of 
Ihcif prefeiTtd loophole by deleting text This 
wonting describes the &ct that tbe use of un­
limited sinks could nwible industrialised eaun- 
tties to meet their Kyoto Protocol comijiitmcnK 
without taking any actioq to reduce their fossil 
fuel. cmWBioas. And In case anyone was won­
dering which countries: the culprits are the US, 
Canada, Australia, New Zealand and Russia.

Hie text deleted in Monttwd reads u fol­
lows: ''Commitments under the Kyoto Protocol 
require Anoex I putties to reduce omissions by 
about 200MiCyTl below 1990 levcbi and about 

■ 750 MiCy-1 below baslness-as-usual prejec- 
tloDS based on the IPCC IS92a scen-aiio. A 
simpla eomparwon suggais that the potentisJ 
impact of Article 33 and 3A activities in An­
nex I countriet! alone could be cocnporable te 
the projected magnloidc of reductions required 
by Annex I Patties. Such a eoraparisen, how­
ever, risks under-eAtimating the dlffiouliy in 
cxcaUng and implementing the incentives 
needed to achieve the poiential.'*

HutiUns
Ludwig’* urlval In Bonn has unfartunutcly 
been delayed. Cucumsmscea have deprived 
him not only of the woll-known chnnra of tbe 
Hotel Mari dm, but alto of tba wit and wisdom 
of distinguished delegates. Alas, be finds him­
self deep in the English counCiysidc. with noth­
ing room sdmulttdng than birdoong, sunshine 
and shade.

However, let no-ono see this os an opponu- 
niry! Ludvrig's ever-vigUant spies are evejy- 
whete: all misbehaviour will be ooned, and, if 
necessary, reported hero - with the usual disttr- 
tioii« -at iha appropriate time.___________

NQO PARTY 
9.30prn

Saturday 10 June 
Insel Hotel, 

Bad Godesberg .

FREE OF CHARGE
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List of Redpients far Periodic Reporting 
from the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies 

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

Organization Name FAX

State/OES David Sandaiow 202 647-0217
State/OES Ken Brill 202 647-0217
State;/OES Brooks Yeager 202 647-0217
Statc/OES Povenmlre/Hobgood 202 647-0217
State/L/OES Sue Biniaz/Evan Bloom 202 736-7115
OES/EGC Dan Balzer et al. 202 647-0191
State/OES Susan Gordon/H-Kaufonan 202 647-3970
State/H/OES Chris Mann 202 647-9667
State/G Nigel Purvis 202 647-0753

WH Roger Ballentine 202 456-1736
USAID Hales/Baircstt 202 216-3174
WH/OSTP Rosina Bierbaum 202 456-6025
WH Ian Bowles 202 456-2710
Treasury Todd Stem 202 622-0073
Treasury Robert Crumby 202 622-2633
Cotnmesce Robert Festa 202 482-4636
Commerce Dana Palmer 202 408-9674
WH/CEQ George Frampton 202 456-2710
WH/CCTF David Gardiner 202 395-2311
WH/CCTF John Gibson 202 395-2342
Energy David Goldwyn 202 586-0861
WH/CEA Robert Lawrence 202 395-6958
Energy Margot Anderson 202 586-3047
WH/OVP Michael Orfini 202 456-9500
EPA R-Perdaspqje/J.Boale 202 260-5155
Energy Dan Reicher 202 586-9260
EPA Bill White 202260-4852
epa Brian McLean 202 565-2141
EPA Dina Kruger 202 565-2077
DOD Kevin Doxey 703 607-3124
DOI David Hays 202 208-1873
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From Hambley, Zimmer No. 104

TELEFAX

Date: Thursday, 8 J\me 2000

unclassified

TO: Ms. Linda Catlett

FROM: USDEL/BONN - SB-12 (Climate Change) - Mark G. Hambley
Mark G. Hambley, FAX No. 49 228 269-8222, Room 104

SUBJECT: Climate Change (SB12): Periodic Update No. 4 for 
Wednesday/Thuisday. June 7-8, 2000

Attached is a copy of the climate change Update No. 4 for June 7-8, 2000. Please 
arrange vdth someone to collect and distribute these reports each day if you are going 
to be absent. I generally try to fax a separate copy to the Front Office, as well, but it 
is always good to check with them. Please also ensure that the fax machine has 
paper! Many thanks.

MGH
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State/OES
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David Sandalow 
Ken Brill
Brooks Yeager 
Povemnire/Hobgood

State/L/OES
OES/EGC

Sue Biniaz/Evan Bloom 
Dan Balzer et. al.

202 647-0217 
202 647-0217 
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State/G
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Stem Robert 
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Commerce Robert Festa
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WH/CCTF David Gardiner
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Margot Anderson 
Michael Orfini
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Dan Reicher
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David Hays
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202 622-0073 
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202 586-3047 
202 456-9500 
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202 586-9260 
202 260-4852 
202 565-2141 
202 565-2077 
703 607-3124 
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To: See Recipients’ List

From; USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hamble^J

Subject: Periodic Update No, 4 from SB 12 (Wed/Thurs, June 7/8)

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

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

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 
outside the U.S. Government.
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SB12 Periodic Update No. 4: Intensified Contacts between the £U and the 
Umbrella Bring a Positive Note, although Mechanisms' Fast Pace May be 
Slowing

Atmospherics

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

The second noteworthy atmospheric concerns dynamics within the 
G-77/China. Chairman Chow has been accused by the Saudis of moving at
“supersonic” speed through the mechanisms work, while the Saudis complain that
Little progress has been made with regard to building text on Articles 4,8/4.9 and 3.14.
This is likely to delay the issuance of the mechanisms revised text which we had been
hoping to receive by the weekend. The count down on ftiis one is not yet over, and
we have many allies within the G-77 (principally many of the more progressive
Latina). However, OPEC and some Africans are pushing hard for some kind of signal
to Annex I that they want something in exchange for their “cooperation.”

NGO Meeting - An Unfortunate Letter Is Delivered

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

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

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

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

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

Reaction to our Article 4 Efforts

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

In a side comment on onr presentation of this issue at the cross-cutting 
meeting on June 6, Richard Kinley - perhaps the wisest and most experienced 
on the climate secretariat, credited Dan Bodansky with delivering what he 
characterized as the best intervention he has heard since COP-3.
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Status of the NegotUtions

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

(a) Convention Articles 4.8Z4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of 
response measures) and Protocol Articles 23 and 3.14: The first discussion 
of Article 3.14 occurred on June 7. The Saudis once more listed their 
demands for minimizing the impacts of response measures that include 
eliminating tax distortions and removing subsidies; discouraging nuclear 
energy; supporting wider use of C02 sequestration technologies; helping with 
economic diversification; and providing compensation where adverse impacts 
are indicated. Annex I Parties took a firm and consistent line on this issue and 
during the discussion of minimizing the impacts of climate change, as well. 
The leading process debate continues to be over the question of whether 
Article 3.14 will be handled as a separate decision or not. Annex I uniformly 
said no, Saudi Arabia gained the support of China that said the decision 
should be separate, because Article 3,14 deals only with Annex I obligations 
4.8Z4.9. The Saudis pushed back hard on this point.

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

(c) Kyoto Mechanisms; There were no formal meetings on Wednesday. They 
resume later today (June 8). Malaysia’s Chow Kok Kee, the chair of this 
group, held a meeting with a contact group and reported that the G-77 had not 
as yet agreed to release his revised text He hopes that following additional 
consultations within the group that this might be possible by Friday. If this is 
not the case, he will hold an additional general discussion next Monday (June 
12) and will issue the text on Tuesday - if there are no objections raised by 
Parties, (Comment; We understand that the delay is being caused by the 
Saudis and their allies who insist that Chow has moved too quickly on 
mechanisms, leaving their issues at a disadvantage. The tinning for the Article 
4.8/4.9 discussions was shifted today to permit the holding of a mechanisms 
meeting in place of a session on cross-cutting issues. Article 14.8Z4.9 Is being 
allocated an additional three hour session on Saturday. End Comment)

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

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

Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF); During a 
marathon presentation of its report, various IPCC scientists - led by Chair Bob 
Watson - outlined the reports conclusions and responded to questions. More 
detailed reporting will be available in a future update. Suffice it to note the 
interest in this topic exhibited by developing countries, and especially by the 
Latins. Colombia’s Black gave a particularly compelling intervention on the 
utility of sinks as CDM projects. Although the EU warned us to expect a

tough” paper on sinks, the British appeared to have been impressed with 
the explanation we gave to them at our June 7 bilateral on the way we propose 
to handle Article 3,4’s additional activities. We will make another push at a 
bilateral with the BU Presidency (Portugal) later on June 8,

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

Cross-Cutting Issues: The second meeting scheduled for the afternoon of 
June 8 has been cancelled because it is not needed. As noted, the time slot has 
been given to the mechanisms working group.
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US CLIMATE ACTION NETWORK

TO;

CC:

FAX;

FROM:_

DATE;

RE:

J367 Connecticut Avenue, AW, Suite 300 • }Vashington, DC 20036 
Tel.' (202) 78S-8702 • Fax:(202) 785-870J *£mail:neddy 9ciel.org

FAX MEMORANDUM
Please Deliver Immediately

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

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

647-0191,456-2710

Nathalie Eddy, US CAN, International Coordinator

June 7. 2000 • PAGES; 6

USCAN letter to gimate Negotiators___________________________________

Dear U.S. Climate Delegation,

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

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

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

Sincerely,

NathaHe Eddy
USCAN, International Coordinator
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American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy • Center for Intomatvonal Environmental Law 
Climate Solutions • Environmental Defense • Environmental and Energy Study fcstimte • 

Friends of the Earth-US >• Greenpeace-US . Minnesotans for an Energy-Efficient Economy - 
Natural Resources Defense Council • National Environmental Trust •

• Ozone Action • Physicians for Social Responsibility •
Sierra Club • Union of Concerned Scientists • United Methodist Church:

■ General Board of Church and Society • US Public Interest Research Group
• World Wildlife Fund

June 7. 2000

Dear Climate Negotiator.

As members of rhe US Climate Action Network (USCaN) we are writing to you regarding 
cntical issues underlying the upcoming climate negotiating sessions in June, September and at COP6 in 
The Hague. These negotiations will do much to detemune the long-term environmental integrity of the 
Kyoto Protocol. Whether the Protocol emerges from COP6 as an instrument that will spur action to 
reduce greenhouse gases, or as a loopholcriddan agroemem that promises such action without 
delivering it depends.on you. Should Paities choose not to negotiate sufficiently strong rules for the 
mechanisms, compliance and the role of sinks, real progress towards the objective of the Framework 
Convention will not be achieved, and support for the Kyoto Protocol will diminish worldwide.

The decisions to be taken at COP6 pose substantial methodological, institutional and technical 
challMges. But perhaps the most serious potential barrier to progress is US demands, in the name of 
full flexibility, for concessions that could undermine the environmental .effectiveness of the Kyoto 

Protocol as a pre-requisite for US ratificaiion of the agrecnoenc. There is a serious risk that a 
combination of unfettered trading of “hot air” tons; broad definitions of additional Land-Use Change 
Forest^ (LUCP) activities under Anicle,3.4 chat would open the way for crediting business-as-usual 
LUCF practices; weak rules for Joint Implementation (JD and Clean Development Mechanism (CDMl 
that would allow crediting of nuclear power, so-called “clean coal,” large hydro and other dubious 
projects; and “borrowing” from future budget periods as the principal non-compliance remedy could 
result in a Protocol that does not require any change from business-as-usual emission trajectories.

The notion that measurwi like these are essential to secure ratification by the United States 
Senate is misguided. Sacrificing environmental integrity will do little to generate political support for 
the Kyoto Protocol in the US Congress. Rather, it is only through our broad-based mobilization of the 
environmental, religious and other grassroots constituencies, along with increasing public awareness 
and concern about global warming, that the political climate will be changed sufficiently to allow 
Senate ratification. The enthusiastic support of these constituencies for the Protocol, along with, that of 
^e growing group of US companies that actually wish to reduce emissions, would be threatened by 
decisions at COP6 to weaken its environmental integrity.

We are attaching a report on a number of encouraging US domestic developments on the global 
warming issue. We believe the political.climate for taking action to reduce US GHG emissions is 
improving and will continue to improve in the months ahead. It would be short-sighted in the extreme 
for governments to agree to compromises at COP6 chat weaken the Kyoto Protocol out of a mistaken 
belief that this provides any greater assurance of US ratification. We urge you to hold firm for COP6 
decisions that strengthen, rather than undermine, the Protocol’s environmental effectiveness.

Sincerely,

Members of US QUmate Action Network
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p^^n^Earth Negotiations Bulletir^^^^
A Reporting Servicefor Environment and Development Negotiations _ 

Online at http://www.iisd.ca/climate/sbl2/ (U
\/ot. l2No. 130 Pubiishedby1helntsmationaHnstHutefor Sustainable DeveJopinent(IISD) Thursday, a June 2000

HIGHUGHTS from FCCC SB-IZ 
INFORMAL MEETINGS 

WEDNESPAY, 7 JUNE 2000 
Delegates to thein/bn^ meetings preceding SB-12 metu 

di scuss: Protocol Article 3.14 (advene efTects); technology , 
transfer; compliance; guidelinaj under Protocol Articles S (metb- 
odologica] Issues), 7 (cooimunication of informadoo) and 8 
(review of infomiation); and capacity building. They also ' 
convened for a briefing on the IPCC Special Repon on Land Use. 
Land-Use Change and Forestry.
INFOKhUL MEEjmOS AND WORKSIfOPS

ADVXRSE EFFECTS; Participants discussed Protocol 
Article 3.14 and outlined possible actions to minimize the adverse 
effects of climate change and/or impacts of response measures.

Actions to mfnimiBo the impacts of response measures: 
SAUDI ARABIA said Annex IPardcs should: eliminate tax ' 
distortions and remove subsidiofi; discourage nuclear energy; 
support wider use of C02 aeijueabation technologies; holp with 
economic diveraificaiion; and provide eempeasation where 
adverse effects arc demonstrated. The US recalled a recent OPEC 
study indicating thatjoint action by OPEC memben alonecould be 
sufBcient to counuracr any possible impact of response measures 
on revenue flowa. With AUSTRALIA, be noted efforts by some 
oil-producing countries to set aside oil revenua to help midgate 
the impacts of response measures. VEh^UELA cautioned 

^ttnst attempts to shift commitments under Article 3.14 away 
^^B\nnex I Parties. ZIMBABWE said income from Annex 1

carbon taxes could be used to support technology transfer, 
while SOUTn AFRICA added that the revenue could fund rele­
vant research.

Aetisns te minimize the impacts of climate change: The US 
and UK said implementing the Protaool is the most important step. 
AUSTRALIA supported eProtocol with a fliU, competilive and 
transparent emisslotts trading regimb and a CDM regime that 
includes sinks. NIGERIA and VENEZUELA said the mechanisms 
would be insufTiciaDCta ameliorate the impacts of climate change. 
SENEGAL called forimxnediatefinancial and technical support to 
implement adaptadon measures. BANGLADESH, BURKINA 
FaSO and the SUDAN atrosaed die need for early warning. 
systems and disaster preparedness. JAMAICA and BURKINA 
PASO highlighted the spedel needs of least developed countries.

Future dcciaioni and precessef: On ftiture decisions on 
FCCC Aitide 4.8 and 4.9 and Protocol Artiole 3.14, SWITZER­
LAND said itprefened one decision on both, while SAUDI 
ARABIA, CHINA and other developing countries supported sepa­
rate consideration and deddons, as Article 3.14 relates only to 
respoodbilities of Annex I Parties.

DEVELOPMENT AND TRANSFER OF TECH­
NOLOGY: Chair Dovland noted that three regional workshops 
had been held to advance understanding of technology needs, 
generate ideas on enhancing technology transfer, and consider 
elements of a ftamework for uobnalQgy development and transfer.

Reporting on the African workshop. Peter Zhou (Botswana) 
outlined technology transfer barriers including the lack of climate 
change policies, weak legal and regulatory frameworks, inade­
quate finance and problems with structural adjustment 
programmes. He noted the need to, inter alia: create strategic part­
nerships between governments,' the private sector, and donors; 
provide easier oocasa to financing environmentally-sound technol­
ogies (ESTs) and local technologies; and enhance skills to support 
decisionmaking.

Mahendra Kumar (Samoa), reporting on the Asia-Pacific 
workshop, said technology needs assessments should be country- 
driven and transparent, Involving multi-stakeholder participation. 
He noted the limited aaeniloo paid to adaptation technologies. 
Sheik Mohamed Khan (Guyana) said the Latin America and Carib- 
bew workshop stressed the need to, inter alia: build indigenoiu 
capacities to assimilate and absorb climate-friendly technologies; 
improve access to technology information; involve smaller coun­
tries in capacity building iniciativas; and overcome political 
barriers that result in low prioritization of technology issuea.

In the ensuing discussion, issues raised included the nqed for a 
focus on technology transfer for adaptation and a global advisory 
Institution to assist countries handling unsuitable technology. 
OguDlade Davidson, IPCC, outlined the IPCC Special Report on 
Methodological and Technological Iisues in Technology Transfer. 
He stressed that technology transfer for climate change should 
always be viewed in the FCCC’s contmet. and underscored the 
needfor rapid technology innovation and broad transfer ofEST for 
mitigation and adaptation. The FCCC Secretariat introduced the 
climate technology website (http://www.icfcQnsulting.com/ 
unfccq/olimnto.nBf) and the project inventory database pilot initia­
tive.'

COMPLIANCE: Delegates considered the Co-Chairs* 
Elements of a Compliance System for the Kyoto Pracoeol. On 
Objective. AUSTRALIA, with CANADA, sought to limit the 
compliance system to Annex I Parties' commitments. The EU 
suggested adding the objeotive of etiforcing compliance.

OnNaturc and Principles, delegates expressed mixed views on 
whether or not to include them explicitly. SAUDI ARABIA and 
CHINA opposed by AUSTRALIA and CANADA proposed 
tpedfying that the principle of common but diiTerentiated respon­
sibilities applied between Annex I and non-Annex 1 Parties. 
SOUTH AFRICA opposed by the US, proposed adding the 
“precautionary approach."

EnviroTunentof Am>tri«,tbpMiniiilri«-»orFotwgiArfMtv uul Envutminaoi afUorwey, ofTonipiAttain andEavlTemsneiotoff (hsOovoTunenl of
AiutnlU, Mid BP AlPOca. Logtiliaat hM h»*n prevtSad at rhls naetinB by the UNPCCC ScactanM.TtiaEulIaUBauttMBontaaladby e-fiwilaKenbt^tsd.or^

-1-1-212-644-0204: w: -ri-2l2-64a-020S. ITSO ei<B te doabofcd ^ e-irull tr <lnlb0Util.sa> iLiidiit 161 Portago Avtioua Base, SiK Floor, WinnipogTh^lote 
Cono4«-Tha opiiuaBS<Dcpf«*t(4iniboBsnhNa^oUa(ioiwBullaliaan ihoxoflho nulhomulddD BoinooasMrilyrefleor (he vitnut ofllSDEod aduTAiiidcn. 
from Vbo Earth NagoliotioaE BuUolia be ywetl in pon-«oimi«rolal publiMliapi only and only with appropOBlo laodonlc oluiics. ForngtnlliUan to juo ihli

ui eommenaial jrobncutinnii. contact thoMaasoiaB Editor. Eleatraisia vaaiona ofihe Suuetin mo sniio e-mail dlrtrlbuden Uita tad can bo found qBihol. into saa 
server at hRpc/Ainvw.nad.iio/IiiikagQK/. The xatcluic Image jnaa talua above Boon 02000 The Living Earth. Inc. hapr/Zlivirgaanlteam. For infonnalien on the Eanh 

NaBOtlaiiaDa])\tUa{in,aand*-aMilloihcMaiuEaviI2iiocu>rtl'Oqnio@|iji<lorg>. _____
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On Scope of Application, AUSTRALIA suggested specifying 

the provisions on Annex I Parties ’ obligations to which the system 
d apply. CANADA, the US, the EU and SWITZERLAND 
oned the concept whereby the system applies to all commit- 

its. On Functions of a Compliance InstitudODL SAUDI 
ARABIA prO|iosed adding that allcompliance and non-corapliance 
issues pcrtiiung to project activities under Article 12 (CDhf) shall 
be addressed by the CDM’t Executive Board. Supported by NEW 
ZEALAND, the US said the text should spedfy that the compli­
ance’ system is supplementary to all compliance aspects under the 
Protocol, AUSTRALIA and the EU suggeated an additional func­
tion of detennining whether or rtot a Party is in compliance with 
Artidel.l.

On Refeml. the US, SOUTH AFRICA end SWITZERlAND, 
opposed by SAUDI ARABIA, favored a role for reports by expen 
review teams (ERTi). The US, SWITZERLAND, NEW 
ZEALAND. CHILE and BRAZIL opposed a role for the COP/ . 
MOP. The UK, opposed by snveral delegates, supported a role for 
the Secretariat.

On Screening, SWITZERLAND stressed the need to identify

screening processes: the channeling of a cas« to the proper forum 
and assessing ifa case is unfounded oridls mlnlinls. v/ith the US and' 
the UK, but opposed by CHILE and SAUDI ARABIA, ihc said the 
formeriask could be performed by the Secretariat. She added that 
the liner task required a auhaiantive assegsment of a casetitat, if 
undertaken by a separate entity, could duplicate the work of the 
compliance institution. '

IPCC SPEPAL BKPORT; IPCC Chair^ert Watson 
presented the mejor Endings of the IPCC Special Report on Land 

Land-Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF), which were then 
^^^orat^ by the lead authors. On the global carbon' cycle, Bert 

said ecosystem models indicate that additional terrestrial 
of atmospheric C02 arising from indirect anthropogenic 

effects Is likely to be mfflntaiqed for several decades in the forest 
ecosystems, but may gradually diminish. Robdt Watson under^ 
scored that dcfiniDg afforestation, reforestation and defbosstation 
will be critical, as this will determinothe amouaiof land falling 
under Anlde 3.3 and treatment of the harvesting-f egeneration 
cycle. On carbon accoumifig: he presented land-bas^ and activity- 
based approaches, noting that In the fbnncr case it is difficult to 
fkaor out human-indued activities, while the lancr poses a risk of 
double counting. Beraaid Schlamadinger outlined three dlffereat 
accounting approaches applied to the FAO definitional scenario as 
well as the IPCC scenario to illustnte the effect of diffbnsat 
approaches under Article 3.3.

On Article 3.4. Robert Scholes noted that the magnitude of 
additional activities could be substantial compared to Article 3.1 
obligations, and distinguished between changes in management 
and in land cover. He ^blighted verifiability and associated noin- 
ditnaie Impacts and benefits as key issues for the COP.

Jayant Sathaye noted that LULUCF project experience ia being 
gained threug^ AI7 activities. He discussed concema with 
LULUCF projects, notably permanence, baselines, additionality, 
carbon 1 aokaga, monitoring and verification aadimplemBbtation 'of 
sustainability conditions. NEERavlndranath hi^li^tcd provisions 
for LULUCF in cuireot IPCC guidelines, and now they iiUght bo

to sceemmodfttaraqulrameiiu ofth«Praiooo], including 
additional activities under Article 3.4 and project-based activities. 
Peter Fiumhoff eaid a cystem of criteria and indicators could be 
useful to compare nistainable developmentimpa^ Bcroas 

^^LUCF alternatives. He said potential foe synergies with oth«/. 
^^Htilatentl environmental agreements exiat, and that aeverel 
^^Bota, tn/er alia, institutional and tccbnical capacity, oommuniry 
^^ticipation and technology transfer, arc critical to strenE^thening 

the sustainable development impacts of LULUCF activities.

In die ensuiog discussion, a number of delegates noted uncer­
tainties in the research, while several sought clarification on tech­
nical Issues. Participants also ralaed issues related to; suatainable 
development and a relevant framework; avoiding defores^on in 
tropical regions: consistent ground and aano^heric definitions; the 
effect of climate on photosynthetic potential in tropical regions; the 
potential for sinks activities to account for a significant proportion 
of Annex IParties' Protocol obligations; and questions relating to a 
full carbon accounting system.

CAPACITY BUILDING: Chair Ashe said the meeting aimed 
at developing a draft fiamewpik for capacity building, with the first 
session focussing on economies in transition (ETTs). Tha 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION asked about tiraoframos for capacity 
building. CANaDA urged EITs to integrate capacity building into 
oanonal planning processes, and to share their experiences.
Various US agencies outlined their capacity building activities for 
EITs, The EU hi^lighted the need for institutional capacity on 
inventories and on Protocol Articles S and 7. ROMANIA empha­
sized the importance of cepaaty building for inventories, JI, and . 
InstitUDonal and regulatory ftnmeworks, and suggested reference 
to “capacity development,*' HUNGARY urged greater efforts to 
harmonize capacity building'actions for ETTs, ENVIRON­
MENTAL DEFENSE and CANADA emphasized that capacity 
building should be austainable. EGYPT suggested expanding 
capacity building to other stakeholders and maximizing the use of 
regional institutions. The US underlined the fact that EITs have 
commitments to reduce emissions and suggested using the Protocol 
mechanisms to support capacity building. Noting the existing tech- 
Jiical and scienlific capacity in EIT», SWITZERLAND underlined 
the need for political suppon. NIGERIA noted the to build
capacity in negotiating stalls and outlined recent initiatives.

GUIDELINES UNDER PROTOCOL ARTICLES 5,7 A 8: 
Subgroup Articles 5.2 (adjustments) and * (review of infop-
matioa): Co-Chair James Penman (UK) asked the Secretariat to 
prepare now Draff Guidelines under Protocol Article 8, based on 
thcBtnicture of an EU proposal cooiaining: General ^proach, 
National Inventory Submissions. Infarmarion on Assigned 
Amounts, National Systems, National Registries, and Notional 
Communications and Other Commitments. The group then 
cofuinued its consideration afPartH of the guidelines. On Clasoifi- 
cation of Inventory Problems, tha EU presented its non^oper 
providing for, MeraHa, categories of problems triggering an expe­
dited procedure. The EU explained thai under this procedure', the 
^T» wmrld notify both the Party under review andthe compliance 
committee about a problem; the problems triggering an esqscdited 
procedure would be assessable during tha initi^ check of invento­
ries; and temporary measures would apply until the problem was 
solved.

Subgroup on Article 5.1 (national systems): T^s subgroup 
received a partial redraft of the second Draft Guidelines for 
National Systems under Protocol ArticlcS.l. Several delegates 
expressed their views on reporting with regard to national systems, 
and on links to Article 7. Ddegates also approved minortechnical 
changes to sub-paragraphs on Inventory ITeparation.

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
ARTICLXS S, 7 A 8: Meetings arc scheduled for 10:00 am in 

the Reger Room and 5:00 pm in the Haydn and Lenne Room s. 
MECHANISMS; Meetings will uke place at 10;00 oni and

7:00 pm in Plenary U.
LULUCF: To be held from 3.00 pm in the Haydn Room.
COMFXJANCE: This meeting >*«ill start at 3 ;00 pm in the 

Schumann Room.___
adverse EFFECTS: This meating will take place from 

5:00 pm in the Schumann Room.
Meetings detailsara subject to change. Coasult the announce­

ment board for details.



UtlO/CU'^

D*-* < UJ.^1 r , L£L/ ,1.^

From Hambley, Zimmer No. 104

TELEFAX

Date; Thursday, 8 June 2000

UNCLASSIFIED

TO;

FROM: 
'

Ms. Linda Catlett

USDEL/BONN - SB-12 (Climate Change) - Mark G. 

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

SUBJECT: Climate Change (SB 12): Periodic Update No. 5

Supplenifintal Reporting for Wednesday/Thursday, June 7-8, 2000

Attached ^ a copy of detailed USDEL reporting for June 6/7, plus the June 6 copy 

ofo the Earth Negotiations Bulletin. These reports should be read in conjuotion with 

Updates No. 3 and 4. Please distribute them to the addressees on the attached list 

Many thanks.

MGH
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List of Redpients for Periodic Reporttne 

.1. SesEions of the Snbsidiaiy Bodies

of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB12)

June 5-16, 2000 
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Dan Balzer et.
Susan Gordon/H.Kaufman 

Chris Mann 
Nigel Purvis

Roger BaUentine 
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Rosina Bierbaum 
Ian Bowles Todd 
Stem 
Robert Crumby 
Robert Festa 
Dana Palmer 
George Frampton 
David Gardiner 
John Gibson 
David Ooldwyn 
Robert Lawrence 
Margot Anderson 
Michael Orfini 
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Dan Reicher
Bill White
Brian McLean
Dina Kruger
Kevin Doxey
David Hays
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 

8 June 2000

See Recipients’ List

USDEL/B onn - Mark G. Hambi

Periodic Update No. 5 from SB 12 (supplemental reporting)

This message transmits additional repeating on events and activities during the 

Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn during the June 5-16 

txme&ame. This message includes the foUowing reports by USDEL members, plus a 

copy of the June 7 Earth Negotiations Bulletin-

(A)Notes on the June 6 mechanisms informal workshop prepared by EPA’s Jennifer 

Macedonia;

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

representatives prepared by EPA’s Jennifer Macedonia;

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

DeRosa Joynt;

(D)  Notes on the first technology transfer meeting and on the EU-Umbrella Group 

consultation, both held on June 7, prepared by EPA’s Paul Schwengels;

(E) A report on the June 7 meeting on Articles 4.8M.9 and Article 3.14 prepared bv 

USAID’s Duane Laldch Muller,

(F) A ropon on the IPCC's presentation of its special report on sinks which I believe 

was prepared by USDA; and

(G) The June 7 edition of the NGO-prepared Earth Negotiations Bulletin.

All of the foregoing materials should be read in conjunction with our Updates 

No 3 and 4. As is the case ^th other reports, these are for internal use only and are 

not intended for dissemination outside the U.S. Government.
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The session

NOTES: 6/6 Mechanisms Informa] Workshop

 spent “waJking through the garden” on emissions trading and 

JI with presentatioiis by the Chair (Chow). India again made an early intervention about 

the need to discuss the basics (principles) first. Saudi Arabia intervened early 

infonnine that tlm IS only perceptions of the Chair and will have no bearing on the 

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

Chow’s presentation on emissions trading (ET) covered the following issues; 1) 

Participation (Eligibility); 2) Modalities of Operation; 3) Liability, Most of the 

discussion was about Liability options, including whether the compliance regime 

would be strong enough to support seUer liability. Chow’s comments hinted that he 

might have a bias against post verification and perhaps for seUer liability. AOSIS 

supported the Swiss proposal and the compliance reserve. In the US intervention we 

mentioned the similarities between Articles 4 and 17 and precedence that Article 4 

operates under seller liability.

The JI presentation covered 2 options for “regulatory intensity of Article 6 projects”:

1) extend JI projects to CDM project cycle/^rocess. 2) minimal reporting and optional 

venfication by host Party. Although the second option was likely meant to capture the 

Umbrella Group position, it is not an accurate representation, Annex I Parties argued 

the differences'between JI and CDM. Several G77 countries (including India and 

Nigeria) raised the concern that trading and JI “would squeeze out the CDM” and 

suggested restricting the size/amount of trading/JI or applying rules that will lead to 

parallel transaction costs to the CDM. EU responded by saying their supplementaxity

proposal would help by limiting transfers (false). India stated that Article 6 is proof 

of the imperfections of Article 17 (a dangerous line of reasoning). The US stated that 

although JI might have a similar project cycle to the CDM, the difference that ERUs 

conw from existing assigned amount leads to an Imponant question about the need for 

institutions at the international level vs. the national level. Further, we supported the 

New Zealand intervention which focused on ensuring the environmental integrity of JI 

by focusing intemationaJ review oa projects in host countries found out of compliance 

with inventory and registry requirements, Poland supported option 2.

Jmacodonux
6/6/00
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NOTES: 6/6 Mechanisths Meeting with NGOs

There were 2 panels with NGO presentations on the mechanisms. The first was 

with busmess mcluding the following panelists: Nick CampbeU and Norinc 

Kennedv of Cham^ of Commen=« OCC). Jo„«han Onm. of 

e^lcum^dusoy Environmental Conservation Association (IPrECA). John Novak

of International Climate Change 

aimerehip (ICCP). and Paul Metz representing the European and US Business

t t ^ following: 1)

clear, predictable rules that do not overly burden the mechanisms, without quaUtativc

or quantitative restrictions on use of mechanisms; 2) the Importance of en^

s';sssTsr=sss'*-sc"“’”
 
'

second ^el was made up of environmental NGOs including; Qare Tenner of

Venfication Technology Infoimation Centre fVERTIC). Glenn Wiser of Center for(CIEL), Liam Salter of World Wildlife Fund 

Nataly Eddy of the Climate Action.Network (CAN). NGOs 
supponed 

^ following: 1) eligibility requirements with pre-commitment period review and a 

hcense approach; 2) buyer liability with the opportunity to turn ‘good as 

gold based on post venfication; 3) priority for smaU clean CDM projects like 

rencA^ables; and 4) public participation in the CDM, including disclosure of all 

relevant information, public participation in decision making at the stages of 

project approval, verification, certification, and accreditation, as well as civil 

society participation in the Executive Board.

Jmscsdonia ' 6/6/00
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c Informal Workshop on Capacity Building 
June 7, 2000

Notes: Barbara De Rosa Joynt and Duane Lakich Muller

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

The Chair will prepare an elements paper on capacity building for EITs by Monday. 
June 12. The next informal workshop, scheduled for Friday, June 9, will focus on 
capacity building for developing countries, and will include a presentation by the GEF 
on the Capacity Development Initiative.
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ana is intended to provide the basis for a major technology transfer decision at mp/? PvraArt 

consultant from the regions presented results of the threVregional workshops in Ajuahl

lectoXrL'S^"'"®' ■>“* at the nahhSZ
techno ’ ^ miprovcd access to mfomiation on technology, integrated approaches to

technology cooperation such as the US-sponsored TCAPP. need to created cnablLr 

environment, md the importance of greater emphasis on transfer of adaptation technflodes 

in

toe Specid R^ort on Teo^ology Transfer, which was generally constructive. A fewpresentations and discussion, including publicly owned
tedinob^"teth^oT^'
* bel^ri S^;h ^ technology transfer indicators, whidi will have to

be dealt mth in the ongoing negotiations. A Nigerian delegate, in his comments called for

ome Cto f ® technology transfer instead of the Friends

of the process, which is currently in place. This change is opposed by the Chair the

.=.'s='ss;rsss"£r.rssr’j^^^

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

r“f!sssrsrss’ ;a.£ssrs-"7:ssxs“ia"“-i*' s—=.^
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Informal Workshop on Article 4.8Z4.9 (3.14) 
Wednesday June 7, 2000 (10am-1pm) 

Notes: Duane Laldch Muller

r
The Informal Workshop on Article 48/4.9 (3.14) co-chaired by Bo Kjellen (Sweden) and 
Mohammed Reza Salamai (Iran) focused discussion on Article 3.14 (KP). The co-chairs 
asked Parties to provide inputs and comments to the COP/MOP-1, Saudi Arabia stated 
that Annex I Parties should remove subsidies on the production of fossil fuels; discourage 
the use of nuclear energy; encourage a wider use of carbon sequestration technologies; 
and assist developing coimtries to. diversify their economies.' Japan corrected Saudi 
Arabia indicating subsidies to the coal industry are being phased out. Zimbabwe 
supported Saudi Arabia on the need for insurance (e.g., compensation), and called for a 
mechanism to exchange information on PAMs through National Communications by 
Armex I countries; build capacity of developing countries to develop regional models for 
response measures; and use a carbon tax as a way to reduce emissions and transfer 
technology. Senegal, joined by South Africa, supported Zimbabwe on the need for 
immediate financial and technical support. Nigeria, highlighting the important role of the 
energy sector in sustainable development, called for assistance in the area of gas/hydro/ 
solar/biomass sectors.

The US stressed that both aspects of 3.14 (response measures and adverse effects of 
climate change) highlight the link of 4.8/4.9, and that one way to minimise the adverse 
effects of climate change is to implement the Kyoto Protocol. Australia (and the UK) 
highlighted the importance of information exchange and capacity building, and supported 
the US in the area of uncertainty regarding impacts of policies and the need to implement 
the Kyoto Protocol; Australia and New Zealand stressed that Art 3.14 calls for Parties to 
“strive to minimize,” while also pointing to the inierrelationship of the global economy, 
and the need for opon/transpareut Mechanisms (CDM, JI, ET^. Bangladesh highlighted 
the need for allocating a portion of fuiiding for the least developed countries, especially 
in the area of disaster mitigation and training needs in the area of vulnerability and 
adaptation assessments. Switzerland supported the IPCC’s report on Regional Scenarios 
for climate, change, and the use of tradJlional channels for informaiion exchange.
Burkina Paso and Jamaica spoke of the need for special considerations for the least 
developed countries. Nigeria disagreed with the US on,the issue of modeling, and stated 
that specific taxes on imported petroleum could help developing countries.

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

Thcpresentaciona focused on:

1} The Global Coihon Cycle
2) Definidons
3) ImpUcationfl of Aitide 3 J (Afforestation, Reforestation, and 

Deforestation)
4) In^lications of Article 3.4 (Additional Activities)

5) Consistency with Cmront Nahonal Inventory Systems

6) Projects
7) Issues Related to Sustainability
Questioas/Concemt ware focused on two broad areas:

1) Measurability of carbon stock changes (both in terms of jneedng national commitments and for 

projects)
2) Issues related to sustainability

Measurability

Nigeria raised tho concern that authors correctly pointed out how difficult it would be to measure 

and how developing countries would be expected to develop the expertise to measure if developed 

countries could not measure?

Hie response feoin the authors was the all developed countries could measure carbon stock 

changes if the saw the mason to do it. They all collect the baaio data but prior to Kyoto 

there was no reasoa to pull it all togethar. They also agreed that there should be extensive 

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

Canada raised the question that if we adopt a con^rohensive accounting approach, are definitions 

of forests important?

The authors noted feat a comprehemive approach would eliminate issues, but that the Kyoto 

Protocol was not on comprehensive approach. le. Since 1990, only look at aRD. 

Therefore, by definition it was not oomprehensive and that is why we are having many of 

the problems we are having-

A country asked about the consiatency between current national reporting guidelines and 

fee requirements under fee Kyoto Protocol?

The authors noted thm the national reporting guidelines were not developed fer meeting 

the Kyoto protoeol. While there was work to be done if one wanted to adopt fee guideline 

for Kyoto roparting purposes, it was doable. The point was made that fee guidelines 

already provide a good point of departure were country emissions were comparable.

Sustainability

Tuvalu raised concerns about not have global sustainability criteria and I believe raised fee issue 

feat Annex I countries could meet all thair conunitments through sinks?

Response was feat global sustainability is an important issue but fee authors soundly 

overmracd fee idta that Annex 1 countricn could meet their conunitments through sinks. 

Discussed the policy assumptions Underlying tabic 4 and noted that it will take a 

combination of emissions reductions and sink enhancement to meet fee targets.

Bolivia raised fee concern that pennancnce was not only a sinks issue. They noted feat fossil 

fuel reduction may not permanently reduce carbon In the atmosphere either (o.g. a piece of ooal 

could simply be burned next year instead of this year).

Response was that pennaaanoe was, in feet, an issue mainly related to oarbon sequestration 

■n^ is commonly confused issue, but there Is a distinction between 1) reducing fossil fliel use 

and preventing a carbon cmlasion. Preventing defbrestation and 2) sequestering carbon

Cf
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The US hi^lighiod the need to mointein similar approaches on 
^^cles 4 (joint fulfillment of cominitmentt) and 17 (cmisiioas 

as both pennit Parties to fulfill obligations cdlecdvely, 
^^Hointed out that Aitiele 4 refers to transferor liability. 
^I^ALU, on behalf of AOSIS, highlighted the need for environ' 

nemaJ ioic^iy of emissiona trading systems and sought elabon*; 
ion on the idea of a ootopliancc reserve, COLOMBIA stressad the 
teed for a suitable system for the measurement of emissions fhtm 
toioc and mobile sources. INDIA stressed the need to first deter- 
mne the character, natura and volume of the transferable. Hs said 
hat the CDM could be marginalized by emissions trading because 
»f its sustainable development requirements.

Joint Implementation; Chair Chow sought delegares' views 
>n subjeaing II projects to CDM*type requirements. Noting the . 
lifferent objectives of CDM and JI, JAPAN and POLAND VBU«d 
kgainst additional requirements on JL NEW ZEALAND, with the 
JS, argued that a JI project should be subject to CDM-type scrutiny 
mly where a Party does not comply with Articles 5 and 7. and 
vhere these both impact on the prefect. The EU supported a CDM. 
ype project cycle to ensure environmental credibility at the project 
evd. NIGERIA expressed concern that different transaction ca«s 
vould reduce CDM tak»-up and, witfa INDIA end CHINA 
iroposed similar requirements for JI. SOUTH AFRICA argued 
hat JI's limitation 10 Annex 1 Parties does not justify less onerous 
equirements. The US argued against imposing CDM-^ype require- 
nenisjust to ensure parity with JI.

Industry and environmental NCOs’ positions: In an evening 
ession on business and NGO perspectives on themeehanitmc, 
epresentatives from the business community, including the Inter- 
lationil Chamber of Caraeaerca and the Intematieoal Climate . 
lhargePannership, recommended. Inter afro, that COP-6; agree to 
(car definitions bnfUngibllity and tradeabilily; eschew quantita- 
ive restrictions in the mechanisms; provide daiity on the proposed 

^^^tional controls for CDM; create a strong and Air compUance 
and approve meehanisms for faat-tiack CDM crediting. 

^Iwreprcscntativos expressed preference for seller liability.
The Climate Action Network (CANL representing the NGOs, 

.aid Annex-I participation in the mechanisms ahcxild hinge on their 
ibllity to monitor and report emissions to a given standard and 
rack changes to AAUs. On liability. CaN supported a hybrid 
luyer-seller liability ensuring environmental efTectivefness and 
:apturing the market’s power tp enhance compliance. On CDM, 
TAN said it must encourage the developmeat of markets for clean 
mergy technologies in the South; suppon local, regional and 
\ationaI development priorities; have minimum overall environ, 
ncntal impacts; and notundenninB Annex 1 domestic action. CAN 
ilso suggested measures to enhance public participation in the 
CDM Proj ect Cycle.

CR05S<iUTTING ISSUES; Chair Dovland said this 
'neeting was aimed aifhcilitating coherence and eliminating dupli- 
::a(ioB of work among the various issues under negotiation. He 
noted linkages between the work on mechanisms, compliance and 
Articles 5,7 and 8, and suggested grouping tiiese cross-cutting 
issues in seven areas; supplementary information relating to the 
mechanisms; the review of mechanlsms-rclated activitier, the rela­
tionship between the adjustment and compliance procedure^ the 
relationship between the dasAfication of problems and the 
screening procedure; implemenotion iasues; and criteria for mech­
anisms pa^cipation. He then listed 14 specific questioos related to 
these cross-cutting issue* and ideniiflod ndiich of the throe conract 
groups should take the lead role in responding to each of these 
questions. He noted that further questions could be added to this 
list, and that there were link^es between other issues under negoti- 
ati on. such as the potential linkages betwaaa work on PftMs and 

Article 4.8 and 4.9 and Protocol Artiole 3.14. 
additional cro&s<<utting issuss, SAUDI ARABIA asked 

inter alia: the relatioasaip between the financial penalty 
iffifcr the compliance regime end Protocol Articles 2.3 and3.14;

the relationship between the complisnca mechanism and Articles 5 
and 7; and whether an Annex I Party might lose its eligibility to 
participate in the mechanisma if in non-compliance with other Arti- 
des. GHaNA straesed tbatprovisiorts under Article 12 (CDM) 
should not be seen to replace those under FCCC Article 4.5 (tech­
nology transfer), 4.8 and 4.9. The US raised questions about the 
rdshboship between Articlc4 (joini fulfillmeni of commitments] 
and Aitides S, 7 and 8, the mechanisms and the compliance 
regime. TbaEU asked about the implioations of dlfTerent options 
relating to liabili^ for reporting anef review under die cemjsliance 
system. He said consideration of the linkage between Articles 7 and 
8 on the one hand, and Articles 6 and 12 on the other, should be 
extended to Article 17,

Land use, land-use change and FORESTHY;
Delegates were updated on the progress of the ooatact group 
charged with compiling the proposals for a data-reporting format. 
On guiding principles and criteria for tiie identification of addi­
tional activities under Article 3.4 (changes in carbon stocks). Co- 
Chair Philip Cwage (Uganda) underscored the need for consis­
tency with the FCCC objective, and said sequestration is not 
comparable with emissions reductions. The EU said criteria should 
be verifiable and take into accountihe objective of sustainable 
developmqit. She said carbon stock change should be attributable 
to human-induced activities. AUSTRALIA said attention should 
be i^d to the use of the critoria before considering the nature and 
scope of guiding principles.

The US proposed starting wiih the (ssues Identified in FCCC 
Article 3.4. He stressed the need for comprehensiveness to ensure 
that the maximum incentive is given to Patties to reduce emissions 
and enhance sequestratioa, and said measures undertaken should 
be cost efllectivc. CANADA underscored the importance of empha­
sizing the notional context of sustainable development, while 
TUVALU stressed a broader approach.

Co-Chair Thoi^eirsson said a liat of guiding principles and 
criteria could provide a context for country submissions. He 
suggested separating guiding principles and criteria. AUSTRALIA 
cautioned against differentiating between guiding principles and 
criteria, recalling similar earlier discussions that had not resulted in 
agreement Supponedby the US, she said the guiding principles for 
additional activities under Article 3.4 already exist In the FCCC 
and Protocol, and questioned the need for a list. The oo-chairs will 
compile the discussions for consideration at the next informal 
meeting.
INTHECORRWORS

Some participants feltthe session on cross-cutting issues repre>- 
sented B barometer for the meeting so far, which seems to have 
started constructively. A number of participants suggested that 
Wednesday's briefing on the IPCC’g Special Repoa on LULUCF 
could result ic the most lively session of the meeting to date.

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

from 10:00 am intheKaydn Room.
LULUCF; Ameatiiigis expected to convene at 11 ;00 am in the 

Haber Room.
COMPLIANCE: The infonnal meeting on compliance will 

lake place at 3;0^m in the Schumann Room.
IPCC BRlEIiXNG ON LULUCF; The briefing on the new 

IPCC Special Report on LULUCF will uke place at 3;00 pm in 
Plimary H,

ARTICLES S, 7 & 8: This meeting is scheduled to take place 
from 7;00 pm.

capacity BUILDING: This meeting is sohedul ed to take 
place from 7:00 pm.

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

TOTAL P.22
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From Hambley, Zimmer No. 104

TELEFAX

Date: Friday, 9 June 2000

UNCLASSIFIED

OES - Assistant Secietaiy David Sandalow
OES - Ambassador Kenneth Brill

FROM: USDEL/BONN - SB-12 (Climate Change) - Mark G. Hambley^
Mark G. Hambley, FAX No. 49 228 269-8222, Room 104

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

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

MGH
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9 June 2000

X'
To: See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Bonn - Mark Q. Hamble;^>

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

Thursday, June 8, to the afiemoon on Friday, June 9.

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

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

outside the U.S. Government.
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SB12 Periodic Update No. 6: Progress Slows as Governments Start to Take
Stock on Mechanisins and Smks-related Issues

Atmospherics
The work of the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN

Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB12) slowed somewhat during the June
8 discussions. The G-77 is reportedly still considering whether to permit the issuance
of the revised mechanisms text before the weekend. The excuse given is that they
want to have a public reading before doing so. The real reason, it has be^ suggested,
is that Saudi Arabia and alUes within the group are insisting that mechanisms is
proceeding “too fast” in relation to what they argue is the lack of progress on their
issue (Articles 4.8Z4.9 et). India's Shaima did suggest to us that it might be possible
to receive an “informal” copy of the document prior to the weekend- However, it
might well have been only posturing to make himself look better to Annex 1
colleagues.

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

The Russians Arc Coming (and some are already here)

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

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

Reactions to the NGO Letter

Wc have not received reactions from any government to the NGO letter
reported m Update 4 that casts U.S. positions on the Kyoto Protocol in disparaging
terms. Surprisingly, it was not even featured in the latest edition of ECO (included in
this report), despite the fact that this broad sheet is only one page, rather than its usual
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_________ four, thus tbis edition of ECO is refemd to in the^tois’ self-
j etvii* jie “ECO-Lite” i As it is, the letter has only been left out on a.We“bufJube4edby.nygoveinmentrep^^^^^^^ 

have rantinued to up-braid NGOs whose organhattons signed the letter, and our 
chastisement has had a modest, mollifying effect.

Reactions to onr Article 4 Placements

Our delegates have sueeeeded in plaeing our concerns on the EU 
naritv issues throughout these discussions with adroitness and clanty. Spealicauy, 
Sve iuced them in the Articles 5/7/&B; mechanisms; and compbanee

Our umbrella partners are broadly on hoard and no one to spoken out 
against our effort, although some moderate concern as the nnung hM 
Ae EU'S public reaction has been likewise muted, although we understand that some
alarm bells are ringing in the EU bunker.

Status of the Negotiations
The following paragraphs provide insights into the status of the various topics 

under consideration during this first week of informal discussion,

(A) Convention Articles 4.8/43 (affects of climate change and impacts of
response measures) and Protocol Articles 13 and 3.14: Discussions continued 
on the evening of June 8. The group looked at a compilation of proposals 
submitted by around six Parties and then talked about the way forward. Part of 
the discussion was somewhat surreal but typical of the best in climate change 
rcnaitee by using a canoe metaphor to explain our process; some Parties saw i^ in 
one canoe paddling together; others saw a small flotUla; Canada point^ out the 
different kinds of strokes that determine the course of travel. Our readers will get
the point.
Both co-chaifs (Salamat of Iran and Kjellen of Sweden) maintained their position, 
supported by Saudi Arabia, that they would like to move to a synthesized 
compilation document for discussion by the Saturday, June 10 meeting. Annex 1 
Parties understandably objected, joined by some unexpected support from some 
developing countries, like Zimbabwe. These countries all indicated they want 
time to study the papers that have been presented. Some developing countnes are 
looking especially at some of the adaptation proposals contained in some of the 
submissions. The group was scheduled to resume its discussion on Friday 
evening. This meeting has been cancelled. Whether this will mean that the 
encounter planned for Saturday will now be expanded to more than its anticipated 

three hour session is not known.

(B) Technology Transfer: The second meeting was held as an expanded “fri^ds” 
group under Chair Dovland. Our lead in these talks. State's Duncan Mar^ 
described the session as “rocky." Dovland tried to focus the meeting on themes, 
rather than actions, but this provoked vocal discussion by G-77 representatives. 
Latin and African delegates vented with complaints of a varying naruie. The 
meeting was not positive. The EU introduced an interesting proposal that would
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5have brought capacity building in dut CDM into flicse discussions. However, this

idea is not likely to have wings.

(O Kyoto Mechanisms: During its fliree hour session, Clum^ Chow I'd
^ ’ Jup through the tact so quiddy that fte body adjo^ T'STn^ats of

Sedule. TTiere were no questions on emisstous t^. rU
sinks once more intervened in support of these aetivitres m die CDM. Somc^t
surprisingly, the EU indicated that it “might consider" certain projects provided
these met certain criteria.
At an mnbreUa group meeting, we raised the issue of a hybrid liability optiM. We
found no takers. Australia expressed concern, while New Zealand jJpeared
genuinely ‘shocked’ by the perception that we were walking away from seller
Uability. We reiterated our support for seller liability but we are
thinking about other options, too. Meanwhile Malaysia’s Chow Kok Kee, the
chair of this group, reported that the G-77 had still not as yet agreed to release his
revised text. Although he did not say so, the reason appears to be as reported m
Update No. 4 - Saudi Arabia.

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

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

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

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

(F) Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF): Two core issues
that are under consideration are (a) consideration of the IPCC Special Report and
(b) elements for a decision at COP-6. The umbrella group would prefer a
structure for a decision, rather than actual elements. In fact, the Icelandic chair
told the group that while the mechanisms work is proceeding by means of a “walk
in the garden," the sinks work is more like building a house. The IPCC report
provided the foundation. Now there is the need to develop the axchitecture.
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In spite of this metaphor, it was quite evident during these discussion that the G- 
77/China has decided to slow the process down. Several developing countncs

and consideration of these issues were BoUvia, Nigena, Tuvalu. Senegal, China, 

and Brazil.

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

discussions especially painful.

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

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

JUSCANZ met for nearly an hour to coordinate positions across a wide range of
issues also joined by Harald Dovlin, SUBSTA Chair, Canada called for JUSCANZ to
lay down some forceful markers in the 4.8/4.9 Contact Group to forestall early action
in that forum. Australia reported that the Mechanisms discussion was proceeding
smoothly as r.tiairman Chow stayed on message that his consultations were not
negotiations but a “walk in his garden,” However, Canada warned that speed in the
Mechanisms discussion may complicate matters in the 4.8M.9 debate where the
Saudis complain about lack of progress in that forum.

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

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

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

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

gr^updo). The Saudis supported hiving a financial penalty as the cleanest way to go.

The US dalegaiion introduced a series of proposals connecting die Article 4 btibble to 
compUance consequences. New Zealand was the only other "
of aLng Article 4 elements. (Japan, having told us in consultations ^
issues should be raised only in the compliance group, but not m the mechanisiM and 
other groups,-failed to mention the issue in the debate.). Brazil and China spoke agams 
our favored idea of subtraction of tonnes as a non-compliance consequence. Japan 
continued to oppose any mandatory (hard) consequences focusing instead on 
that the complSice body make (non-binding) recommendations of policies and measures

to a Party found out of compliance.
The US delegation spoke in favor of working on issues related to a general procedure 
before deciding on special procedures, like an expedited process for mechanisms 
eligibility, and there was support for this approach. The EU, under pressure from Fran . 
now advocates calling the compliance body once established “The Compliance 

Authority."
The Co-Chairs have asked delegations to submit suggestions for legal text to the 
Secretariat over the next two days. The Co-Chairs will, they hope, produce a new text 
over the weekend that will be the subject of the work of the JWG next week. An existing 
wild card U whether the G77 and China wiU be able to prodnee a subnusaj^on m a timdy 
fashion, and whether that group’s failure to do so might end up delaying the JWG s work.

The US compUance team is working on its submission, and will be consulting in various 
contexts with the EU (which has sought us out continually during this session) and the
Umbrella Group.
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SB.12Earth Negotiations Bulletin
A ReportingServicefor Environment and Development Negotiations ^

Online at http://www.iisd.cayclimate/sbl2/ ‘
Vol. 12N^^1 PvtSshed ty htemaHofiellnsiMe for Sustainable Development (USD) Friday. B June 2000

HIGHLIGHTS FROM FCCC SB-12
INFORMAL IVIEETINGS

THURSDAY, 8 JUNE 2000
Delegates to the informal meetings preceding SB-12 continued 

'iscussioni on: mechanisms; land use. land-use change and 
orestiy; complIance;FCCCArndc 4.8 and 4.9 and Protocol 
iniclc 3.14 (adverse effects); and guidelines under Protocol 
les 5 (methodological issues), 7 (communication of infonnation) 
nd 8 (review of infonnation).

SFORMAL MEETINGS MWOJUCSHOPS
MECHANISMS; Joint ImpIcmcnUtien: BOLIVIA and 

:OUTH AFRICA urged greats equilibrium between the ailes 
dating to COM and II. CANADA and JAPAN emphasized that JI 
jsuhjea to the rigor of guidelines under Protocol Articles 5,7 and 
.. CHINA suggested ihalJl be subjert to COM requirements, and 
ought clarity on who should pay for this. The EU tod SWIT2BK- 
AND Slid their submissions on baselines for CDM applied to JI. 
;OUra AFRICA said its submisaon on moniioring, reporting and 
criftcation for CDM also applied to JI.

Clean Development Mechanism: BOLIVIA, COLOMBIA 
he US. IRAN, HONDURAS and NORWAY supported the inclu- 
on of sinks projects in the CDM on the grounds that, inter alia: 

'early one-fifth of global emissions come from deforestolion and 
.Im osi 90‘A of emissions from tropi cal countries are from 
.ULUCF activities. IRAN saldthatln light of the FCCC’s 
lompreheasive approach, the CDM should cover all six gases, and 
11 sources and sinks. The EU and SWITZERLAND opposed sinks 
.rejects in the CDM, as it raised questions of methodolofpcal 
mcertainty, non-pemaanencc and leakage. The SUDAN and 
lENEGAL said it was premature to decide on die inclusion of 
•inks, as the IPCC report had just been released. AOSIS, with
IOLOMBIA, said Protocol Article 6 (JI) and 12 (CDM) should be
liven equal treatment in the context of share of process for adap- 
atioti, as this would ensure real additional funds for adaptation,
ufTicient funds for administrative costs, and no additional transac- 
i on costa for the CDM. NORWAY and the EU opposed a provi-
:ion on share of prodeodsin Articleatiand 17 (Emissions Trading).
5OLIVIA called for an analysis to determine ifproject-by-prdjecr '
ir rcgional/sectoral baselines would bo appropriate. INDIA
:upponed projccl-by-proj ca baselines. SWITZERLAND, ihc US
md NORWAY underscored theneedforstakeholderparticipation
md transparency in the CDM. SAUDI ARABIA and AOSIS
jpposed nuclear projects under CDM.

GUIDELINIS underprotocol articles S,TSci: 
Subgroup on Articles 5.2 (idiuutmeau) and 8 (review of tafor- 
nution); Delegates exchanged views on the Draft Guidelines 
under Article 7. On information submitted under Article 7.1 
(inventory) delegates, Inter alia, stressed thaiinformation through 
registries would be available more frequently than annually, and 
highlighted linkages with work on mechanisms and LULUCF. On 
infonnation submitted under Article 72 (national eoffltnunica- 
tioa). the EU, supported by SAUDI ARABIA proposed repotting 
on “demonstrable progress," The US, CANADA, NEW- 
ZEALAND and AUSTRALIA said this issue was not a priority for 
COP-6 and could be dealt with through the forthcoming national 
communications. When considering the Draft Guidance on Meth­
odologies for Adjusttnents, the EU, with SWITZERLAND and 
SLOVAKIA said the trial period on inventory review woul d 
provide the IPCC with the infonnation on problemstobe 
addrasted. AUSTRALIA, the US, and NEW ZEALAND high­
lighted the urgency of addressing adj ustment tncthodol ogics, in 
particular in relation to the base-year inventory

On Classification oflnventory Problems in the Guidelines 
under Artide 8, delegates continued consideratioji of the EU 
proposal. They agreed on the following steps: identification of a 
failure to use agreed methodologies and guidelines or to produce a 
timely report; description/categorizaiion of the problem; and deter­
mination of whether or notthe problem triggers, an expedited 
procedure, or whether it is adjustable or not On adjustments, 
SLOVAKIA *e US, NEW ZEALAND and CANADA said all 
inventoty problems were adjustable, while the EU Said inventory 
pnAlcms of a specific threshold were not adjustable.

Subgroup on ArtieleS.1 (natioiul systems): Participants 
discussed the second Draft Guiddines for National Systems under 
Article 5.1 of the Kyoto Protocol. On Inventoty Management, 
CANADA noted the lack of reference to confidential infonnation, 
and JAPAN said the extent of, and access to, confidential informa­
tion is resolved under Artide 8. Delegates resolved the issue of 
reporting by making reference to reporting requirements as they 
would be defined in the guidelines under Article 7. The EU. 
supported by NORWAY, proposed language on monitoring of 
emissions of legal entities and/or projects under Artides 6 and 17. 
Co-Chair Plume said it was a reporting issue and noted that rele­
vant work on the mechanisms was still at an early stage. The US 
opposed specific reference to Articles 6 and 17. and noted a para­
graph leaving the door open for future linking through Article 7 
and relevant decisions by the COP or COP/MOP.
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IPCC Special Repot. 4 fiMd49 andonProtocol ArtioleJ.HbyMondey l2Jufie.Thc
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jnderstandingofthc Special Report. HONDURAS empKasized its vulnerability to landslides.

0.,*. IPCC repon, BOL^ no»i *. «'“““ ^“ Bl^Sl EASoT^ *. AFRICA GROUP, -indtrscorti Ite
dermiliom of toms such u “Icresls,- »hich utoc itle^tto other BI^mA hASU^mm chsUenges. CANADA high-
Pto,ocolAmdes»d..pp«s.db,POI.AND.pmpo>oIdcd.p,.g
“Toi^jiSSlielesoescontinuedcousidoutionofthe osp.=ityfbr.d.patiou “"“'“"“J 

With AUSTRAUAand JAPAN, the US said the ovci^lcompli- iff jjj£ CORRJD0HS
ancc procedure should be considered before the expedited peace- pinidpanu have expressed concern over what they feel
dure. The EU, opposed by AUSTRALIA, said there should be a undue haste in these meetings to produce the basis for negob-
pre-commitmenueview of elements pertaining to paitidpation in LULUCF. mechanisms and adverse
ihe mechanisms, and an annual review during the commitment groups. While they applaud progress, they fear that the
period. CHINA cautioned the compliance group against prejudging urgency in the lead-up to COP-6 means negotiailons may be 
the rules that will be developed in the mechanisms group. pushed more rapidly than ihey are prepared for at this rage.

On Rules ofProcedure for the Compliance Institution, the US, j^jeed some delegates sense that these Informal meetings have 
with AUSTRALIA, the EU and CANADA suggested focusing on mandate,
the elemenu needing agreement at COP-6, such as the decision­
making rule. Delegates expressed diverging views on the need for THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY

„fu,.C.-CI,..'B,c„cc,ccf.Co„,^I.«c.Bys..«f«<h.Ryo..

On Outcomes or Consequences ofNon-Compliance or Poten- ^ j. u„g ^/il I take place from 10;00
■ialNon-Complianct.theEUseidtheconsequencesshouldcreatea .^^Ha^^nLom to take slock of progress.

dear econom Ic impact on that P^ and aim at LULUCF; Del egates will convene at 3;00 pm In the Haydn
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CC0^' £co uvemnlonal cwfertnca tlnu ikeSiackholm En^mmem
Conftitnct In 1972. JTiit itfiu is pmiueed c^Hiperaitvely by CAjJgmiyJ aliendlng the cfimate negai(aiio/u In Sonn, June 2000.

Sinking Things Through...
Consider Anide 3J, As Bob Walson poinJod 
out in V/ednesd^’s LULUCF sida event, so- 
counting ind definitions for ARD and forests
can be done in s'way that refleett vrfaai hqiiiens
(0 the aanospherc, or in a way that doesn't. 
Patties could ignore the IPCC definitions (otfot 
though they ate oailed for Under Anide 5J of 
tltc Protocol), and claim lots of phony reduc- 
tioitf that the atmosphcK never ie«s. Tltey 
could ignore the loss of carbon that occurs 
when an old growth forest is logged, but count 
the growth of trees planted after harvesting. 
They could even ignore the loss of carbon fitan" 
soil (hat occurs for yean after those seedlings 
are planted. Clear-cut a forest, bum all the 
slash, turn the wood into paper desdnod for in- 
cincniion and get credits &r a few saplings, 
That endangered spedes-infested, ancient for­
est was decadent anyway.

Ccitoirdy Article 3 J ■won't win a Nobel 
Priao for liicnuy cirtrity, but there is a dear 
solution for ARD definitions: adopt the IPCC 
definitional scenarios for reforestation, 
afforestion and deforestation, Tl\is approach 
may be less than perfect, but as pointed out by 
one of the IPCC authota, it is the only approach 
that ranotely resembles what is occumng in. 
ihe ounospKcrc.

Considerably more thought needs to be 
given to how We can define forests in a way 
that works. The definihon has to account for 
both the actual land use and some measure of 
canopy cover, not an easy task. It vyu tomo- 
whar alarming that a draft list of possible de­
ments for a decision at COP 6, released today 
at the LULUCF session, did not iodicaCc (he 
need to actually define forests.

Let’s get on with iL No more holding up a 
decision on 3.3 until 3.4 is negotiated. (Wc’tc

looking af you, US.) No more sskiag for a pick 
and choose approach to definitions and ac­
counting methodologies in the August nibmis- 
aons that allow each Party to provide estimates 
of its carbon stock changes under its own pro 
fetresl dcfinitioiul socnaria CThnt’s you Japan) 

How about 3.47 Hie potential for sinks un- 
do- Article 3.4 to undermine the Kyoto commil- 
mcnla was eropliasizQd by the authors of the 
IPCC Special Report at Wednesday's side event. 
With Aitiole 3.4 potentially soaldng up a com- 
plciely unaccept^lc propartioa of tl\e reduo- 

. tions mandated by the Protocol, and with Annex 
1 Parties' projected or aomal busincas-as-usual 
sot^uestmion amoundeg to a significant per­
centage of their gitus emissions ftom fossil fu­
els, there is cause to be alarmed. Coaccm over 
the inclusion of non-addicionaJ soquestration is 
one of the reasons why the aimate Action Net­
work opposos additional activitiesundcr3.4 dur-- 
ing the Ttrst Cottimioncol Period.

CAN'S conc(an with sinks goes beyond their 
potential effect on the climate integrity of the 
ProtoeoL Without stringent oivironmenal safe­
guards, tequestrahon stralegies such as afforcs- 
taoon of nadve grasslands or fire suppression in 
fire-dependant ecosystems could destroy some 
of the world's most unique habitat. We were 
pleased lo hear the Co-Chain suggest Uiat Par­
ties consider how additional activities will con- 
tribute (or not) to the goals of other mulrilalenl 
environmental egicemcnts (remember the 
Biodivereiry Conventton?) and sustainable de- 
velopinent. But wc were diseppointed lhai the 
Parties didn’t agree on the need fer more spo- 
thfie guidelines and principles that guard againsl 
crediting business as usual, damaging imtive eco­
systems and die other piifeUs of 3.4.

As negotiations proceed on sinks, delegates 
sliould not lose sight of the fact that tho wc 
majority of reductions need to take place on the 
fossil fuel croisiions side ofthc ledger.

Remember 2005?
It is an uncomfortable truth for Annex I ooun- 
triej diat tliey ore required by the Protecel to 
have made demonstrable progress, by 2005. in 
achieving their txjmmilmails. Not surprisingly 
thca, many parties condnuc to sweep this Is­
sue under the carpet. ECO applauds the EU 
for dicir valiant ar.cmpts yesterday to bring 
this issue onto the aaenda. Clearly demonstra­
ble process must be reported under Article 7 
and reviewed under Article 8, meaning this is- 
lue must be discussed ahead of COP6. Stick 
to ill

.The Fourth National Coiranunication will 
provide some information on danonsirnblc 
process, Thir should be submitted before the

ISSUE N02 VOLUIVIE Clll

end of 2005. Panics an: obliged to report on 
projected and actual emissions, ond on imple­
mented policies ond measures. But a thorough 
review could do more. One suggestion is the 
repofTlng and review of detailed quandutivc in-, 
dicatonc, at the sectoral level, to assess the ef­
fect of pob'eje: and measures. Another is for' 
pardcs lo report on their prepanoofi for impl^ 
roentarion of the Protocol - cstablishmcni of 
nodotial syitcms, and impleraenution of do­
mestic legislation and enforcement processes.

A fiirther question dint sliould be osXed is, 
if this information becomes aviibblc, to what 
use -will it be put? (and rcmeinber. 2005 is not 
very faraway...)

FREE OP CHAROE

TOTAL P.12
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10 June 2000

To: Seo Recipients’ List

Frotn: USDEL/Boiui - Mark G. Hamble

Subject; Periodic Update No. 7 from SB12 (supplemental reporting)

This message transmits additional reporting on events and activities during the
Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn during the June 5-16
timeframe. This message includes the following reports by USDEL members,
principally covering events on Thursday and Friday, June 8 & 9;

(A) A report on developments in the Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry
discussion (sinks) prepared by State’s Adcle Morris;

(B) Details notes on Articles. 1 deliberations prepared by EPA’s Wiley Barbour;

(C) Reports on Article 8, 7, and 5.2 subgroups prepared by EPA’s Sharon Saile;

(D) Additional reports on the June 10 meetings on ArtiolesS. 7, and 5.2 sub-groups
prepared by EPA’s Sharon Saile;

(E) Report on the June 9**^ informal workshop on capacity building prepared by
USAID ’ 8 Duane Lakich Muller;

(F) Report on theJuna 8 meeting on Article 4.8,4.9 and Article 3,14 prepared by
USAID’s Duane Lakich Muller;

(G) Report on the June 8 meeting on compliance prepared by EPA’s Sharon Saile and
State’s Evan Bloom;

(H) A report on the June 8 mechanisms meeting prepared by EPA’s Jennifer
Macedonia; and,

(I) A summary of the Jime 9 meeting on technology transfer, along with a list of the
themes for die discussion proposed by the U.S. prepared by State’s Duncan
Marsh-

AU of the foregoing materials should be read in conjunction with our Updates No. 
6 and 8. As is the case with other reports, diesa are for internal use only and are not 
intended for dissemination outside the U.S, Government.
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Sinks discussions have focused on two elements; considering the IPCC Special 
Report and further developing data formats for the August 1 submissions. Some of 
the lead authors, along with Bob Watson, have been available for questions during 
discussions of the Special Report. Friday, the main LULUCF contact group spent 
four and a half hours on the Report and another three hours are scheduled for 
Saturday. The co-chairs have so fhr taken a relaxed approach to the discussion, 
mainly so that nobody can accuse them of rushing the consideration process.

A more focused and facilitated discussion of the Special Report is likely to cogence 
Samrday, with an eye toward moving toward some further discussion of criteria and 
guiding ^ciplcs for additional activities under Article 3.4 and decision elements for 
COP6, The Umbrella group view is for the SBSTA 12 decision to provide guidance 
for the Secretariat for the structure of the synthesis of the proposals from the August 1 
submissions, as opposed to outlining a specific set of decision elements for COP 6. 
Australia circulated a draft SBSTA decision, which is similar to the one we have 
prepared but not circulated.

The data fqimats work is progressing well, if slowly. We are almost through all three 
tables, but important work remains, including instructions and headers for the table, 
and explanatory text elements for the Article 3.4.
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Notes from SBSTA-12: Guidelines under Articles 5,7 and $ of the Kyoto Protocol

T:tT-<»j»Vftirt gpiaainn on National Systems ^Article S.H ~ June 9, 20Qfl

All bracketed text bar; been removed or accepted. Saturday the contact group wiU meet to 
mfonnally accept the guidelines text. Legal experts from Canada, US, and UK met to 
discuss the wording of the opening statement on the mandatory nature of the guidelmes. 
The US and Canada tried to get a dear statement that these guidelines arc mandatory, but 
the UK blocked dial. The final phrasing is “The application of these provisions is 
mandatory, except for those expressed in non-inandaiory language.”

PlTBakQUt Session on National Sy^rems ^Article S.U - June 8^2_000

Today we completed our smaU contact group work on the Guidelines for National 
Systems and have agreed on text for almost aU paragraphs. The US proposal forms the 
basis for much- almost all ^ of the document, and aU of our recommendauons have been 
accepted with only minor revisions. Two key paragraphs have been bracketed but not yet 
deleted; these are the 6 (bis) and 15 (bis) paragraphs from the original draft that discuss 
project level monitoring. After several long discussions, the group seemed rc^y to 
delete these proposed paragraphs as not appropriate under the 5.1 guidelmes, but the EU 
asked for time to meet with their delegation before agreeing to that deletion.

Legal experts from the BU. US and Canada arc converging on the exaert wording for the 
opening paragraph, which is a statemcm about the mandatory nature of the guidelmes .
The debate over the reporting requirements has finally been resolved - the entire section 
on reporting has been deleted as suggested by the US. A general requirement was agreed 
to which requires reporting in accordance with relevant decisions of the COP and 
COP/MoP, but all specific reporting ftmetions have been removed from the National
Systems Guidelines.

We also were able to delete the proposed footnotes, which unwisely attempted to state the 
purpose of the good practice guidance. The US circulated copies of text from Chap 7 and 
Chap 1 that contained similar text and the group agreed that since this was already 
steted in the guidance, there was no need to include footnotes.

Breakout on National Systems (Article 5.1) - June 7, 2000

Some progress has been made, and many US proposals were accepted, but several key 
points have been set aside for further discussion later this week. The EU representative 
objected to proposed US text that National System guidelines are mandatory for all 
Annex I Parties. EU asserts that National Systems are not mandatory until a decision by 
Parties. A meeting between US and EU representatives will be scheduled for 
Wednesday, Substantive disagreement over EU proposal to link project level monitoring 
to the narinnal system guidelines. This has also been deferred until later.
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Review. Reoorti"p;i Aciljn>^tmer>ts CArticles 8. 7. and 5.2 Subgoupl 
Thursday, June 9 Morning and Evening Meetings 
(prepared by Sharon Saile)

At the morning session, we had an exchange of views on the Secretariat draft of 
guidelines for Article 7. There was general agreement by Parties that the draft text 
prepared by the Secretariat contained roughly the right headings for the elements to be 
reported annually under Article 7.1 and periodically under Article 7.2. Parties did 
have some specific comments, primarily focused on the fact that the different items to 
be reported “annually" might more usefully be submitted at different times. The EU 
introduced its non-paper on requiring specific items (emissions trends and indicators) 
to be included as a special report under Article 7.2 on demonstrable progress required 
by Article 3.2. The umbrella group countries generally responded that while some 
other items (such as evidence of progress on national systems, national registries, and 
domestic compliance) might be appropriate to demonstrate progress by 2005, this 
issue was not specifically identified in the Buenos Aires Plan of Action and was not a 
priority for COP6. PartiEs agreed to discuss the Article 7 issues further at the next 
SBSTA meeting in September.

The evening session started with a summary of the agreement reached in the 
morning. After 30-40 minutes of re-discussion, the EU finally agreed to the 
agreement we reached in the morning. The group then returned to the Article 8 
issues by continuing its discussion of the EU paper on classification of inventory 
problems. After discussion, the Parties agreed that the jSrst useful classification of 
inventory problems is captured by identifying an indicative list of “first-order” 
problems (which Parties agreed, without explicitly stating as such, would result in 
referrals to the compliance body for further, specified action). The US intervened to 
request ftiat the Secretariat not lose the substantive points included in the submission 
of our list of first-order problems which are different from those listed by the EU.

We then discussed the qualitative classification of other problems listed in Section 3 
of the EU paper. The conclusion was that this classification would not be particularly 
helpful to the technical ability of the Expert Review Team to identify inventory 
problems, but would be helpfiil in a “summary for policy makers” sense for 
characterizing the technical problems in the reports ultimately sent to the compliance 
body. A long discussion ensued, with several extremely helpful interventions from 
New Zealand, Australia, Slovakia. Russia, and Canada, in addition to the US. 
Although the meeting did run about an hour longer than scheduled due to the late 
start, we were able to conclude with specific instructions for drafting the text.

We agreed first that most of the classification categories (transparency, consistency, 
comparability, completeness accuracy, and tiraelinosa) were subsidiary descriptions of 
the overarching category called “problems with direct implications on the total 
aggregated inventory esfimate or trend”. We agreed that all inventory problems 
would have an implication on the emissions total, and thus all inventory problems 
were adjustable. If several small inventory problems resulted in a largo total annual

.. --- J r -n t'V'an ftfJTPftHl+b.f!rrc WCIX

two possible options for guidance ibr me review ceam^: a> suen prooicnii> were aoc 
adjustable (EU position) or b) auoh problems should both adjustable and result in 
classification as a first order problem (with additional consequences) (UG+Slovakia).
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Review. Reportiiig. and Adinstroeiitfi ^Articles 8, 7, and S.2 Subgroup)
Friday, June 10 Morning Meeting 
(prepared by Sharon Saile)

SUMMARY: Next week, we will be able to discuss the revised text for Article 8 review, 
including the review for national communications.

MEETING NOTES’. Although we had mostly agreed on the descriptive classification of 
inventory problems, at today’s meeting the EU realized it hadn’t meant to agree that all 
inventory problems are adjustable. The Chair agreed to clarify that there was still a 
difference of opinion as to whether all problems are adjustable.

In finishing our discussions of the adjustment procedures, we discussed how much time a 
Party would have to provide a corrected inventoiy which would then remove an 
adjustment. All Partiefl agreed that an adjustment could not be removed after it had been 
used for the accounting of emissions and assigned amount for the previous commitment 
period. However. Australia indicated dicir position that at any time during the 
commitment period (e.g. in the submission of the 2010 inventory), a Party should be able 
to provide a correction (e.g. for the 2008 inventory), which would remove a previous 
adjustment, should the correction be found satisfactory during an Article 8 review. The 
EU indicated that they believed that an adjustment should not be removed after it has 
been applied following an Article 8 review because the Party would have had an adequate 
opportunity to correct the problem (e.g. by using a less data-lntensive but approved 
methodology) during the annual review.

The umbrella group interventions allowed us to clarify that any adjustment would not 
directly affect the submitted inventory, but would be used to adjust for the accounting of 
emissions and assigned amount. This allowed us to note that a correction could be 
submitted at any time to ensure a consistent time series in the inventories without 
necessarily affecting the official data tracked for accounting of emissions and assigned 

amount.

The Chair had some difficulty officially concluding the meeting because many Parties, 
including the EU and umbrella countries, stridently requested the Chair to authorize the 
Secretariat to draft a new text over the weekend, following tlie agreed revised outline 
provided by Parties. (There was some confusion because we really wanted to continue 
with our small group of Parties to draft the new text, but we needed the authorization of 
the Chair so that it could be introduced on Monday). After the meeting, we did get the 
Chair’s authorization.
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INPORMAL WORKSHOP ON CAPACITY BUILDING 
Friday, June 9,2000 (3'7pm)
Notes: Duane Lakich Muller

The informal workshop on capacity building began with a presentation by U^P/GEF on its

crentmg ne» c»pad^ building iniliMives. Rogional expens presented their prelimin^flnduig

devel^ng coun^i^" including Tanzania. Kenya, Nigeria. Braail. and Guy^a (as well as 

the NGO. Climate Network Africa) questioned the use and tinung of questionnaires, 
methodologies in the GDI assessment; and the need for sustainable capacity building measur . 
they also highlighted the need for a country-dnven approach to capacity building.

With regard to the questions to assist Parties in considering elements for a capacity 
franviwork. Nigeria (on behalf of the G-77/China) reiterat^ the need to f
nriorities a country'drivcn approach, and centers of excellence into a capacity building.^“Tfluirhu^ r;so»rc= duvulopn,™. B Sdvudcr. E^pr, Sri Un^ .nd 
Lmo. (Oh behalf of AOSIS) suppomd rhe G-TOChina’s imervoimon. and rMieraiad the nead 

financial assistance and institurional strengthening.

The EU. to the surprise of many UC members, praised the CDl as a viral f
leads of developiriE countries, and criticized the lack of information and 
developing country submissions, noting that only five submissions were made to 
Secret^af. Likc^e EU. Australia also noted information gaps in
country Parlies and called for a way forward that included a country'dnven proems and 'be need 
to recognize th^ capacity building priorities differ among devel^apmg countries. Cwada and the 
US stressed the importance of a country-driven approach and of incorporating 
development strategies into the elements for a draft capacity bailding
noting the need to improve coordination of ongoing capacity building mitiauves by Annex n 

Parties.
An elements paper on capacity building for Non-Annex 1 Parties (as well as one for ElTs) will be 
available at 5pm on Saturday, June 10. 2000.
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Informal Workshop on Article 4.874.9 

Thursday, June 8,2000 (5-7:30pm session) 
Notes: Duane Laklch Muller

4o.7t &e suggestion of Zimbabwe, the Co-Chair Bo Kjcllen called on Pa^es to 
summarize their views in the submissions noted in the compilation. All P es, 
excention of New Zealand, noted their views on 4.8/4.9, and m some cases 3.14. 
Honduras, which did not provide a written submission, did note flie ne^ for to
place a high priority on vulnerability and adaptation, citmg Humcane^tch and the 
devastation it caused to her country—primarily due to deforestation. Honduras also 
noted the importance of the national communications process, and the need for addmona 
financial resources in the vulnerability sector, while also st^«sing that disasters m^e an 
S)us link to climate change. Ihe Co-Chairs have not decided wheth« to
discussions on 4.874.9 on Friday, June 9. or whether to allow Parncs to draft additional
submissions and review existing submissions, and meet on Saturday, June 10.
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Toint Wortfinf Group nWGlon Compli^c.e 
Wednesday, June 8 Afternoon Meeting 
(prepared by Sharon Saile and Evan Bloom)

The JWG on CompUance held its first infonnal session on Wednesday afternoon.
After a long snnunaiy by Co-Chaii Slade, the group made progress oyer 4 hours, 
worldntt through a good portion of the Co-chairs elements paper. Delegauons are 
working with the Secretariat off-line to produce a new text with more legal lan^age. 
and^discussions in the JWG will likely be reflected in that text, which will be
released at the end of the week.

The Saudis unhelpfully intervened several times to suggest that compUance issues 
S^tefto L CDM could only be covered by the CDM Executive Board. A con^nsus 

has yet to emerge on exactly what to call the compliance “systemAiody^uthon^. 
South Aftica China and Saudi Arabia continued to support vanous ‘pnnciples tor 
the compliance text. The discussion moved on to structure of the compliance body. 
The US indicated that the Chairs might be able to structure the text to allow 
agreement at COP6 on the important issues, while leaving decisions on less critical
issues to be decided later.

We also had a useful discussion about the “referralK" section. Discussions on the 

elements text will continue on Thursday.
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Mechanisms Workshop, June 8, 2000

i5S;="SSSb;3:a»=S5.S--
one poin. Saudi Arabia reminded us were no.

raToSTtbl bur pJlnied out th^ “consensus" that existed on leaving nuclear
At the close of the session, ChoNW briefly touched upon ^ questions developed by the SBl/SBSTA Chairs 
to get at those crosseuuing issues ‘•assigned" to the mechanisnu group.

Drafted: Susan Wlckwire
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Technology Transfer - June 9 Summary

The third day of technology transfer meetings - a 1 1/2 hour Friends of the Chair meeting 
- went refreshingly smoothly after yesterday’s rougher session, This time the group 
largely followed our opening suggestion to focus on getting agreement on broad ti^es 
upon which we could agree before we get into discussion on frameworks and specific 
actions, Many Parties, including some NAl, were supportive of this approach, wd a 
number of themes emerged, including technology needs assessments, the need for 
enhanced information; the importance of proper enabling environment; adaptation; 
financing; capacity building (including for CDM); demonstration projects. Severnl 
developing country delegates emphasized the importance of utilizmg and strengthening 
existing institutions instead of looking to begin now ones. IPCC’s Bert Metz made a 
helpful intervention explaining the importance of a bottom-up, country-specific approach, 
and an approach which integrates the various stakeholders and vehicles of tec^olo^ 
transfer. China tried to focus on the Chair’s note, and asking “how”, not just ‘what*. 
r^jnii yesterday had suggested that a decision be drafted for next week based on our 
discussions. Chair Dovland also said he hoped to leave Bonn wiA something on paper, 
however, it Is not yet clear whether out deliberations will appear m a draft decision. 
Today’s inputs were to be coUected by the Secretariat along with any additional 
suggestions in writing by COB of the same day, and will be presented to the FOC for 
consideration at our next meeting on Monday night. After agreement on themes, the plan 
is to consider framework(s) and actions, in that order.

Neither Nigeria nor anyone else proposed a contact group, even ^er Chainnan Dovland 
had explicitly discussed his plans for the next Friends of the Chair meeting Monday
night. However, it’s still not certain this issue is dormant. We will know more by the
Plenary session on tech transfer Monday morning- The question of an Annex I co-chair 

nominee is still open.
Duncan MarBh, 6/9/00 6:53 PM
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US Proposed Broad Themes for Technology 
Transfer Friends of the Chair Discussion

Technology Needs Assessment

Capacity Building

- Capacity building for CDM

Creating an Enabling Environment

- Roles for public and private sectors

- Barriers

Technology Infonnation 

Integrated Approaches.

« . „ .houM tocbulf both »dapia6oii an'i <echnolQ|fe
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To; See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hamb

Subject: Periodic Update No. 8 from SB12 (Friday to Sunday, June 9-11)

This message transmits an unofEcial and informal report on events and 
activities during flic Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 timeframe, This message covers activities from the afternoon of Friday, 
June 9 until Sunday, June 11.

Also included is the Jtme 9 edition of BCO, a sometimes provocative NGO 
tract that usually carries article critical of the U.S. (this edition is no exception).
There was no e^rion of the more balanced NGO report of the daily proceedings, the 
Earth Negotiations Bulletin.

Although unclassified, this report is not intended to for use or circulation 
outside the U.S. Government.
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5.JUIS.2000 15:27 PUBLIC RFFRIRS I I %0>

11 June 2000

SB12 Periodic Update No. 8: Govenunents Pleased with loformal Week’s 
Productivity; Less “Progress” Foreseen Daring the Official Deliberations that 
Start on Monday, June 12

Atmospherics

Delegations are broadly pleased with the amount of work that has been 
accomplished following the week of “informal” deliberations in Bonn (June 5-9).
The formal meetings of the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies of the UN 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) be^n on Monday, June 12. 
Because some more outwardly political and controversial process issues have to be 
raised, it is felt by many that progress will be slower than the first week's rather 
extraordinary productivity,

As delegates regroup for the Monday sessions, they can be pleased that they 
now have a revised (and shorter) text on mechanisms, an elements for decision on 
capacity building, and (for Saudi Arabia’s benefit) a discussion paper on paper 
Articles 4.S/4.9 and 3.14. (The latter looks suspiciously like a text for negotiation

to the irascible Swedish veteran Bo Kjcllen, but foe EU and the umbrella have 
taken psdns to emphasize that it is not one, a point recognized foe Kjellen s co-chair, 
Mohamed Salaroat of Iran.)

The sinks deliberations are moving slowly, but it looks like we will have 
agreement on formats for foe August 1 submissions by very late next week. The 
compliance network, meanwhile, is moving ahead. EU-UG-LDC cooperation will^ 
hopefully fill in foe blanks on some missing or confusing elements in the co-chairs’ 
draft 60 that a complete text will be available by next week. Technology transfer 
ended on Friday with a better discussion than foe previous one. Although there 
remains some confusion as to foe status of Chairman Dovland’s Friends of foe Chair 
group, but this will be worked out. Meanwhile, foe G-77/Chlna put a kabbosh on the 
EU’s plans to negotiate a more robust text on policies and measures. We expect a 
riposte from Brussels, but at least the potential sting of this effort appears to have 
dissipated for the moment, at least

U.S.-EU Plenary
As has been reported, a positive highlight of this week has been the “era of 

good feeling” which has dominated U.S.-EU proceedings at foe technical level. We 
have held nearly a score of such meetings with foe EU or with leading members 
(principally Britain, France, Germany, and the Netherlands), either bilaterally or in 

conjunction with our umbrella partners.

At European invitation, we held a plenary with the EL on June on me u.i. 
side were Hambley, Bodansky, Doniger. Bradley, and Talley. The topics wore more 
of a political nature, rather than in the technical weeds of any particular topic. On our

0£'PT-d T6T0 ?0c :)93.'-530 9S:0T 0000-cT-tJrir
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various outlooks for COP-6, we came up with a broadly shared viewed, although the 
£U added policies and measures to their package of key elements (sec the report 
belo'w on the status of the PAMs discussion), while the U.S. highlighted developing 
countries.

The EU expressed relief at our indication that wc would not use our potential 
sinks to subvert the Protocol during the first commitment period and asked for a sinks 
consultation with us and with the umbrella group to further exchange views on this 
topic. We readily agreed for our part and will convey this message to our umbrella 
partners.

The Germans raised the question of hot air and our dealings with the Russians 
on this. They mentioned that they had raised ftic question of using trading proceeds 
for environmental purposes, and we confirmed that wo had discussed this idea with 
them, as well. Both agreed that it has been difficult to know whom to engage in 
Moscow authoritatively on this topic. We noted President Clinton’s recent success in 
engaging his Russian counterpart on climate change, which the EC rep (Jos Doibcke) 
noted with appreciation.

Delbekc told us that Europe is still waiting for a response to its May 1999 
supplementarity proposal, Hambley told him that the EU can expect to continue to 
wait. France indicated Mmo. Voynet’s interest in some kind of political statement at 
The Hague (France will be the head of the EU at the time.) Hambley said that we 
would consider the idea. (Comment; Following consultation with Washington, we 
will be advising the French that we are not keen on the idea; a better result would be 
robust decisions, rather than a hotly contested political statement. End Comment)

No mention was raised about our insertion of Article 4 language in several 
points of discussion. We agreed, time permitting, to meet (at Bo’s Kjellen's 
suggestion) again next week on developing country issues. Although the EU claims 
to be taking a similar approach on tliis issue than we are, it is clear that they are not 
doing so. Kjellen claimed that diere is no concerted EU policy on developing 
countries.

The meeting was exceedingly cordial, with our Portuguese host, Ambassador 
Liberto, giving each U.S. delegate present a Portuguese presidency ties (valued at 
US$14 each). We agreed that it is important to maintain contacts at both the techmeal 
and political levels throughout the period leading to COP-6. The Ambassador said 
that he hoped we might find a way for a ministerial level gathering to take place in 
either Brussels, Paris, or Washington prior to COP-6 to seek resolution or at least to 
further clarify our positions on some of the trickier political questions that must be 
resolved at COP-6 such as supplementarity). We responded in a politely, non­
committal manner, emphasizing oiu support for a continuing dialogue with our EU 

partners.

Reactions to the NGO Letter

In its Saturday edition, the NGO rag, ECO, presents a front-page ardclc 
advising delegations “not to buy the U.S. line” about the need for unfettered 
emissions trading and sinks. By citing examples of U.S. domestic action, (no mention

Or-ST’d T6T0 <'.,09 (T00 1)03''S30 iS:0T 0002-c:T-Nnr



10.JUN.2000 15:27 PUBLIC fiFFRIRS > i. I V)

is made of any Federal government initiatives), ECO actually bolsters our arguments 
that we are taJdng significant domestic actions, and that there is growing support in 
the U.S. for significant additional action on globzd climate change, Wc have thus far 
not had any government reaction to either the ECO piece or to the letter containing 
these accusations which has been circulated by the U.S. NGOs.

Status of the Negotiations

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

(A) Convention Articles 4-S/4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of
response measures) and Protocol Articles 23 and 3.14; As has been indicated,
a deal was cut by Ashe and Dovland with the co-chairs of this woridng group
(Iran and Sweden) whereby a paper on this topic will be issued at the same time as
ie revised mechanisms text and an elements paper on capacity building. TTiis
decision was taken in order to respond to the continuing charges by Saudi Arabia
that its issues (principally this one) are not being accorded equal status.

The paper was issued following another Saturday morning session on this topic at
which additional submissions were accepted by the co-chairB. Although the text
looks like a “text”, we view it as a compilation document of ideas and this is the
way it will be treated over the next week. Wc are supported in this by all other
Annex I Parties and by Iran’s co-chair Mohamed Salamat Sweden’s co'chair. Bo
Kjcllen, blanched at our meeting with die EU on June 9 meeting when he was told
by the U.S. and the UK that wo do not intend to negotiate at this meeting and that
we will not consider any text released by the co-ohairs as a negotiating document.

(B) Technology Transfer: There was an upswing in these discussions on Friday.
Delegaiions focused on major themes, something that both Qiairman Dovland
and ourselves had urged, unsuccessfully, at the earlier meetings. Among the
tiicmes mentioned are technology assessment, the creation of a receptive enabling
environment, capacity building, adaptation and so forth. Dovland has asked for
additional submissions on this topic. (Please see Item I in Update 7 for our
proposed list of themes.) He will produce a composite paper with these
submissions during the next meeting of this group, currently scheduled for
Monday evening (June 12).

Meanwhile, one continuing twist in the background of these talks concerns the
status of G-77/China eflForts to turn this discussion into some kind of formal
contact group. Dovland has been resisting this move. The latest we have beard is
that the G-77 wants to provide a co-chair to this friends' grouping. This would
appear to be unprecedented, and is probably being suggested (if tills report is
accurate) in order to put pressure on Dovland to convene a contact group. SBI
Chair John Ashe is believed to be the Inspiration behind this subterfuge. We will
be seeking some clarification. If a contact group is established, the umbrella

Rick Bradley from DOB,
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(C) Kyoto Mechanisms: No official meeting was held on Friday, although there was 
a Friday session. The new revised text was released by the Secretariat. The 
umbrella group is going to study in on June 11. The U.S. and the EU met on pre- 
eligibility requirements for the CDM on Friday evening. Our positions on this 
remain distinctly different (the EU wants a formal review of all projects before 
trading, whereas we want a much more expeditious system). Nevertheless, we 
think we will gradually be able to bring them closer to our approach in time.

(D) Compliance: At the fonnal June 9 session, the group finished marching through 
the latest set of the oo-chairs’ elements paper. There was also a first-ever 
discussion of Article 18 which calls for an amendment for any binding 
consequences. The idea of proposing a modifying amendment was proposed and 
received surprisingly sympathetic noises from China. The Chinese said that the 
agreement could be fixed in much the same way as the UN Convention on the 
Law of the Sea was done. Japan reiterated its position that the Protocol cannot be 
amended. We then offered our proposal about using the amendment for second 
commitment period obligations as a way to bridge these two points of view (this 
had been raised at the May meeting of the umbrella group in Montebello). The 
idea attracted inteiest.

On Friday afternoon, the umbrella group met with the EU on institutional 
structures for compliance. Initially, the meeting was somewhat awkward, with no 
one chairing. ‘Tt was like a Quaker meeting,” according to our lead. Sue Biniaz. 
The group plans to meet again on Monday (June 12) to continue to work on filling 
the gaps in the co-chaiis’ text. The group may be joined by selected developing 
country participants. It is anticipated that this effort should result in a reasonable 
working document by the week’s end. This legal text will then serve as the basis 
for negotiations in September.

(E) Policies and Measures (PAMs): As has been reported, the Vcnezulan delegate 
reported on June 9 that she had been instructed by her group (the G-77/China) to 
report that there will be “no decision” on PAMs taken at this meeting. It is 
expected that there wUl be a report on the Copenhagen workshop next week, but 
that DO substantive decisions will be adopted. There may also be a second 
workshop proposed as a sop to the EU which is understandably vexed by the G-77 
position.

We may finrt the workshop to be a convenient way to deal with some of the issues 
raised by Saudi Arabia in the adaptation/compensation discussions. While it is 
hoped that 0-77 intransigence may forestall detailed discussion of PAMs until 
COP-7, we do not expect the EU to take this decision without putting up some 
kind of a fight. As we advised in Update No. 6. stay tuned.

(F) Articles S/7/&S (on methodologica, reporting and review): Thanks largely to 
EPA’s Wiley Barbour, the conract group on Article 5.2 concluded its work with

-•r -u..
deemed they are not mandatory. This decision will now have to be presenrea to 
the working group as a whole.
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On the broader Article 8 issues, the EU/UO technical experts met and are working 
to sort out a more organized and useful text than the one prepared by the 
secretariat and co-chaii$. Developments on all of these issues are detailed in 
Update No. 7.

(G) Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF): As is reported in
the report by USDEL’s lead, Adele Morris, in Update No. 7, this group has been
hwnrfliog two issues, (a) consideration of the DPCC Special Report and (b) further
developing formats for the August 1 submissions. Bob Watson and some of the
lead officers from the IPCC have been available for the discussions on the report
which consumed nearly five hours on Friday and almost three on Saturday, It was
hoped that Saturday’s discussion would focus on the question of elements for a
decision at COP-6. The umbrella group would prefer a structure for a decision,
rather than actual elements.

The contact group working on the format for the August 1 submissions continues
to make slow progress. The group has almost completed going through three
tables. Important work remains, including instructions and headers for the tables
and expanatoiy text elements for Article 3.4.

(H) Capacity Building: A paper described by SBl Chainnan Ashe as elements for a
draft decision was released on June 10. At the June 9 meeting. Chairman Ashe
asked the EU to respond to the questions he had raised at an earlier meeting.
These are essentially in three broad categories; (a) What are the needs? (b) What
are the means?, and (c) How do we get from here to there? A report on this
meeting is contained in Update No,7.

The EU flubbed its chance to glow in the limelight. They admitted that they had
nothing yet available, and then scrambled to throw together some ideas. In
contrast, the U.S. was folly prepared to respond to Ashe’s inquiries. Thanks to Ko
Barrett and Duane Lakich Muller of USAID and Barbara DeRosa Joyixt (with
State’s Miotke guiding the process), the U.S. submitted a thoughtful and complete
response to these questions.

The meeting had begun with a presentation by GEF of a project it has underway
in this area. Predictably, this was (somewhat unfairly) roundly slammed by the
G-77 for being cither insufficient or ineffective.

(I) Cross-Cutting Issues: No change from earlier repotting.
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Don’t Buy the US Line

m.

Siz.ee Kyo:o. the Void's ciizDBte ocgodalora 
have been zubjected to tales of doom ai^l 
gloom by the U.S. delcgarton on the state of 
afhin home, Tba US is dossnding “fiiU 
tiodbility" (read; loophotea) as the only way to 
appease the aota-Kyolo aowd in Congress and 
msko U.S. rali&calion posable. Aznoug the US 
dansnds; unfettered txadiitg of “hot air” tons; 

oad definitions of additional Article 3.4 
,UCF activities that could open Uis woy for 

'^crediting of busmess>as*usual practices, and 
•‘boirowing:'' Ihsm future budget perioda u the, 
ptiiadpal non-oos^liancc remedy.

The emission reduction targets adopted in 
Kyoto are barely adequate as it is, Futther weak­
ening of the Pretoeol's anvlronmental cffcctivo- 
neiia in the name of “cntiliability" is mcirely 
miiguided. It threatens to undrereioe Che enth\> 
siatde support of atvizonmaitaJ, religious, and 
otho- constitooacies for the Protocol, and to un­
do cut the ^wing group of US compoiues that 
are committing to real oniaaicoa leducciarLs. The 
Act is (be poUdcai climate for taldng oedon to 
icd.TKc US emiasians is improving, and will coa- 
tm<je Co improve in the coonihs ahead. It would 
be shortsighted for govemreaus to weakxa the 
Prutoeol ‘ouc of a belief this would pave the way 
for US nDfkadoet.

Earlier this week, cighlcaa US ClirooK Ac- 
tioaNctwock cr^mizadans distiibuted aletterto 
climte negotiamn urging them to n^ect the US 
pniasure tsetica oad to hold firm for COPS dod- 
clcbS Ibac itrsigthea, rather than undeonirie, the 
Protooprs dScedvaress. lo order to ^vc del- 
eculeaamoreeoBTOtetooicwreofthc'US domes*

recent posidvc dcvolopanents. Among thorn: 
The Global Climate Coalidon, the leading 
source of eoeporatc mlswfbnDstion on both

global wapnisg sdence and policy, was ag* 
nlllcantly weakened this year as Ford Mo* 
tea-, 5oulh«n Coropany. Daimler Chryslo-, 
Texaco and General Moroia abandoned ship 
In ([uiok tuooeafiion.

• RejnibiicaiwcontroUed New Jeney beoame 
the flnt state to set an emi.»dnnc reduction 
Cttget, and over 67 cities havs made pledges 
to reduce GHG emiaaiaDa led by Seattle, 
Washinaton which has set a zero net emis- 
sioiutgoal.

• Last year, over 580 local elected officuls 
includiivg among othcn. thc mayors of Chi' 
cago. New Orleann, Honolulu, Portland, 
Seattle and San Francisco, signed a state- 
mmt urging grealtx leadership ftom Wash­
ington on global wamolng.

• A growing number of legislators from both 
parties are supporting bilk to oonnol power 
plant poUutioo, including C02, despite the 
lack of Administntion suppoit.

• A push for stricKr veihicic fuel cffLoioocy 
standards garnered auppott from 42 (out of 
100) US Sotiittora last year, ond is oxpcctcd 
to gain more suppon in a vote next weeJe.

• After a sustained push from sustainable ea- 
ergy, esivironmartal arid oonsumv groups, 
the Department of Enogy finally moved 
forward with improved ofhdcnoy standards 
for appliances Including wator hcslcra, 
^VBshtog TTiachinrj, omcntl air conditionen 
andrfluorosceni li^us.

• Rellgloua leados in sixteen states ore foRn- 
iBg coolidohs CO educate and advocate cn 
(he issue of dimare change.

wanning filed ddi your at nine n^i Or Oorp cra-
tiana cnnlimiw to gain support and publicity.

-continued over, col. 1

VOLUME Clll

Africa’s fair share
fy CUmtte hfertvorkAfiieu 
It is bcojinKig iniaeaaingly apparent tlia: a CDM 
focused on largo energy prqjccB will leave Af- 
hca in. the cold. A number of Afincoa nations e.g. 
Benin, Malawi, Eritrea. Swaziland and 
Camoocn mlgbl not cayoct to benefit from any 
large pcpiecta at all and in general large projccta 
ore tikefy to occur in thosa nahans with obun-' 
Aimt opportunitia in otcigy investments and the 
^catest projected increaaca in enctsy donaad.

In loot on optimal davalopment model for the 
Afiican energy'sector would rely heavily on 
deeculrallisd fbnns of energy Boviocs with an 
iniegreted oppreach. Communities clamoring fbr 
eaaigy sovioes are often remote and scattered. 
Grids, whtac they dp ejdst, oo of limited cxloii 
and potfium poorly due to lack of itaiinttaancc 
and non-payiBoat for servica - rcfiirbiahing and 
expansion will be rxohibiiivoly expcnsrvc.

A nutzibex of technologies which arc suited 
to small scale deccnhalued applications have 
constdenblo potential in Afiica oitd would also 
natunlly qualify for the CDM because they are 
mewablc.
• PV - opplicalioas can save individual e)l- 

ents, mlCTO-grids and public services - edu- 
cation, health, etc.

* Solar water henieni - in rural areas this tech­
nology can lead to significant fijol-'wood and 
fossil fbols lavinga, while in urban locations 
U can lend to sigtiificBnt peak shaving.

■ BiomasB gasification ~ large yohnses of at* 
nutalal from fnms, aanrmlU&, sugar- 

TTiiiu, ao, have wide appliatiem throughout 
Africa and will lead to more efficient oamral 
tesDureeuse.

dovelopment of dorDesoo markets in rervcwahle 
enerEy* have slgnifioont odvanueB in ere- 

.-eeautnued oven coL 2
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Down-under Duo’s Dirty Dealings
Ii seems like cbere is nouble coming from 
do«n under. Kopeatodly, in ahnott all of (he 
wcitidiig croups, Ausbalia and Mew Zealand 
arc: wukiiig diligently to limit infenmation to 
the public in the flodblo mechanisms, oppose 
mcanicicful oonsojuezices for noa-camplianae 
and opm up wide loopholes lor sinks. This is 
Bsjiccdally sucpiismg far New Zeoland. whose 
neff govoaimciit is stM&g that it wants' to Csice 
a jKogiestivc stance on the oavunnmeiit, but 
whose negotiating position in unchangsd. It 
Kcans as IT their neighbors may be holding 
them back from a desiicd greener sQncc.

WMlat amongst Annex. 1 countries there has 
tyyft general agtccnent on the importarice of 
pulslioaccess to ipfogmatiop, the iMopsrable two 
have been fighting bard to restiiot futon: public 
scrucisy of iu own use of the roech.-wisms. Their 
rol'sctsatoo to reveal prico infiamailao on mdi> 
viduol tnulcs end thdr note In Uce Chair’s text 
objecting K> (he eatablishmau of ooropatibto na- 
do.aal systems fbr accurate mcnitoiing, voifica- 
tio.3, accountability and allocation of AAUa to 
legal entities is jvist the stall Thia icquiremeot 

^^vculd of couree mable the public to be aware if 
^^^^panicsatefulfillingtbdrpublidystatedeoxn* 
^^Hanents (Le. expose greenwashing). It is not 
^^^OTprisiag, therefore, that thon*: countries that aU

aleng have been wnngUng out of their commit* 
ments should be Ctying to ssoJcc it as difficult as 
possible for the dirt to bo dished on them.

Their latest offora, however, scbti to bo 
beyond the pail for evot tbor frimds in the 
umbrella Grotm. Proposals to allow, public ac­
cess to CDM project proposals followed by a 
waiting ptslod for public comment before ap­
proval weco roundly rgected at the saroc bine 
us they sought to restrict outside souiiny be­
yond the vaUdaticin stage. This must be music 
CO ihe cars of cOeapaiuGS wishing lo get low 
Qost-hasslo -free (3ERs. They could do so 
without annoying jhlcrfacnoc by people af­
fected by the CDM projects, such as mdig- 
eoous and comnmiity groups (not always Aus­
tralia's Strong point}, and people isteicsicd in 
protectsg (ha eavironmeiU.

This isn't to mention ihpir continued oppo* 
sition to caps on the flexible meehaaiams, 
strong eligibility ctitEiia for tfnissioas trading 
and llrnits on hot air.

Australia and NZ ore obviously trying co 
cover up fits inadequacy of their own polices 
and get other Parties to unwittinfily collude in 
this process. Sudi docqition clcar^ should bo 
resisted.

While the duo does bugrudgcdly stqpoit

-Don i framfionl page 
• Businesses that have made receju Indcpcnd- 

cm commitisQiis to reduce gr°cziliousc gas 
cmissians "wH esei^ consuzoptian inolude 
IBM. Johnson db Johnson, Shaklcc. Inta> 
face carpet and the Soundos Hotel Group.

- Over the past three yeoiB, energy use and CO
emissions have mcrewd oT a for slower rate
(up 2-y/a) than ecoBomic growth (up 13V4),
despite the lack of strong {federal poliaies.
While much wodc reroiiiu to be done for

the US to get on sack to meet ita Kyoto com­
mitments, the picture is not as dire as US nego- 
CiaioRi would have you believe. Most Inpot- 
tantly, it wiU not be improved by gutting the 
Kyoto Pcotocol inTlic Hague.

(The full letter to rwgotiators and accompa­
nying update on US domcalic developments 
are available through any CAN member at 
SBI2-just ask.)

-Fair Shares, fiomjipntpage
ploymoit ettahon lessen tho buidoi on the 
balimco of payments by cutting fud imports.

For the CDM to be relevani to Africa’s needs 
it must give an added boost to the di»eniinallon 
of such tedmologies. Small ptpjccts are more 
vulnecoblc to the burdens of tnzuaetieai costs 
than sre large projecu. Ttansactian costs must 
thercforenotbo allowod lo outweigh the vnlue of 
the CERx generated. The rules for the CDM must 
therefore give small projects elear profcrontifll 
treatment, Climate Network Africa believe* that 
this could be aohlevcd in tho following ways:

1. An exclusive prompt start to the CDM
ranicted to small rcncweblc technologies uadi 
(be rules have been finalised and approved by 
tho Exccudvc Board. This will guarantee the 
credibility of the mechanism during its early 
phase:

2. Development of quiojc, simple and
aheap haselino methodologies, for example us-

benchmarkins approBChes oiid limited up- 
*onr crediting for rpieTo-technotogics.

3. A atrcamlrocd bvimuior&cy miriBaisng

binding eonseqiacocas, the ciUy show it town for 
than sepna to be “boirowing." Opposed to fi-- 
nancial poiajlics or a aoinpbaDcc fund, the two 
don’t scan to want to send a oleor signal that 
non-compliance is unaooeplable and will have 
economic consequences. Australia even offers 
the opdon for Parties to choose which •'conse- 
queace” it wishes to accept What a great idea— 
any kid knew* chat if they are allowed ce choose 
th^ pumohment, the scicieat nover win* out.

Both Ausmilia and New Zealand seem to 
have n national strate^ that depends on uncer­
tain, risky soda to meet their commitincnts. 
Seemingly unwilling to accept the frmdamental 
diflfennee between fossil 'fuel left in the ground 
and carbon stored in treea, they move forward 
blindly with a risky strategy for the atmos­
phere. Ihear podhons on both 3-3 and 3.4 re- 
freer this strategy.

Purlhmnore, both seem quite willing to in- 
eludo perverse incentives to out down old 
growth forests and rcplooe them with fast 
growing plantoiiona.

So, (he maniage lost? Will other* lake 
the risk of asaaciadng themaelvea with the po­
sitions of the dim? And finoUy, how many 
more fossil of the day awards must the two get 
b^arc they tee the light?

l^uJjtansIt has been peinlod out to Ludwig that the 
UNFCCC negotiadens has become one of (he 
last refuges of an endangered species. The Glo­
bal Clhnatc CosOltJon, once widespread in in­
dustrialised oounbrics, end especially in the 
United Slates, is now almost extinct. Anyone 
wishing to camh a glimpse of one of these elu­
sive creatures can cosily distinguish them by 
their characteristic skulking moticcL Of couroc, 
they would be pritrte supporict* of the Ideology 
that s»y# there are some spodca that juit aren’t 
worth saving...

Ludwig also notes that the Dutch ore doo- 
onstrating their well-known commerdol skills; 
the btoohure firom the govemmcqfs official 
agency ‘fiiclping" dalrgatcs for, COPS appai^ 
ently offer* prices for aocommodadon up to 
1 OO'A higher than (hose available by contacting 
hotels direct, in oddltion to hefty “ananiecmctu

Insel Hotel,
Bad Godesberg

African Parties should bo suppotting the 
Men of a positive list in vder to msaimiao po­
tential benefits to the oanonent from the CDM.

do bettex to make ihclr own airangemcnls. 
Lndwig hopes (he Dutch taka (his in tho spint 
intended, and don't exile him to Botterdam.
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To: See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Boim - Matk G.

Subject: Periodic Update No. 9 from SB12 (Sunday to Monday, June 1 M2

This message transmits an unofficial and infonnal report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) tiiat are meeting in Bonn dunng 
the June 5-16 timeframe. This message covers activities from the afternoon of 
Sunday, June 11 to mid-day on Monday, June 12.

Also included is the June 12 edition of ECO, a sometimes provocative NGO 
tract that usuaUy carries article critical of the U.S, as well as the more repritable NGO- 
produced Earth Negotiations Bulletin that provides information on Friday- 
Saturday’s proceedings. It should be read in conjunction with our Updates No. 7-8. 
We are also a report on the June 11 umbrella group meeting prepared by
State’s Jack Shick.

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

outside the U.S. Government.
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SB12 Periodic Update No. 9: “Two Steps Forward; One Step Back”: 
Delegations Disappointed with Revised Texts as the Formal Sessiona Open

Atmospherics

The general optimism that was in evidence throughout last week largely 
dissipated somewhat once delegations had an opportunity to go over the three 
documents released by the co-chairs over the weekend Critical as to how things will 
move or not move this week will be the manner in which Articles 4.S/4.9 and 3.14 are 
hffoHlad by the Saudis and flieir allies on the one hand and Annex I on the other. We 
will get our first taste of this continuing banle of words and maneuvering at the first 
joint SBSTA/SBI meeting on Monday afternoon (June 12).

“Two Steps Forward; One Step Back”: The Story of Three Papers

Three papers were issued over the weekend - a new revised text on the 
mechanisms, a co-chalis’ effort on the adaptation/compensation issues; and an 
elements for a decision on capacity building,

Mechanisms: The good news about the revised mechanisms text is that it is 50 pages 
shorter than its predecessor; the bad news is that it is still 92 pages long. Several 
umbrella group ideas were altered in the document in ways that are not satisfectory to 
us. On the other hand, the paper is better organized and excludes some of the more 
obnoxious Saudi proposals, as well. We are consulting with our umbrella partners 
about the best way to proceed. In general, it is an inqurovemont. Ideally, we would 
like Chairman Chow to be authorized to prepare yet another draft for September, 
perhaps following the July mechanisms con^tations in Penang, Given other 
complications, this may not be possible in any formal sense.

Article 4.8/4.9/Article 3.14: More disturbing is the document submitted on the 
adaptation/con^ensation issue (Articles 4.S.4.9 and Article 3.14). Conlrary to 
repeated assertions by the co-chairs of this working group (and, especially, by 
Sweden’s Bo Kjellen), this document looks like a negotiating text. It offers two 
decisions (one on 4,8.4,9 and a second on 3.14). We are working with our umbrella 
and EU parties to determine our best approach- For the time-being, we believe we 
should rqect this paper as a basis for discussion, despite Saudi assertions that they 
will “block” progress in other areas, if we do not treat their issue equally, Wo believe 
that wc have given the Saudis far more than is their due. They may well block 
progress in the mechanisms, but this might be acceptable as delegations need time to 
absorb this now draft’s details and may want to consult with other Parties, Our
nf>T,ni~rTi +v.:af +>ir, rniffVtt well chr>ric« to hnV<». the ri^oohanicTnC fpivt m'rrte<i

wcii, or mac mey mignt aun meir anenuon more curecuy on. sinxs, or mat mey may try 
to iutciject their views in all three areas.
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sIn any case, how we handle this problem is delicate. We want to keep a 
unifonn Annex I approach if at all possible. For the moment, both New Zealand and 
Norway want to work from the co-chair's document; some EU members also support 
Kjellcn in this approach. The U.S. AustiaHa, and the UK take a harder line. We are 
hoping to meet with the EU later today to clarify our stands.

Capacity Bnflding: The third paper on capacity building contains elements for a 
draft decision. This is a more acceptable basis for discussion. The difficulty could 
come from questions as to who and how the various proposals might be financed. As 
is the case for the adaptation/compensation paper, we do have problems of 
transparency from the co-chairs of these various processes. We are hindered in 
edacity building by not bavmg a Rcifsnyder to keep tabs on Chairman Ashe.

Formal Sessions Begin: Status of Convention and Protocol Membership

The formal meetings of the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Body on 
Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) and the Subsidiary Body on 
Implementation (SBI) began on Monday. June 12. The joint SBI/SBSTA session will 
be held on Monday afternoon. Because some more outwardly political and 
controversial process issues have to be raised, it is felt by many that progress will he 
slower than the first week’s rather extraordinary productivity.

At the morning SBSTA meeting, the UNFCCC Director General, Michael 
Zammit Cutajar, noted that four more countries had ratified the convention b^ging 
the total number to 184 (only ten countries remain non-signatories). Six additional 
Parties have ratified the Kyoto Protocol, bringing the total to 22, including Nicaragua, 
Bolivia, Palau, Mongolia, Ecuador and Mexico.

A hi^^ of the morning SBSTA session (and later in the SBI) was a short 
report issued by IPCC Chairman Watson. He confirmed, intH_ajia,.that human 
activities are disturbing the global carbon cycle through the combustion of fossil 
fuels and through LULUCF actitlvities. He noted that the amount of carbon 
concentration in the atmosphere bad Increased by 28 percent since 1850,

June 11 Umbrella Plenary

The eight umbrella members present at tiiis meeting (no one has seen a 
Ukrainian ftius far) met for over two hours on June 11. Many of the vexations no^ 
above were e:q)rcssed. Russia made an interesting comment that for many countries, 
(such as those in Africa) the EU and the umbrella are creating a system on the 
mechanisms and compliance that is far too complicated for them. He also said that 
the sinks issue is poorly understood by his country’s foresters. We hope to probe 
more during a U.S,-Russian bilateral that is scheduled for Tuesday afternoon (June 
13). A complete report on the June 11 umbrella meeting is contained with this report.

Status of the Negotiations

There was little change from our last update other than the rather significant 
developments that have been noted above. There were two additional developments 
that arc worth noting, however:
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A^mfomnUy to produoe a moto tatiaftctcry maorton pnor to tt 
being incorporated in a draft tesit.

group’s ,n format for presentation of the August 1^b^io^ that Should be helpful. It must now be presented to entoe group for its blessing Saudi reaction is not known. Suffice it to note that at the June 11
Tp
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 offto Adcle Morris and her entire sinks’ team!

Comment:
Manv Annex I delegations are nervous. As indicated, the Saudis are gtaduaUy

P ^
camel Into the tent of Article 4.S/4.9, followmg their success m-g inside at COP-4 Some delegations are concerned that if we push too

LefcUy into acconn. aa wa proceed over the next fe» deya.
We are not being helped by 4e G-77/China with finding a “tation to this

Z Kv <mX^ssue here i they have in the past. They appear to believe that ^

ra  ̂’  ssisrs's.ri  '.rs.rsrsrr 
several Aftican delegations tomorrow. End Comment.
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Zi pronoTOcrf oa cBmatt camot accept the stales piovtnon
sSt to declanog ai»‘ ^‘.l^^p^rttnfeLicc for H projects (comment: toin the Kyoto Protocol hot teh^ rt,e Energy Mtaistry’s view nor perhaps the Natural 
Mstemcnl on n does not tept_»«?< „„ Enviromncnlal Protecnon 
Resources 

pr=-sunurdt runup).probably  wiU  he  housed)  as  US hmcassya- tan did not go into contpltance ta any detail other than to place t. wrth the
^^"Pr^ofthewcehjust ended..



JUN-12-2000 11=01 QES/EGC 202 647 0191 P.27/30

^ Earth Negotiations Bulletirf^
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Kyoto Protocol. On COP/MOP. Co-Chair Sl^»wd *« good thing" and thai they owld be limited in

COP/MOP was the canttal policy-njaking body, but ahould not m BUILDING: On 9 June, delegates heard prosen-
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Flex Mechs Text - Next?
Chainnnn ChoWs «vr«d asduunams «i on ^
Suutday afternoon. The Channan ^ S^iopos^al that the Secrewdai muntain a list
gramlatad for his efforts to ro-organize ^ inelicible tn paitldpulE. Krally. the

T* 'oSewi «o text should Include language limiting parodpa-

of non-complianoo with amissions redueUon out Kyoto meebtm _<;e»iftmied o^tr. eol. 1 
obUgahons. Of course, the Chaiiman'a new mV
text preserves the vaiioua options for decisions 

,11 rh. w-v area« of difiaercement omonfi thetext ptCJCrvcs tnc vaciuiui aw* ------on all the locy areas of di»er“ment among the 
paniaH. Based on initial review of the-new text 
preferences among these options, as well as 
suggeadoos for further improvemcot. arc out­
lined below.

Cross-cutting issues
Ttaasporcncy: In the section on registries, iha 
text provides for public access to national 
AAU/ERU^t^R secount balances on a real­
time basis. For the public to get the big picture, 
however, all nononal registries need to be 
linked to an imemaiional reglsoy whose data Is 
pubUcly available. Fiinhor. it is disappointine 
that the Trtmcpaiency section of each dnift de­
cision Is blank. "Wo suggest that this section 
specifically monrlon the public parndpadon 
provisions of Agenda 21 end Prindple 10 of 

Kio Dedaratloa.
^Kgibility: Importantly, the rext recognoeo

WM'

■ v&:;

m
St'SSwish Cii^ el5>Si to Wpomus support for tha Ooir

Adapt and
Suirvive

For once it seems tbar Pattiei arc serious m 
fulfilling their commitmentj under the Conven­
tion on Article 4.8 & 4.9. For developing coun­
tries such aa AOSIS mamben and LDCs that 
are among the most vulnerable to the impacts 
of cKinatc change, the Issue of adaptation can 
mean life and death. It is thereferc extremely 
heartening to sec in the lottsl consolidated 
chair's text on Article 4.9 that the Patties art 
giving serious consideration to identiftiing ini­
tial actions to address adverse impocts.

Tliere was a common thread of agtectnent 
in last week's infbnnal exchanges of views. /JI 
Fatties concurred that technologleal and finan­
cial support will be cnidal for assisting devel­
oping countries build their capacity and inatltu- 
cional strength, This would be one of the fi«i 
steps towards hdping them identify and de­
velop adaptation response measuies, and this is 
where pnority action should be taken. The Put­
ties already have sufficiimt information » pro­
vide the basis far actiont taken under ^de 
4.9. It would be senseless to delay decisions 
any further.

Actions relaiing to the impacts of response 
measures are, however, a different matter. 
Huge infonnation gaps remain, making it P'"®- 
matire for Parties to taka any conclusive deri­
sions on compensation. Nevertheless, there are 
some positive measures that Parties should sup­
port now. For staners, they should endoise 
more research into the development and use of 
renewable enargy in devebping countries.

CAN is cxueraely conoetned by the Intent 
of some Parties (rand up, Australial) to ex­
plore carbon scquentration technologies as a 
way to minimise the advetse impacts of climnw 

-rominued aver. col. J
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_ -Machs, from front page
It proceeds: CAN believes die sbaro of 

proceeds to be used for the adaptation fond os- 
uiblished under Attiele 12.8 should apply to all 
thrso meebamsms. not just the CDM, The 
needs to be met by mis fond arc IDcaly to be 
quite SMbstantial. given (he ever-mote-apparent 
impacts of clima® change oo developing coun- 
oies. In addition, it would bo ironic indeed if 
Che one machaniam thar can coatributa to si^ 
tainablo development In non-Annex I countries 
(the CDMj were to be compoiitivdy disadvan* 
uged by seleetivB application of this fee.

Jotni ImplemetUation
The Cliftinnan’s new text on J1 wcalns almost . 
all countries’ tabled and bracketed proposals. 
To ensure envitomnental integrity. Pnrtias 
slVould support those options that give priority 
CO clean technologies such ts tenowahlos and 
energy efCciency. as well m those that emphor 
size mnldple forms of additionalliy (paras 32a- 
g, and 36a-4), These paragraphs also address 
the need to exclude nuclear power and those 
sink projects that cannot provide methodologi­
cal nod scicntiftc certainty.

The« is a need for the final rules adopted 
in The Hague to promote claan JI projects over 
enx^nmsntoUy unsound projects or 'hot air' 

In this regard. Forties should endeavor 
iliai the deailcd reporting requiie- 

for project baselines (Appendix B, page 
30) aed for the Project Design Document (An­
nex to App. B. p 32) don't Incrcnse costs un­
necessarily, and actually reduce incentives to
puEtue 11 projects ns compared to hoc air ttadr
ins-

CAN thinks that the concept of fast track
approval for a positive.list of clean toohnolo- 
gics such as mnewables and cutring-edge de­
mand side efficiency shoujd be added to the 
texL These green technologies are far prefer­
able to unaustiiinable teehtiologies such as large 
hydro, nuclear power and coaL Favorable con­
sideration should bo given to the Swiss pro­
posal for early CTCdttinc (against iho assigned 
amount) for sustainable GHO emissiona reduc- 
don projects, before the comminnent period, so 
as to limit Hot Air. This would offer inveatots- 
an opening for cheap energy afflelency options 
in Central and Eastern Europe. In order to gen- 
enicc net benefits to the atmosphere, these anrly 
JI credits should be properly discounted for the 
investor.

Clean DevelopMem Mtehanism 
Paragraphs on opdons for promoting clean 
technologies remain imnet, in pamcular para. 
S3 c <St e which gives the option to pcioritise 

^fl^kwablcs nnd erusBr efflctoncy and to base 
on the best availablo long-term envi-

ISSUE N04

roomental option.
CAN can joppon conducting the GDM on 

an interiiu basis if the interim pariod is re­
stricted to on exclusive positive list of 
renewables and damand-tidfl encript efficiency 
tcchneloglos.

Siioh positive list technologies can be used 
to promote learning by doing without risiing 
the environmental Integrity of the mechanism, 
and will give die private sector greater certainty 
in devBlopIng e«ly projeco. The interim phase 
can be used to develop special rales for positive 
list tBchnolocies firsts which could include sim­
plified baselines (e.g. through bencbmarklng). 
relaxed additionaliiy oiteria and a fast nek 
procedural system'. Rules for tachnologies not 
on the posiDve list can be developed subse­
quently stiU be in place for COP/MOPl, 
when other lechuologies coiild be allowed, in. 
pnding a review of tho inrcrlm phase.

CDM projects Should he required to meet 
test? of emiasions, financial, investment and 
technology addliionfllity. Whilst tho detals still 
nosd to be floehed out, this principle is essontial 
to operationalize .a.mde I13c of tho Protocol. 
Adcfidonality 'criteria could potentially be te- 

to a degree for positiva list renowahla and 
demand-side projects because wc can ha mote 
secure that such technologies are nafutally ad­
ditional. Restriction of the interim phase to 
such positive list prtjjecn will also allow the 
question of additionality to be fully addressed 
for other tachnologloi before they are allowed 
access to the CDM. f

The theme of stakeholder participation is 
briefly noted in the contexts of project valida­
tion (para 49d) and accreditation of operational 
entities (para 96a (1)) and this project design 
document (pan lOli). However, the overly 
general approach to such pattidpation does not 
yet inspire confidence in Parties' coinmitment 
on this issue, despite the obvious moral impera­
tive and the clear operational benefits involved.

CAN would likn to see a more systematic 
• approach to participation throughout the taxL
In pamcular. local stakeholder involvement
should bo explicitly required in project leloc- 
tioQ and design; through specific criteria for lo­
cal stakeholder benefits and capocUy building,
a framework for iafarmation prevision, public
comment .periods anti a olear and effective
complained procedure. These isaucs should all
be integrated into the CDM reforenee manual
and the project design documoni for both CDM
ind JI projects. In addition. CAN believes that
civil sodety should'have lepiesentation on the
executive board.

Emixtions Traiing
We agree that Parries should commit to spedfic

VOLUME cm

dnh>< for a review of the trading system. How- 
ever, the text should state explicitly that the 
review examine the cffectivencse and operarion 
of the rules regarding eligibility, liability, and 
regisities. Moreover, the text should specif;/ 
that the reviews occur on a tegular and predict­
able basis.

CAN is pleased that the text inclndes vari-' 
QU5 proposals for hybrid liability, including the 
surplus-to-plon, shared liability, and compli­
ance reserve alternatives. We bciiove signifi- 
oant work is still needed in fine-tune ihe.<« pro­
posals. We reject the sellcr-liability-orUy op­
tion. Finally, wc agree that Parties not in com­
pliance with Articles 3, 5, and 7 may not trans­
fer AAUs In the Kcond commitment period.

Chairman Chow 'and the Secretariat have 
done their part; now it's up to delegates to sug­
gest further Improvomonis In the text, and w 
wotk to narrow their differences wherever pos­
sible before we all leave Bonn at the end of this 
week.'

-Adaptation, from from paga
change on developing countries. This preposnl 
is totally unacceptable, It would allow de«elr 
oped cowncries to evade cutting their ueo of fos­
sil ftiels - which is, of course, why the OPECs 
are supporting iL Moreover, because this icd^ 
nology is expensive and still being davdopetl. 
it could divert investment away from the devel­
opment of renewable energy and energy eff.- 
ciency technologies that are sorely needed in 
both the Nortli and South.

One doesn’t have to be Einstein to figure 
out what these Patties are tip to. aOSIS and 
LDCs should rejacc any reference to sinks in 
4,9.

Time for Ludwig's by-now traditional report 
from the NCO Party. Fusdy, badges (or bur­
tons as North Amerioans call them). By the 
end of the ptuty British delegates seemed lo 
be weoring "No Nukes in the CDM”; in con­
trast the French were supporting their national 
position by wearing Trees Don’t Cut It - No 
Sinks in the CDM". And who could resist tiie 
oharm of the new head of tha CCC, who 
chose to ignore the, um. '(aciliticE. using a tree 
in tha middle of the square instead (or was It a 
lamp-post?).

While 00 the subject of carbon criminaJs, 
Ludwig has learned that the ''Don" in Don 
“Qodftther" Peorlman is in fact a title, not a 
name. 'Watch oqt for horses' heads.

FREE OF CHAR RE

TOTAL P.30
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To:

From:

Subject;

See Recipients’ List 

USDEL/Bonn - Mark G.

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

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

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

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

outside the U.S. Government,

f
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13 June 2000

V
SB12 Periodic Update No. 10: Debates Embroil June 12 Meetings of SBSTA and 
the SBI; Saudi “Roll” after the Release of Co-Chalrs Text on 
Adaptation/Compensation Screeches to a Halt Amid an Evening Brouhaha

Atmospherics

The pace of discussions slowed perceptibly on June 12 and 13 as the first 
formal sessions of the Subsidiary Body on Ii^lementation (SBI), the Subsidiary 

Body on Scientific and Technological Advice (SBSTA) and their joint working group 
held their first meetings. SBSTA and the joint working group especially became 
bogged down in debates on sinks and Articles 4.8/4.9 and 3i 14 
(adapution/compeasatioii) respectively. The joint working group ended later than 
anticipated but is done until Friday (June 16), barring some emergency situation. SBI 
did better and has only a few items remaining for consideration, including the 
planning for future meetings. SBSTA will be dealing with technology transfer.

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

After some heated side-bars, during which Annex I was pressed by SBI 
Chairman John Ashe to agree to work from the co-chairs text on 4,874.9 (AI refused), 
Ashe then turned his attention on his own group. They agreed to continue the 
discussion, and the meeting was completed after one hour. There will undoubtedly be 
repercussions, but it will not be until later this afternoon (June 13) that we get any 
inking as to their magnitude.

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

Status of the Negotiations

The following paragr^hs provide insights into the status of the various topics under 
consideration during this first week of informal discussion.
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text.
fThi5 situatioii has been coniUscd and complicated by a repoir coming from the EU 

that asserts that the current paper does not represent a co-chairs’ text. According to 
Sweden’s Kjellen, the co-chairs plan to issue their “real” text on Wednesday. Some 
EU govemments allegedly pressed Kjellen not to issue any text. The Swedish co­
chair was adamant, however, and said that a text that Annex I would be more 
comfortable with will bo issued.

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

Comment)

Technology Transfer: The "Friends of the Chair” met on the evening of June 12.
The G-77 came with a weU-coordinated position and asked for specifics in the 
proposed text, while we proposed "themes.” The meeting was described as difficult 
The G-77 will present a paper sometime today (June 13). It is anticipated that co- 
chairs for a contact group will be appointed sometime today, as well.

5
Convention Articles 4.8Z4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of response 
measures) and Protocol Articles 2-3 and 3.14: The issuance and status of the co­
chairs’ text on this issue continued to be embroiled in controversy, at least on the part 
of Annex I which was especially hammered by its content. The second Issue of 
concern is whether there should be one decision or two incorporating Protocol Article 
3.14 into the decision on Convention Articles 4.8M.9. To say that the Saudis were on 
a roll until the evening kerfhffie on June 12 was probably an accurate assessment. It 
is not clear how this will play out, but the Saudis will undoubtedly press their G- 
77/China colleagues to exact some kind of sanction in other negotiations,

SBSTA Chair Dovland tried his best to forestall a detailed discussion of this item at 
the SBSTAySBI Joint Session on June 12. Annex I Parties rather begrudgingly 
decided to hold their fire as long as Saudi Arabia and the G-77/China did so. In the 
event, the G-77/China launched a long, two hour debate that went on ad nauseum over 
one aspect of the discussion: whether to treat the convention articles (4.S/4.9) in a 
separate decision from Protocol Article 3.14 or not. Led by Nigeria speaking for the 
G-77/China, over 20 different non-Aimex I Parties all agreed there should be separate 
decisions. Voicing their support were Venezuela, Senegal, Chad. Burkino Faso 
(speaking for the Afiican group), Indonesia and several others, including almost every 
Arab country from Morocco to Qatar. See our report in Update 11.

Arguing against thig proposition were the EU, the U.S., Japan, Canada, Switzerland 
and New Zealand. This turnout reflected a meeting of the minds meeting between the 
EU and the umbrella group on June 12 at which the status of the co-cbaiis’ text was 
discussed. All present agreed it was not a negotiating draft; a view not shared by the 
G-77 but there was some difference of view among the EU/UG as to how to treat the
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Kyoto Mechanisms: We have vetted the text. The organization is better, and it is 
shorter. Several problem areas remain. In part, this is because the text did not 
accurately report umbrella group positions on some key issues, (For example, many 
of our points on joint implementation were ignored or not taken on board; in addition, 
the baselines portion of the text was apparently prepared by a contractor and does not 
reflect as well as it should the direction we would like to take this discussion.)

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

The EU, Canada, Switzerland, and the U.S. all spoke out, as well. We noted some of 
the gaps in the text but applauded it as a step forward. See our detailed report in 

Update No. 11.
As has been noted, quasi-bedlam broke out during the contact group when Saudi 
Arabia tried to shut down the meeting on the evening of June 12, We will have to see 
how matters develop later today (June 13).

Compliance: A new co-chairs’ text was issued late od June 12. It will serve as the 
basis for discussion on the afternoon of June 13. Our first reading suggests that most 
of our points have been incorporated. Unfortunately, the EU’s proposals on 
institutions appeara in the mab body of the paper with our carefully thought out 
proposals buried m an annex. On balance, we appear to have a doemnent we can 
work ftom; however, wo will have some hard sloggmg to do on the institutional and
other areas.
Policies and Measures (PaMs): This issue was raised at the mommg SBI meeting. 
It is expected that two oo-ebairs will be appomted to work out decisions. We have 
suggested Switzerland and either Egypt or Nigeria (unlikely m view of its overall G- 
77 role as coordbator).

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

Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF): Interest b this topic 
threw SBSTA Chair Dovland’s plans for a smooth Monday plenary session mto 
confusion FoUowmg EPCC Chair Bob Watson’s presentation, a lengthy discussion 
ensued during which the G-77 aaked for an additional LULUCF workshop and for the

0
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preparation of a report by the Secretariat analyzing the results of the IPCC Special 
Report. Brazil indicated that this is not possible, citing principally the timing issue.

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

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

Cross-Cutting Issues: No change from earlier reporting.
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Joint SUBSTA/SUBIM Meeting 
12 June 2000 
Jack Schick

Nigeria launched a vigorous assault on unified Annex I opposition to the Co-chairs' 
so-called consolidated text on 4.8/4.9/3.14 that quickly took over the opening formal 
meeting of this session. Mohammed Barkindo, as G 77 Chair, laid out the Group’s 
criteria for success at COP 6 that it is more important “to get it right than to get it 
done.” Getting it right for him means blundy that the G 77’s “mtcrests must be 
satisfied ” “We will not step aside for the Mechanisms, compliance, and sinks 
Without concrete actions on 4.8/4.9/3.14” and said “it is important for everybody to 
understand that at the outset” He rejected enhanced roles for developmg countries 
beyond the 1995 Berlin Mandate that excluded them from emissions commitments. 
Instead, the G 77 is looking for financing of technology transfers. At COP 6, he said, 
the G 77 will insist on a commitment to “specific funding amounts” on a long tem 
basis. Moreover, all decisions must be in balance and integrated together (a decision 
on 4,8/4.9/3.14 must achieve the same status as the decision on Mechanisms, 
compliance, and sinks,).

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

The Co-chairs of the 4.8 Contact Group tried to reassure Annex I countries that their 
text of last weekend was without prejudice to developed countries' views md 
acknowledged that Annex I did not favor separate decisions on 4.8/4.9 of the FCCC 
and on 3.14 of the Kyoto Protocol (double jeopardy for Annex I). Moreover, they 
indicated they would have another paper-a negotiating text—by the end of the week.

Australia led the counter-attack, insisting that only one derision be taken at this 
session, combining the consideration of 4.8/4.9 together with 3.14. The current text 
was not an appropriate basis for discussion for Australia that urged going back to the 
compilation document where Australia’s views were initially stated. Poitugual 
immediately joined Australia with a similar statement, noting in particular that COP 4 
and COP 5 derisions kept the two provisions together. The US would not agree to 
modify the Buenos Aires Plan of Action that associated the two, arguing that the way 
forward was a further discussion of the issues and conceptual draft elements of a 
decision to be pursued after this session. Switzerland and Japan also joined the 
Umbrella Group-EU effort to turn, back the Nigerian bid. Japan recited the techmeal 
support programs it has already extended to developing countries to deal with climate 
change In an effort to reassure the G 77 that it sympathized especially with the plight 
of the least developed countries, it clearly joined the US and EU. Canada linked itself 
to the US and EU while also saying that it has new ODA funding available. New
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0\
Zealand chimed in but with a mild-mannered statement (it has been the least 
enthusiastic of the Umbrella Group to take on the Saudis over the 4.8 iasuej.

Compliance got off with the Co-chair’s status report and an announcement that his 
newest draft elements text would be available at 6 PM tonight—no extended 
discussion ensued as the Joint Meeting was running out of time. However, Chairman 
Chow of the Mechanisms Contact Group, while congratulated all round for his efforts, 
drew a complaint from India that Chow’s 94-pager had left out some of the nature and 
scope material. India also wanted to know what Chow’s terms of reference are for the 
Lyon session in September. Both the EU and Umbrella Group endorsed Chow’s 
latest text (without going into further detail where there is unhappiness with many 
sections), Canada warned that the 94-pager was still too long and complex: “We need 
simple rules for our work to produce satisfactory results at COP 6.” Australia, the 
US, and Rumania (for EITs), and Chile generally supported Chow’s text. (Comment; 
Saudi Arabia spoke to the Chow text but did not shred it as some in the Umbrella 
Group had feared it would if the EU and Umbrella Group opposed the status of the • 
4.8 text)..
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* A Reporting Service for Environment and Development Negotiations
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VoL 12 No. 133 Pvbtlshee by me Intewatonsl institute for Sustainable Development (I ISO) Tuesday. 13 June 2000

HIGHLIGHTS FROM FCCC SB-12
MONDAY, U JUNE 2000

On the opening day of the iwelflh sessions of the FCCC subsid­
iary bodies (SB-12), delegate met'in a momiilg session of the 
Subsidiwy Body for Scientific and Technological Advice 
(SB STA) to discus* land u?e, land-use change and foresuy 
(LULUCF), and guidelines under Protocol Mticles 5 (method* 
ological issues), 7 (com muni cad on of information) and 8 (reviinu 
of information). The Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBl) 
considered Annex I and non-Annex I communications, the Cnan- 
oial mechanism, end administrative and financial matters. In the 
afternoon, a joint SBI/SESTa session addressed issues relating to 
adverse e^eas, compliance and the mechanisms. Contact groups 
were convened to continue consideraaon of LULUCF, adverse 
effects,-Protocol Articles 5,7 and 8, and the mechanisms.

SBSTA
LULUCF; IPCC Chair Robert Watson outlined the key issues 

in the IPCC Special Report on LULUCF, Co-ChaJr Gwmge noted 
the capacity building function of the pre-sessional informal meet­
ings with regard to the LULUCF SpociaJ Report and progress on 
the data format for submissions due on 1 August.

^Several delegates ealledfor sufficient time to consider the 
" ;ial Report. The G-77/CH1NA expressed concern that the

_ in Annex I countries would create ea ctititlcmeni to emit,
arTd called for appropriate carbon accounting approaches. 
COLOMBIA, opposed by SaMOA, supported equal treatment of 
forestry in dje COM. The AFRICA GROUP undorscored links 
between land degradation and sequestration.

AUSTRALIA and CANADA suggested dealing with Article 
3.3 (afforestation, reforestation and deforestation) and 3.4 (addi* 
tional activities) as a package. SWITZERLAND preferred priori­
tizing Article 3.3, while the £U stressed emissions reduction as the 
main emphasis whoa considering Article 3.4.

GOOD PRACTICE GUIDANCE AND UNCERTAINTY 
MANAGEMENT IN NATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS 
INVENTORIES: Taka Knishi, IPCC, said the ffCC feport on 
this topic was a significanr additional instrument in Improving 
national inventory estimates. TheEU urged adoption at COP-6 of 
good practice guidance as part of inventory reporting, GHANA 
calleclfor regional workshops to enhance developing country 
understanding of the IPCC report.

ARTICLES S, 7 & «; Co-Chair Paci omik reported on the pre- 
sassionai infatmal meeting end its outcomes. The US and JAPAN 
rcoommended adoption of guidelinas for national systems at COP- 
6. TheEU said some matlera under Articles 5,7 and 8 can only be
completed after COP-6, aa decisions made on other Issues need to
be taken into consideration. The G-77yCHINA said work on Arti­
cles 5, 7 and 8 should take into account other Protocol articles.

«

' including those on demonstrable progress, the financial mecha- 
nism and adverse effects. On the linkage to the mechanisms, 
JAPAN proposed that any Party should be able tp use the mecha- 
nisms until non-compUareo with Anloles S and/or 7 is proven.

sitr
annex I COMMUNICATIONS: Delegates considered

experiences with the review of second national communications. 
SWnZERLAND. with thcRUSSlANFEDERATION, underlined 
the importance of training review expera, and proposed a work­
shop te exchange Information on the preparation of third national 
communications..TheEU said it expected a dedsion on Protocol 
Artide 7.2 (national communications) at COP-6 and a decision on 
Protocol Article 9 (review of information) at COP-7. The US and 
Canada suggested postponing conaideraiion of the review of 
guidelioea on national communications until SB-14.

NON-ANNEX I COMMUNICATIONS: SBI haard the first 
report of the Consultative Group of Experts (CGE), which was 
established to as» St non-Annex 1 Parties improve their national 
communications. CGE Chair Josd Gonzalez Miguez (Brazil) said 
the CGE had at its first meeting agreed on a sch^ule ofmeetings 
and activities, and prepared an indicadvo budget. The EU, opposed 
by BRAZIL, the CENTRAL AFRICAN REPUBLIC and 
KENYA, suggested that the CGE’s findings bo presented by June 
2001 to contribute to the review of guidelines so as to adopt at 
COP-7 improved guidelines for the second national cotmnumca- 
tiona. The US urged the CGE to provide specific advice on the 
guidelines and report on it at SB-H,

FINANCIAL MECHANISM: Several Patties highlighted the 
imporiance of Ae GEP’s suppon for the preparation of non-Annex 
I national communications and expressed appreciation for the GEF 
Capacity Development Initiative (CDI). CANADA supported the 
comprehensive approach in assessing capacity development needs. 
The EU said the CDI should provide the basis for a framework on 
capacity building, along with national communications. The G-77/ 
CHINA stressed the need to link the CDI to the overall process 
underdeciaon IO/CP.5 (capacity building in developing countries) 
to avoid duplication. The IPCC outlined the GEF's proposal enti­
tled “Assessment ofimpaas of, and Adaptation to. Climate 
Change in Multiple Regions and Sectors in Coordination with the 
IPCC.-’

ADMINISTRATIVE & FINANCIAL MATTERS: FCCC 
Executive Secretary Michael Zommit Cutajar presented a docu­
ment on late payment of contributions. He suggested consideration 
of the option that Parties with arrears of one year or more could be 
ineli^ble to, Inliralia-, host a session of the COP/Subsidiaiy 
Bodies; be invited to or receive foivding to attend informal meet­
ings; or be allocated membership of the Bureau of the COP or its
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nJicliary bodies. Several Parties stressed the need for ftjnhtf whole packagrof issues being blocl:^, NICEWA awd ihcro was
^oration oftho opiions presented by the&ceaudvc Soerrtao'. suffiqent i^<™atxon to take acnon, m spite of gaps. Co-Cha.r
Infonnal coosultatioas «11 be held on this issue. Kjelldn said the group shou d continue discussions to move

• forward based on the consolidated teset.
JOINTSBl/SBSTA MECHANISMS: Chair Chow introduced the draft consoli -

SBSTA Chair Dovland (Norway) opened the meeting and on mechanisms. SAUDI ARABIA requested adj oum-
called on delegates to develop teiet on as many issues as possible m of ihe meeting, noting the obstructive position of cenain
accdrdanccwiththoBucnos'Aircs Planof Action. The G»77y . . I Parties in the contact group on adverse effects, and
CHINA stressed the need to negotiate the Issues as a package and recalling the agreement struck on 9 June to use the cotuoli dated 
said the outcome should be a balanced act of dcciaions. He called advarse affects and on mechaniams as the baai a for negoti-
on Annex II Parties to commit specific financial resources for tech- ^tion. SWITZERLAND, aupponed by SAMOA, CaNaDa and 
nology transfer and capacity building by COP-6. JAPAN, and opposed by BRAZIL and KUWAIT, requeated

adverse EEFECTS: ChairDovland reported on the recent funher discussion on the consolidated text. Delegates resumed 
workshops and informal meetings on PCCC Article‘4.8 and 4.9 and deliberations and recommended. Inter alia: the development
Protocol Article 3.14 (adverse effects). The G-T7/CHINA with of a more concise text elaboration ofthe nature and scope of the
other non-Aimex 1 Parties, advocated the adoption of two draft mechanisms; development of a participatory and trwvsparmt
decisions: one on Article 4.8 and 4,9 and another on Article 3.14.. system that engages the private sector; and clarity on dealing with
The EU, AUSTRALIA IaPAN, US and SWITZERLAND assigned amounts within each mechanism,
preferred a aingle decision. AUSTRALIA with JAPAN and others. ARTICLES S, 7 & 8: This conUct group reached agreement
said the consolidared text was not an appropriate basis for contact ^ on the second draft ofthe Guidelines forNailonal Sysiemsunder
group discussion, and proposed revisiting the compilation of Protocol Article 5.1, The Secretariat introduced SBSTA-12 draft
Parties’views. Conclusions on Good Practice Guidance and Uncertainty Manage-

COMPLIANCE: Co-ChairSladeofthe Joint Working Group mem in National GHG Inventories. In considering the Chairs' draft
on Compliance (JWG) reported on theworkshophdd from 1-3 Conclusions on Guidelines under Protocol Articles 5.7 and 8. dele-
March 2000 and the informal meetings preceding SB-'12. Ho said discussed, inter alia, deadlines for the voluntary implemcnla-
thai these, together^with further submissions from Parties, formed [he guidelines for national systems and for their possible
the basis for the negotiating text fof SB-12, revision based on experience of Parties.

MECHANISMS: Chair Chow reported on progress made TECHNOLOGV TRANSFER AND DEVELOPMENT;
during the inter-sessional period and introduced relevant doou- TheFriends ofthe Chair group exchanged views on the themes for 

including the'draft consolidated text on mechanisms. A action emergieg from the regional consultative process.
^^Ker of delegates said die new consolidated text formed a useful „

orrcfcrcncc point from which to proceed, The G-77/CHINA IN THE CORRIDORS - f i
lS«sed the need to include rather than excludeviews, and to deter- The spirit of cooperation generated dunpg the informal meet-
mine the nature ofthe process and terms of reference for the contact ings was shaken late Monday, when tensions inncgowhow in the 
group on mechanisms in the lead-up to COP-6. .contact group an adverse effect spilled oyer inre the m^hao, sms

COLOMBIA said the CDM should: ensure sufficient addition- group m what fcaay saw as ut-foivtat repnsals. The apparent reluc- 
allty- provide for equal treatment between the three mechanisms; tance of some Annex I Parties to discuss a consolidated text based
reco^zctheunUaicral model for the formulation of projeca; and on Patties' proposals on ^veiye effects sparked a response in the 
focus on prioritizing the austalnablc development aspect of CDM. mechaniama group from Saudi Arabia, who to bnng the
ROMANIA, spealdng for the Group ofEastera European couot meeting to an abiupt halt. S^eral delegatM obso^ed tlut *e inci-
trieSs and supported by the US, said JI and CDM have distinct roles dent underlined the difficulties in moving forward on a package 
and should not be aeated in the same way. AUSTRALIA cautioned given some Parties' insistence on simultaneous progress on all 
against loading JI and CDM with transaction costs. CHIUE issues. Others also noted that divisions withm Ac G--n/Chma on
supported inclusion of sinks wiAin the CDM. adverse effects were becoming more apparent by Ae day.

CONTACT axoups THINGS TO LOOK BOR TODAY
LULUCP; Delegates considered Ae Co-Ch«ire’ note on draft sbI: SBI will convene at 10;00 am in Plenary I to consider

conclusions for SBSTA-12 relating to criteria and guiding piinci- arrangcoicnts for intorgovcnunental meetings and administrative
pies for identification and selection of additional activities under financial matters.
Article 3.4. TheEU called for inclusion of further criteria and a SBSTA: SBSTA will meet at 10;00 am in Plenary II to consider
guiding prindpla emphasizing emissions reduction. AUSTRALIA technology transfer and policies and measures, 
disagreed, stressing Ae imparteacc of not being prescriptive, but LULUCF: The contact group on LULUCF will meet at 12:00
allowing for consideration of national circumstancec. TUVALU ppj jjj the Reger Room to consider the Co-Chairs* draftconclu- 
aadAoG-77/CHINA proposed deleting reference to sustainable jjons.
development and to multilateral environmental agraemonts. Some ' COMPLIANCE; The JWG is expMted to meet Ais afternoon
Parties suggested referring to specific articles, but proceeded to ^ discuss Ac Cb-Chairs’ text.
agree on a general reference to AeFCCC and Ae Protocol. ARTICLES 5,7& 8i This oontact group will meet from 7:00

adverse EFFECTS: Co-Choir Kjelldn emphasized Aat Ao expected to consider a now text of draft conclusiona on
goal of Ao eoniaot group Was to develop a proposal for nogodaung Cutdelines under Protocol Articles 5, 7 and 8, and the Co-Chairs' 
text for consideration at SBSTA-13. On procedural issues, dde- texted Proposed Elemente of Draft Guidelines under Article 8 of 
gates diflfered over wheAef to develop one or two draft decisions. the Kyoto Protocol.

A"o A'nXA aoaoAMal'r^fKAFplMUAlAninB caiintria^. oDDOSdd arA AiKiArTfn rhimfVfi ColUillt (hc uinounccrncnt
^ates Q1^1 ARABIA and seVeral oAer davelopmg countries, opposed 

AUSTRALIA and JAPAN, supported connnuiag work on Ae 
^iB of Ae Co-Chai»' cooaolidaied text. SWITZERLA^ said it 
WHS premature to take a deeiston on long-tarm actions wiAout 
fiirAcr research, information and a full assessment of options, and 
said this process was moving too fast. Several non-Annoc I Parties 
expressed concern Aai Ai s position would make It difficult to 
move forward, and KUWAIT noted Aat Ais could result in Ac

Meerings are subject to change. Consult Ae announcement 
board for details.

TOTfiL P.ll
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List of Recipients for Periodic Reporting 
From the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies 

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

Orsanization Name Fax

State/OES David Sandalow 202 647-0217
State/OES Ken Brill 202 647-0217
State/OES Brooks Yeager 202 647-0217
State/OES Povenmire/Hobgood 202 647-0217
State/L/OES Sue Biniaz/Evan Bloom 202 736-7115
OES/EGC Dan Balzer et.al. 202 647-1091
State/OES Susan Gordon/H.Kaufman 202 647-3970
State/H/OES Chris Mann 202 647-9667
State/G Nigel Purvis 202 647-0753

Commerce Dana Palmer 202 408-9674
Commerce David BL Festa 202 482-4636

DOD Bruce Degrazia/KJDoxey 703 607-4237

DOD Dan Benton 1 703 693-4507
DOD Sherri Goodman ' 703 693-7011

DOI David Hayes 202 208-1873
DOJ Jim Rubin 202 514-4231
Energy Dan Rcicher 202 586-9260
Energy David Goldwyn 202 586-0861
Energy Margot Anderson 202 586-3047
EPA Bill White 202 260-4852
EPA John Beale 202 564-1554
EPA Robert Perciaspepe 202 501-0986
Treasury Robert Cumby 202 622-2633
Treasury Todd Stern 202 622-0073
USAID David Hales/Barrett 202 216-3174
WH Ian Bowles 202 456-2710
WH Roger Ballentine 202 456-1736
WH/CCTF David Gardiner 202 395-2311
WH/CCTF John Gibson 202 395-2342
WH/CEA Robert Lawrence 202 395-6958
WH/CEQ George Frampton 202 456-2710
WH/OSTP Rosina Bierbaum 202 456-6025
WH/OVP Michael Orfini 202 456-9500
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To;

From.

Subject;

13 June 2000

See Recipients’ List 
USDEL/Bonn - Mark G. Hamblcjjj;^

Periodic Update No. 11 from SB12 (supplemental reporting)

principally covering events on Monday, June 12.

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

Schwengels;
(B) Report on a meeting by the consultative group of experts on non-Annex I 

communications reported by Jack Fitzgerald;

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

USDELcr unknown;
(D) .Notes on the June 12 mcciianisms joint working prepared by another ihid.

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

(F) A Reports on the joint SBSTA/SBI joint meeting on June 12 prepared by State’s 
Jack Sbick.
All of the foregoing materials should be read in conjunction with our Update No. 

10. As is the case with other reports, these are for internal use only and are not 
intended for dissemination outside the U.S. Government
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Technology Cooperation Agreements Pilot Project (TCAPP) Side Event — 6/12/00 
Notes by: Paul Schwengels

The TCAPP side event was organized at SBSTA 12 to provide some status and concrete results 
for consideration by negotiators working on a technology transfer decision for COP 6. The 
TCAPP program has been extensively cited in these negotiations, by the US and other Parties, as 
a constructive model of effective technology cooperation and transfer which should be 
incorporated into future technology transfer aedviries under the Convention. The session 
included an overview of the program by Paul Stolpman of EPA, a brief discussion of 
involvement of private business by Lisa Jacobson of the Business Council for Sustainable Energy 
CBCSE), and a presentation of the TCAPP program in Mexico by Ubaldo Inclan of CONAE (the 
National Energy Efficiency Program of Mexico). This was followed by a Panel Chaired by 
former SBSTA Chaiman Chow Kok Kee, with short remarks from representatives of 7 TCAPP 
Country Teams. The panel also included a representative of the regional project underway in the 
Southern African Development Community (SADC). The SADC project is being carried out by 
the multilateral Climate Technology Initiative (CTI), with USG suppon, under its program called 
Climate Technology Implementation Plans (CTIP), which is very similar to TCAPP, The 
presentations were very construaive, including a clear sense of significant accomplishments to 
date, and also a frank discussion of lessons learned and areas for improvement. The group 
discussion was also constructive and conveyed very positive picture of the nature and role of this 
program the prinicples embedded in it. In closing the meeting Chairman Chow made very 
positive and complementary remarks about the TCAPP program, as an example, and source of 
input to the technology transfer consultative process.
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applicable UOTCCC Gmddmcs.
the Philippines. Theeaperta group jn tl» ^ j compeiable mfcnnation ftom developing

Studies Pro^^ S established an aggressive schedule to

^ fVi^ errriun rAiifitralia, France, Gcniiaiiy» Slovakis, and Switzerland) a oOTortunity to provide substantive analysis and recommendations. The first toS rfthe «E'e te?i>tt to SB14 wUl be produced by a smaU group conraating of up 
to 

eight experts from non-Aimex llParSet and up to six experts from Annex 1.
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^coi^unications by Annex I Panies (based on
supported ihe proposals of the Seoretanat and decision on Article 7.2 of the Protocol besuooorted the need to work quickly on publishing

The Chair. John Ashe, organization for the 
discussion of the review of the FCCC/SBI/2000/3). Portugal. 
urged that a resolution on review gui n^de at COP-6. ^ communications by government experts,

on the review of guidelines v.as not needed dial efforts in this matter be postponed until the

guidelines for review The US. Australia, and Canada 
until COP-7 and thus was not ^ *e discussion of national

 ̂Tanzania, speaking for the G77 and China,
information gaps exist that may be fi 
from bilateral and 
expressed concern ^id the g 

used will not lead to the type of capacity building that ^ framework for capacity budding“e"d«?=;°dX(:oS™ an'Mependen.
needs are met. Ghana and Samoa. ^tv buildiS:^ffo«s be country-informed and country-with Tanzania and further requested that capacity budding e^ttorts oe ̂^driven with effbr^ -‘"‘fffCc"uN^ ^nd

. an update on the jointly developed ff FaciUty for .ssorriog dro 

 proposal for a GEF Project Development-Hi-ate change The proposal, currently funded So .^“.o dovelop ^
icTo£"olS.rf^

Assuming approval at COP-6, projects will start in Apnl, 2001.

rsi:rsjrds~«“.“ro—ufho^roFo.^/^^

approach in handling delinquent countries. At this point the Chau closed the firs £•
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NOTES: 6/12 Mechanisms Joint Contact Group

bt® rejected, Swiss. Ssmoa. and Can^ indicated the

Ej±s,=ss.^i:s'4rs=:;—
the procedural issue hanging over his head.
After a Quick consultation, the JCG resumed with a general exchange of views on ^han?sms and the new text. Japan, Canada. New Zealand and US "'S'!*

S n« «I^t?Sifieial barriers for developing conntries inthe ^ CDwTIndia asked to discuss the nature and scope, indicated that reglstri^ coul^t be discussed until the nature and scope is defined, and said interim CDM/Execu ive Bo^d are not consistent with the Protocol. Brazil suggested a Way to oonceptudly Lcuss the mechanisms by starting with three blank sheets and trying to write whatresulting certificate would need to say.
After that bnef exchange, the Chair indicated that we would resume Wednesday at w vSth a detailed discussion of the full text starting with decisions then ^exes then Appendices. After detailed sessions and submissions of succinct legal text, theChair will revise the text.

Jmacedonia
6/13/00
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SUBSIDIARY BODY FOR sc™ (SBSTA) 12

Practices- were delayed until the subse<iuent session Tuesday moming at 1000 hrs.

regarding the success of the informal week prior to the SBSTA.

The Chair Sen moved to the first agenda item; Land Use, Land Use Change and(LULUCF) The Intergovernmental Panel on Qimate Change (IPCC) Special Repo ( ) then briefed limited suLiation points of the SR. This was followed by an endorsement of tlie report by the United Nations FAO in addressing poverty and the impoi^e jencultoe m cSbon emissions and sinks. The speaker. Mr. WolfKclroan(sp). emphasized use of standardized definitions and that the FAO World Food Summit had set the goal of cutting in half the number of people starving in the world by 2006.
The chair then called upon the Co-(ihair of the informal meetings, Mr. Phillip Gwage of Uganda, to sununidze the eveoa of the previous week of infoimel meettags. Mr. Owage ekpounded on 
the four main points.

1) Open 
 
discussions increased understanding of the material. fnr2) A small focus group was formed and has made good progress in building data tables forthe Article 3.3, and 3.4 submissions on August 1.2000. j3) There is a need for capacity building for the developing countries to fully appreciate andunderstand the IPCC SR, and cr. i ^4) The LULUCF is an important contribution to climate change and the IPCC SR Is a goodstarting point for building language for teircstrial carbon accounting.

The SBSTA Chair recognized the good discussion, the establishment of the Data Tables group for thu Armex 1 Couutri« August 1.2000 uatioud d.« "uhmUsion for .^thests and ^o^oed 
the formation of a LULUCF Contact Group that would meet at 1500 hrs today. The Chair then opened the floor to interventions. There were 21 interventions. A table comparing the summaryof these interventions is at Annex A.
The Chair then closed out the discussion of LULUCF by directing the foimauon of the Contact Group. He gave the group the charter of developing draft “Conclusions” including a framework (elements) of a draft decision.

Lt Col Powrs, ODUSD(ES)EQ Page 1 of2
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^ Practice Guidance in Uncertainty Management m Gas 
(GHQ) Inventories” (Qood Pieoticea). The charp„ctices. He noted for ell that this SR did not

G00£PRACTIC^ 
m diair thm 
the Preporehon “f 
welcomed a review of 
h opncral suoDOit and recommendation that this

Sentence, and implementation of the Good Practices SR m the generation of 
Nanonal inventories. There were no dissenting opinions.

1 author. Following that the SBSTA cnairdirectVd that, “At this session, work must intensity. Ait. 5.1 guidelines need to be completed 
and 

anides 7& 8” The chair directed that their would be formed a
directed mat, 
progress made be co-chaiied by Ms Helen Plume of New Zealand andof Brit"oU gtonp woJd mact at 1700 hrt to 2200 hra tonight. 
The SBSTA Chair then, opened the floor to interventions.

Saudi Arabia intervened that the discussion of Article 3. 7. & 8 must also include d^cussion of Articles 3 2 10 11 2.3, 3.11, and 3.14. Swtaerland requested the chair clearly define the tune tqu— for r’eachiig agreement, and stated that 
that they can be issued well ahead of 2008. Chma, speakmg on behalf of the G-77 China agreed with Saudi Arabia. They ftuthcr requested additional informal consultotions and that Annex 1 countries are "duty bound” to supporting Clean Development MechamsM (CDM) and the provision of data. They stated that these duties do not apply to developing countries^ China excluded by saying “Expert Review” should MQT be linked to. or which was opposite of the EU position. The US intervened, recommending adoption of Article 5 1 as written And welcomed the formation of the contact group to continue discussing the remainder of Articles 5, 7, & 8. Japan echoed the US posiUon on J ^ respective national circumstances. Japan further stated that along ^th EU. the SBSTA shou d aerL on the language for Article 5.2 at COP-6. Japan concluded that parties should be able to u!e the mechanisms until proven to be out of compliance. As 13001udirected the contact group for Articles 5. 7. & 8. was to continue to deliberate at 1900 hrs.
At 1300brs, the Chair delayed further action on the agenda and adjourned the proceedings.

LiCol petere, ODUSD(ES)EQ Page ^ of 2
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Couhby- Accounting V =,•

Bmil
(GD&Chinfl)

Portugri (BU)

Againsl full
carbon
rccoimring

Sv/ibcrlend

Auitralia

Japan

New Zealind

African Group

Canada

Credible 
accounting 
systeois; 
vtrinablc & 
meastuable
Data fonnaU 
are important

Sioka are not a 
loop hole!

3.3 & 3.4 need 
simpk 
comparable 
data

Prodcsi

Ruistgoingtofast

Info of report is 
difficult, need 
more time

Balance

Resist license to 
emit

Link 3.3.& 3.4 
AlinkwfCDM

China (G-77 & 
China)

Link 3J.& 3-4

Sinks
uncertainty 
mearrs hi^ 
risk;

Balanced 
trtahnent of 
increases and 
decreases in 
carbon slocks 
Needs to inclode 
cODsensuafor 
biodiversity
Sinks compliment 
ereissioD 
rtdurtTODS

Need guidelines for 
Aug I submission

"Need guidelines to 
build Aug I 
submission

Agreed to 
guidelines

Need Cqiaerty 
Building to 
understand report; 
need more time 
Polwidconf A 
guidelines for I 
Aug submission

PartofG77 
Rcsiri Ucense 
to emit

Commitnieat
■.V-

Agree to 
wnikon Aug 
I Subxniision
Agree to 
wmkera Aug 
1 Submission

Definitions Huroan
Inifriced

Non-C02

GoFoiward- 
IPCCSR 
Good start

3.3 is higher 
priority then
3.4

Human 
Induced Only

Need more 
time

IPCCSR
good

F&ARD 
Definitioos 
are needed

Human 
Induced only

Liiikto
drscftificafiot

PaitofG77 
Resist License to 
endt

IPCCSR
Good

How and 
whoi sink are 
to be included

ARD
Definitions 
are needed

complicated 
accounting
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Pennanjcnoe

Permanence 
is very 
important

SBSTA
I

fO
E)
G)
E)

SBSTA 
Omitted 
Agenda for 
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Translate 
LULUCF Doc 
into ail 
langroges
Must meet in 
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of developing 
countries

E)
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USA

Pciu

Data fonnats 
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Process •V

CcomlAfiica
Republic
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Samoa (Small 
Island States)

Indorses Brazil 
(G77&Cbina)

Need guidetinet 
to build Aug 1 
submission

Need more time

Need more 
time, SR 
nolabible

Sinlu
unceitflinty 
means high 
risk;
conipUcBtcd
ficoouirdng

UgsiulA

Russian
Federation

Ghana

Balance

Ait3J doesn’t 
count vast 
amount of Annejt 
1 Forest; Can iHc 
3.4 to capture 
sinks ______
Supports EU. 8c 

Comnutroent

IPCCSR 
Good; solid 
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Defioitioaa
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Human
Induced

NOO-C02

TksTPCCft
FAO

077-tChina
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CDM; Parity 
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sinks
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IPCCSR
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to process
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China, Small 
Island Slates & 
Africa Group 
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Need more time to 
gel full 
undeistaoding of
report
Move forward 
needs gutdelinca 
updated

Need guidelines for 
Aug 1 submission

Sinka 
consistent with 
convention

3.3 & 3.4 not 
cuncntly 
covered in inventory

3.4 narrow 
definiHon

Pcrniancncc

Stabilize 
GHGat safe 
levels

SBSTA

Outline for 
Augl 
Submission 
needed

Protect
biodiversity

GHG and
sustainable
development

?ut report into 
UN
Languages
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AfiicanNGOs 
to SBSTA

Avoid
perverse
incentives

IPCC helps
ratify
protocol

Emphasize 
importance of 
land

ARD
Definitions 
are needed
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Definidans 1 are needed

Annex 1 rmisl 
show credible 
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reductions
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annex a. summation of the land use. land use change, and foeesty (lulucf) interventions to
THE subsidiary BODY FOR SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL ANALYSIS (SBSTA) 12 ON DAY 1. SESSION 1

JUNE 12, 2000
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Induced
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get Ml
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Joint SUBSTA/SUBIM Meeting 
12 June 2000 
Jack Schick

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

Saudi Arabia endorsed Nigeria’s statement. The Saudis were joined by nearly the 
entire Arab world that lined up to speak in support of Nigeria’s effort. Many African 
countries joined the chorus of endorsements mainly by reciting the ravages of climate 
change that were already affecting them and for which they needed assistance,
AOSIS joined the list of supporters. China and India made relatively pro-forma 
supporting statements but did nit go beyond that—in India’s case, a one sentence 
nod. Interestingly enough, Colombia, Peru, and Venezuela were the only Latin 
American countries to support Nigeria. Brazil, Malaysia, Thailand, and South Africa 
remained silent.

The Co-chairs of the 4.8 Contact Group tried to reassure Annex I countries that their 
text of last weekend was without prejudice to developed countries’ views and 
acknowledged that Annex I did not favor separate decisions on 4.8/4,9 of the FCCC 
and on 3.14 of the Kyoto Protocol (double jeopardy for Annex I). Moreover, they 
indicated they would have another paper--a negotiating text—^by the end of the week.

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

TOTAL P.13
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To; Sec Recipients’ List
From: USDEL/Borm - Mark G. HambLe^^^

Subject; Periodic Update No. 12 from SB12 (Tuesday/Wednesday, June 13-14)

This message transmits an unofficial and informal report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn durmg 
the June 5-16 timeframe. This message covers activities from the afternoon of 
Tuesday, June 13 to mid-day on Wednesday, June 14.

Also included is a report on the June 13 JUSCANZ meeting that included a 
report by Yvo dc Boer from the inconuDg COP Presidency, prepared by State s Jack 
Shick, along with the June 14 edition of the NGO-produced Earth Negotiations 
Bulletin that provides information on Tuesday’s proceedings. This report should also 
be read in conjunction with Update No. 13 that contains additional supplemental 
reporting prepared by various U^DEL members, primarily related to the June 12 

sessions.

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

outside the U.S. Government,
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DOE’S Bill Breed. Delegates from Colombia, Ecuador, Honduras, Panama, Costa 
Rica, Argentina, Mexico, Chile, Uruguay, and Nicaragua attended. Barbara De Rosa 
Joynt has drafted a report that will be sent separately to the Department.

U.S.-Russian Bilateral

On Monday afternoon (June 13). USDEL also held a two-hour long meeting 
with members of the Russian delegation headed by climate change veteran. Alexander 
Metalnikov. He was joined by a representative of the interagency climate task force 
and a MFA representative. The reporting officer led for the U.S., ably assisted by 
EPA’s David Doniger and State’s Jack Stuck (other USDEL members were 
unavailable due to on-going contact group activities).

Among the points raised were dates and agenda for the fortlicoming meeting 
of the U.S.-Russian (Sandalow-Bcdritsky) Climate Planning Group, Metalnikov 
indicated that he would confirm our suggested dates (after August 1 submission) and 
suggestions for an agenda. He will get back to us through out EST officer in Moscow 
(Evelyn Wheeler). Doniger gave an impressive outline of our ideas for a type of 
green fund; Metalnikov, who has been resistant about such ideas in the past, indicated 
interest in the concept and asked that this matter be put on the agenda for the CPO. 
Similarly, despite Russia’s keen interest in joint implementation, they took note of the 
advantages that might accrue to Russia under emissions trading.

Metalnikov discussed briefly European efforts to lure the Federation away 
from thch umbrella group. He also told us about efforts to encourage Russia to ratify 
without the U.S. - an idea whicl^hc personally thinks would not be in Russia’s better 
interests.

Difficulties with some of our approaches on compliance and Articles 5/7Z&8 
were noted, as was Russian uncertainty on sinlcs. It was agreed that we will send the 
Russians some information on trading and related issues. We also promised to 
endeavor to send some technical experts to Moscow one or two days before the 
forthcoming CPG. A complete report on this meeting will be provided by State’s 
Jack Schick.

S

Africa Lunch

We hosted seven African delegates to lunch on June 14. The included 
representatives from South Africa, Nigeria, Senegal, Egypt, Burlcino Fasso (the chair 
of the African group), Uganda, and the Central African Republic. Aside from the 
reporting ofScer, State’s Stisan Wickwire and USAID’s Ko Barrett provided support 
and expertise on two of the areas discussed - the mechanisms (especially the CDM) 
and capacity building. Reporting officer led with an explanation of our stand on 
Article 4,8/4.9.

In response, Burlcino Faso and Nigeria boUi expressed appreciation for our 
explanation. They noted the importance of adaptation, technology transfer and 
capacity building as being key issues for Africa. These must be treated on an equal 
footing, they said. On sinks in the CDM, South Africa — speaking for the group —

£2/70'd T6T0 LV3 202 ;)D3/S30 01:60 0002-ST-Nnr
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indicated that Africa is still mulling over its position. It wants rime to digest the IPCC 
Special Report on this topic.

The Afiicans discussed plans for a few workshops between now and COP-6 
dealing with this and other issues, some of which are being supported by the USG 
(and by USAID in particular), Both Ms. Barrett and Ms. Wickwire acquitted 
themselves with passionate eloquence on their respective specialities - capacity 
building/adapation and the mechanisms.

Meetiiigs with the Dutch

As reported in the June 13 telcon, reporting officer spent one hour with Yvo 
De Boor that aftemoon discussing various process related issues. On June 14, 
reporting officer and State’s. Climate Change Coordinator, Don Bodansky, met with 
incoming COP-6 President, Minister Plonlt. Yvo De Boor and other key staff 
members. Plonk outlined his views on a few key issues and made some 
recommendations that will be forwarded to the Depanment in another channel.

Status of the Negotiations

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

Convention Articles 4.8/4.9 (affects of climate change and Impacts of response 
measures) and Protocol Articles 23 and 3.14; The discussions on this topic, the 
second one since the issue of theicontroversial and highly biased document by the co­
chairs over the weekend, was quite brutal, but as Co-Chair Salamat indicated 
afterwards, ''at least a discussion took place.”

Annex II Parties (Annex I minus the economics in transition) met and coordinated 
their positions prior to this session. They noted that the current text is “not 
legitimate” but that they wanted to engage on the substance. Zimbabwe helpfully 
(sic) then started to negotiate the text, changing 'Vould” to “shall” and related 

nonsense,

Salamat eventually led the discussion towards response measures, apparently fearing 
that this part of the 4.8/4,9 puzzle would not bo addressed if he did not do so.

(Comment; We are concerned about the next draft text that we anticipate the co­
chairs will release. Reporting officer told Salamat at a dinner on June 13 that we need 
to receive a document of elements for a draft decision that truly reflects the proposals 
and contributions of all Parties; othenvise, it would be better not to issue any text at 
all. At the same dinner, Kjellcn told us that ‘Ve have to sensitive to his position, 
too,” End Comment.

Technology Transfer; This Issue was discussed in SBSTA and is detailed in Linda 
Moody’s extensive report that appears in Update 13. Suffice it to note that some ten 
themes for decision were discussed, but in the end a more workable five were decided 
upon. There was somewhat of a brouhaha over Australia’s insistence on using the 
‘CDM and teclmology transfer” as a theme. Mechanisms Chair Chow Kok Kee is

G
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JUSCANZ, 13 June 2000 
Jack Schick

The Norwegian chair was concerned to know the group’s views on where to go &nin here 
after the Saudi-Nigerian disruption of the day before. The US led off by expressing 
disappointment that there was a fight that need not have happened had the Swedish and 
Iranian co-chairs of 4,8/4.9 not issued last Saturday a text so skewed toward the G 77.
The Annex I countries will continue to oomment conceptually but not treat the text as a 
negotiating document, It is important to keep the Mechanisms text as our priority but to 
look for a more cooperative environment in the 4.8/4.9 Contact Group. Australia agreed 
that we had all come to Bonn to discuss 4.S/4.9 but not to take decisions here. New 
Zealand reported that the UK would be making an intervention to that same effect,

Turning to the Mechanisms debate, Korea expressed concern that Chow’s text seemed to 
have a restricted version of the CDM. He saw litde possibility of a private sector role in 
the CDM with this text. Canada agreed, saying that it has industry representatives on its 
delegation whose reaction was similar to Korea’s—wc cannot use it, it has too many 
rules, too many barriers and so lacks incentive for the business comimmity to participate. 
Norway was uncertain what Chow is looking for at this point—written comments from 
the Umbrella Group? However, Switzerland took a different tack, suggesting diat the 
new text improved on the last version. The JI provision is overloaded too but how could 
it be otherwise when wc were not looking for any rules there? But he commended Chow 
for being on the right path of “crewing acceptance.” New Zealand considered tire 
current draft a far cry from a negoiiating text. Wellington is looking for the Pacific 
Islands to use CDM but their small administrations simply do not have the capacity to 
deal with an overly-structured CDM.

On the new compliance text, Australia volunteered that the co-chairs Itad done a good job 
and looked forward to working through it today. The US was pleased with the progress 
in the Capacity Building Contact Group; tlie elements papers on EITs and on developing 
countries were useful. Canada agreed but was concerned that the EITs themselves are 
not well-organized. He also noted that the EU was not organized eitlier on this issue,

Canada turned to the SUBIM meeting at mid-moming. The COP 6 agenda would be 
discussed: Pronk would be elected on the first day, but the Bureau would not change over 
until the second week. SUBIM Chair John Ashe of Antigua/Barbuda is looking for an 
unprecedented third term. The 4.2.a & b review of commitments is proposed to be 
dropped, which will malce it harder to come back to later when we need it. The 
Secretariat now has 136 people in response to an increased work load requested by the 
COP and is now looking for more space. The German Government will make the 
refurbished former Bundestag building available but not until 2005 and refuses to 

subsidize more temporary space.

Enter Pronk^s Emissary

e
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At the end of the meeting, Norway invited Ivo DoBocr, Dutch Environment Minister 
Pronk’s point roan on COP 6, to discuss The Netherlands proposals for the Warsaw 
Ministerial agenda on 29 June (Poland wUl chair but Pronk is providing the firepower).
He suggested taking the reports on the status of work from the SUBSTA and SUBIM 
chairs the night before in order to devote the next day entirely to substance. I^e floated 
the idea of ministers going into brealc out groups for the discussions on the 29 to achieve 
some depth of discussion. He proposed four agenda items to which be looldng for 
JUSCANZ reactions: supplementarity “on which there has been no real discussion to 
date;’’ 3.14 because “even though we want it to go away, it is on the COP 6 agenda, and 
we need a rational way to deal with this issue;’’ how to move the CDM forward with a 
prompt start possibly with an interim Executive Board; and how and when do we begin 
negotiations on the second commitment period.

Australia opposed break out groups because it would be hard to get a sense of forward 
movement. Ministers will be needed to drive, push the process forward.
Supplementarity is not a promising agenda item and does not set the right tone.

The US observed that supplementarity is not a consensus-building item, recalling the 
bitter exchange between Trittin and al-Saban at the last ministerial and in any event 
would not be addressed until very late in the process. Similarly, he viewed a 3.14 item as 
not promising either and suggested the agenda be limited to the last two suggested items. 
Two break out groups would be a mistake because it would hinder networking among
ministers.

i.New Zealand was nonplused at having had no warning and was therefore without 
instructions to respond but tliought ministers would want to consider following up on 
their previous meeting and on what has transpired in tho interim. He also suspected they 
would want to advance the chances for the Kyoto Protocol’s early entry into force and 
focus on emissions trading, compliance, and sinks issues.

Japan agreed that ministers need to address the issues important for movi^ the process 
forward or, in the worst case, those that could lead to failure of COP 6 “It may be 
useful to think the unthinkable” the better to defuse the landmines that could dash our 
hopes. He thought that supplementarity would be a difficult issue and could be 
“managed at 5 AM on 25 November. This one won’t blow up in our face.”

Canada suggested that COP 6 will not be the end of the road so that the fou^ item— 
negotiations on the second commitment period—could wait. “It is not a ratification 
issue.” Switzerland did not object to a short discussion of supplementarity, ho considered
break groups as problematic,

DeBoer defended his list by citing them all as tripwires for landmines that will need 
ministers’ attention. In addition, he proposed to address the “disconnect” between 
ministers and the working level by hosting a two-day meeting m October at the ofliaals 
level before the ministerial that month.
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^arth Negotiations Bulletir^^
A Reporting Service for Environment and Development Negotiations

Online at http://www.iisd.ca/climate/sbl2/
PublishedbYthelntBmiriion^iirKtnutoforSustalnaUoDtvetopment(IISD) Wodnooday. i^Juns20O0 

* dfirvc6 of‘th^ JPCO.ITie Subadiaiy Body for Scientific and Tcdmolo^ca] Advice -beST PRACTICE'^ IN POLICIES AND MEASURES;
(SBSTA) convened in morning and aftomMn sessians to consider emphasized the importance of policies and measures

Aftd TTfituftr of technologies, cooperation '®^th ;«<i AMn^rtMcr rrf r^ratocol co0\m(toietits.

administrative and financial matters. The Joint Woriung Group on ^ectiveness of Annex I Parties’ domestic action. SWITZER- 
CompHwico (JWG) discussed the CenChairs’ text. Comsrt groups opposed by the G-77/CHINA. proposed that a connict
metmeoneidor; administrative and financial tnatters; land use, be csublishcd using the Chair's consolidated text as a baejs
land -use changBandforosnyCLW-UCF); adverse cflecui oapaaty for discussion. __ _
building in countries witii economics in transition; and guidelines METHODS AND TOOLS TO EVALUATE IMPACTS
under Protocol Articles 5 (mcthodologpcal issues). 7 (communica' ^^PTaTION: The PHCLIPPINES and the Ga^IA
non of information) and 8 (review of information). The Friends of tressed focusing attention on new and effective ad^tation tech- 
thc Chair group on the technology transfer consultaUvc process nologies. The EU, and orhers, suggested organizing the workshop
also corivened, ) pnjpoaed by the Secretariat with IPCC, preferably after COP-6 and

after the completion of the work of the IPCC Third Assessment

Transfer. ChairDovlandsaid had Civil Aviation Organization
jjemn to idcnufy pnonty anas IntcnSonal Maritime Orgwiization. on GHO emissions

SESTA.13 win
of ccisong sources of ^mg. ThoE^JAP^, On\nSo!CTtation ofFCCC Artide 6 (education, trainine and

AUSTHALIA wid CAJMADA underlined tbc CDM’a rol^ «ubtica^SSiTe Sor^riatreported that ithgd received only
advancing technolo^tnnsfer to ®°lSon tiSi’ five national submissions; The CENTRAL AFRICAN

TIUS suggested using specialized and professional bodicsto SBSTA agondaitom.
raonitoriechnologytraniferproiects. , SBJ _____

Several developing countries supported the G-'^/CHINA s ARRANGEMENTS FOR INTERGOVERNMENTAL
call I'orthc formation of a contact group at this session, wfulotfac MEETINGS: Many delegates thanked the French Government
US. AUSTRALIA, SWITZERLAND and CANADA^^m^ ^ j,03t SB-13, The SBI eodonedMOROCCO’S offer
forming it at SB-13. The US, MALAYSIA and SWTTZE^AND ^5 host COP-7 in Mamikoh.
said the Special Report could provide guidance in continuing the COP-6, the NETHERLANDS called for progress on all
wort: on implementing FCCC Article 4.5 (technology transfer). j^pects of the Buenos Aires Plan of Action. Relaying a message

i»i*T»rq IrAn HouerhioB. IPCC. nresaiwd apaper on ,JLmP-6 I>resident ho said the outcome of CO

Cutigar raised several issues with regard tointcgration
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tn3n wiui the iocTBttn«t. srreased the aeads of least devtaoped cooutn cs.
JOIST WORKING GRO VP OS COMPJUASCE On impnos of response measures, BRAZIL proposed a work-

Mainy delegates supported the Co-Chairs’tBct a* the basis for shop to help further (^elop economic models. SAUDI ARABIA
e JWG’s work. TheEU, US, SWITZERLAND and SAMOA said ^ should refer to actions by Anne* L not Annex II

some elements in the Annexes ml^t need to be included in the Parties. LIBYA proposed a reference to auppoh for economic
text.-Onthe title, the US fkvored a reference to “procedures and diversification in developing countries dependent on'fossil fuel
mechanisms related to compliance under the Kyoto Protoool,’ produedon. The US proposed text based on an iterative process.
.r_____________ j.\____ ___ Im ^r<-ffr«*o1 ff^AliniT unfh r)t« cn^cificallv tOProtocoi

Maw delegates supported the Co^ibairs tmet ai me oasis lor gjjQp ^ help further develop economic raoqas. oauui rwv
die JWG’s work. TheEU, US, SWITZERLAND and SAMOA said ^ should refer to actions by Annex L not Annex II
some elbmejits in the Annexes ml^t need to be included in the Parties. LIBYA proposed a rcfcrcncn to auppoh for economic
text.-Onthe title, the US fkvored a reference to “procedures and diversification in developing countries dependent on'fossil fue 
mechanisms related to compliance under the Kyoto Protoool,’ produedon. The US proposed text based on an iterative process,
since there are other provicioM in the Protocol dealing with drawing on experiences. On text relating specifically to Protocol
compliance. The EU preferred “a complianec system for the Kyoto Article 3,14, the UNITED ARAB EMIRATES added reference to
Protocor in order to reflect a comprehensive approach to componaation, funding and insurance.
BildrcssingcompUancc. . , CAPACTTYBIULDINGcThccountrieswith^nomiwin

On Objective a number of delegates supported inclusion of transition (EITa) submitted amendmeitts to th* section on pnna-
'■enforeing" complianec. The C-77/CWNA fevered simpler text jj, Chair’s paper on capadiy building in EITs, and noted
rtferring to “compliance with the Kyoto Protocol." The RUSSIAN ^scussions on ofecr section were ongoing. ParticipantB sought
T?nr>rnb a 'T^rr^vi ku vka T TC refemflff tD contact tntSMO^i WOfk WoUld

AJO^BIA sought a reference to compliance wunoongauons submission ortncUhairs paper ano nowDintalned in Protocol Artidct 2 (P&Ms) and 3 (targets). emergingfrom other discussions would bo included in the frame-
A.USTRALIA suggested the compliance system focus on both elaborated by the group. They discussed the suboussimi,
A.rtidcs3.1 and 4.1 (joint fulfillment). TheEU fevered a generd including: the prindple that all needs are addressed in a coordi-
refcrence to thePaity’a “obligations undertheKyotoProUxol." On p^ted manner, and fee EITs’immediate needs, . . ,

attctrattA tfee RUSSIAN FEDERATION, the us. a oticlES 3.7 AgiDelcnates discussed the revised Chairsretcrenceioinerany a oDiigaaonawiuci natcomanner,unuuiti-*** ---------------------Prindples, AUSTRALIA, the RUSSIAN FEDERATION, the US, ARTICLES 3,7 & *; Delegates discussed the revised Chairs 
J ^P an and NEW ZEALAND preferred that these not be expressly conolujiona on Guidelines under Protocol Articles 5,7 inC 5.
provided forin the text SaUDI ARABIA, for the G-77/aiINA. disagrtred with the draft

conclusioiu that propose forwarding guidelines for nati onal

ctyment of Contributimr. noting tha the guidelines have been undtf conadcration
3-13 as an imnal draft text IRAN, with GERMiyiY. BELGIUM f months. In response to a request by Co-ChairPaciomik1^.13 „ initial draft text H^aN, wife GHIMANY BELGIUM to a

and AUSTRALIA, called for in-depfe consideration rffee issue. G-77/CHINA agreed to discuss, consult and provide feedback.
DtAN opposed transmitting fee text ro SB-13. He said the comer- ^ discussed minor changes to the romammg cotudu-
stone of fee approach to lam payment should ^ poroasion, not Secretariat highlighted fee structure of a draft CQP-6
punishmeat, and that fee matter should be ^^'■“jedmfee Sfe^of decision, which would recommend the adoption of guidelines for 
common but differentiated rcsponabihnes. The NETHERLANDS. systems under Artido 5.1 by COP/MOP-l.
vrith CANADA, favored applying fee Bame approach to all Paities, TECHNOLOGY TRANSFEBL The Friends of fee Chair
including an incentive scheme. He said fee pniunplc of common acrecd on five themes for action emerging from the conaulia-
but diffcroitiatcd responsibilities applied only m Baaeasiog the proreis- technology needs and needs MSesBjncnt; technology

suggested critciie and gmding prindples; and invited SBSTA to THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
convene an additional inter-sessional meeting prior to COP-6. On gKL SBI will convene at 11:00 am in Plonary I to consider
the Special Report, delegates expressed diverging views on Annex I and non-Annex I communications, and fee financial mcch-
whefeer to add ft phrase on fee I^C lead authors’input dunng the .
pre-sesdonal week and on fee potential to continue this practice. CX)MPLIANCE: The JWG will cooyeoe at 10:00 am Md at
On altoria and guiding prindples, fee EU suggested reference to 7.oopminpioD«iy II to continue disusing fee Co-Cbairs text.
fee objectives, principles and relevant proviaons ofthuFCCC and LlJLUCF: Hiis coataagroup will meet at 12:00 pro and at
ITotocol. The US and AUSTRALIA opjmsed Inclusion of “rele- s KDO pm to consider the Co-Chairs’ draft conclusions,
vani provisions," natuig feat this would imply requircmeais rather ADVERSE EFFECTS: This conoct group will m^at 3 ;00
than guidance. On the proposed additional meeting, BOLIVIA ^jje SefeumannRoom to continue consideration of fee Co-
sttessedthoncedtocnsurcsufficiontpBTtidpationofnon-AnncxI chahs* coosoliifeted text
parties, and fee G-77/CHINA called for regional workshops. ARTICLES 5,7* 8; This contact group wiU convene at 3:00
aOSIS’ cautioned against progressing with draft decisions during jn ^^e Reger Room and is expected ro rcconsidw the
the intcp-sessional meetins/workatiop. Chdra’draft cendusioas on guidelines under.^cles 5,7 mo a, as

ADVERSE EFFECTS; Stressing feat this was simply a consider Co-Chairs’ text on proposed elements ot Oran
tUscussiqntaidcntify and develop filter ideea and key elenmra guideline* under Article#. • n

, tis a basis for ne^tiatioti, Co-Chair SaUmat sought substantive MECBANlSmiS: This raectiiig will fekn place in Plcnaiy u
Ikroniraonts on fee consolidated tew. from 5;00 pm to cxinsidcrthe Chairs’ draft conaoh^TO text.
’ Oo fee advc3c effects cfdltnaK change, many dologwcis ^nffiNDS OF THE CHAIR: This-will moot to dis«am the
endorsed fee need to improve data and information gafeeiioc. and SBSTA conolusiems on technology transfer and developman .
jystematic observation and monitoring. Several Annex IParties

Lc-/0T‘d T6T0 L79 c02 ;)03/53D 2T:60 0002-ST-Nnr
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Development and Transfer of Technologies
(SBSTA agenda item 9)

13Ju]ic2000

Bert Metz, Co-Chair IPCC Working Group III, introduced the EPCC “Special Report on
Methodological and Technological Issues in Technology Transfer,” recently approved by
die IPCC Plenary. The report was prepared in response to a request from SBSTA to help
Parties implement Article 4.5 of die Convention. The IPCC Report takes a broad
approach in addressing the issues of tech transfer and assessing the literature. It looks at
the various processes that result in the development, application and diffusion of
technology - with specific foci on environmentally sound technologies and applications
for adaptation to and mitigation of climate change. It defines technology to include both
hardware as well as software, such as knowledge and practices. The report was produced
by more than 180 of the best experts in the field, coming from all relevant disciplines and
all regions of the world. It und^ent two rounds of extensive review: an expert and a
combined govemment/expert review. The Special Report is considered the most
comprehensive and thorough assessment of the scientific and technical literature
currently available on the issue.

Parties considered the Chairman’s Rqport on the “Status of the Consultative Process,”
which includes possible elements of a framework for effective actions to enhance
implementation of Article 4.5; rmorts of regional workdiops on Asia and the Pacific and
on Latin America and the Cariboean; and the submissions from four Parties on this
matter.

Guyana, speaking for the Group of 77, stated that tech transfer must be a continuous
process and is very important to enable developing countries to implement their
commitments under the Convention. They exhorted Parties to act now to show that they
are serious about honoring their commitments under the Convention. For tech transfer to
be meaningful, capacity building is needed before die technology is tranaferred, and
proper funding, including low interest rates, was also required. Guyana stated that
adaptation and coastal technologies are considered the highest priorities for tech transfer,
and they suggested establishing a Contact Group on this topic under SBSTA. Selected
additional views of G-77 members were:

Argentina stated the need for continued information flow, including participation
in conferences and international fora. It noted that tech transfer must be
economically feasible, so it proposed that feasibility studies be undertaken.
Botswana, supported by China^ Trinidad and Tobago, and others, commented that
CDM may be useful but that tech transfer should not just be market-driven; the
public and private secton each have a role, and there should be links to national
and region^ institutions. It noted the issue of access to capital and proposed a
workshop on this topic. It alluded to the difficulties in discussions on Articles
4.S/4.9 and stated that in order to move forward in other areas (e.g., Mechanisms),
we needed to move forward in this area.
China agreed with the several points above, but also emphasized that elements in
which concrete actions could be undertaken needed to be identified and consensus
reached It noted that the IPCC Special Report did not address the issue of
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The Chair concluded that the group would continue to work for the rest of the week as
Friends of the Chair and that at SBSTA 13 a Contact Group on Tech Transfer would be
created. He stated that Nigeria had been nominated as one Co-Chair of the future group
and that he would take nonunations for the other Co-Chair, At the latest Friday, he
would announce the two prospective Contact Group Chairs.

Also as part of this session, the Chainnan of IPCC Working Group I, Sir John Houghton,
gave a paper, “The Applicability of Regional Climate Models at the Scale of Small Island
States,” in response to the request of SBSTA-11. He stated that the IPCC Second
Assessment Report of 1996 described the use of climate models as the main tool
available for projecting climate change. The most advanced simulate the climate over the
whole globe and couple the circulations of the atmosphere and oceans. The horizontal
resolution is limited by computer power and is typic^y in the range of 100-500 bn.
Processes that occur on smaller scales are taken into account through algorithmic
techniques known as parametrizations. These models provide good descriptions of
climate on global or sub-continental scales but cannot provide projections of likely
rii'tnafo change on scales smaller than the horizontal resolution. Current experiments
with resolutions around 100 km are beginning to provide information on the regional
scale, but results differ widely and model development is not yet at the stage when they
can be employed with much confidence for regional or local scale projections where
climate change impacts humans. The IPCC Working Groups I and II have set up a Task
Force on Climate Impact Assessment to facilitate cooperation between the modeling and
impacts communities. It is hoped that in the longer-tenn it will be possible to make
available standard sets of regional scale climate data for impact assessments.

Cooperation with Relevant International Organizations
(SBSTA agenda item 10)

Robert Watson, Chair of the IPCC, briefed the SBSTA on developments with IPCC. He
noted that in the last two months, the IPCC has completed three special reports: (i)
Methodological and Technological Issues in Technology Transfer; (ii) Emissions
Scenarios; aiui (iii) Land-Use, Land-Use Change and Forestry, as well as a report on
Good Practice and Uncertainty Management in National Greenhouse Gas Inventories.
The preparation and peer-review of Third Assessment Report (TAR) is well
advanced, i.e., at the stage of the simultaneous expert/govemment review. The three
worldng group reports of the TAR will be approved in January 2001 for WGI, February
2001 for won, and March 2001 for WGIH. The Synthesis Report will be adopted in
September 2001, Watson requested governments to; 1) support your experts to
participate in the IPCC process - some experts are finding it difficult to participate
because of a lack of financial support; 2) continue to financially support the IPCC Trust
Fund, which covers the costs of developing country experts; and 3) not to politicize the
IPCC process by using it as a pre-negotiating forum. The credibility and integrity of the
IPCC rests on its political independence and its ability to maintain high scientific and
technical standards.
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areas of common interest 1) predicting and monitoring the impacts of climate change
on wetland areas; 2) the role of wetlands in adapting to, and mitigating the impacts of
climate change; and 3) the role of wetlands in educing greenhouse gas emissions, The
question remains how best to turn this proposed framework into tangible actions.

The U.N. Development Programme reported briefly, noting it helped build capacity in aU
aspects related to climate change, It stated its willingness to help wjtb CDM when it is
approved.

Interventions of the Parties were gaerally highly favorable to the activities of these
coopwatiye international organizations and environmmtal conventions. All urged greater
coordination, cooperation, and reporting at future meetings of SBSTA. Switzerland
particularly urged governments to support the IPCC process and drew attention to the
newly released WHO report, “Climate Change and Human Health; Impact and
Ad^jtation.” Australia, Canada, and the USG emphasized support for GCOS, its
upcoming regional workshop, and the recomraaxdations stemming from the meeting on
an interpvenimental process for GCOS. Malaysia, China, and Indonesia all noted the
decline in observing capacity in developing countries - the issue that brought GCOS
issues to the attention of the UNFCCC,

Best Practices in Policies and Measures among Annex 1 Parties

The Chairman had devebped ajSaper on the outcome of discussions at a workshop on
best practices held in Copenhagen, April 11-13. Parties were generally supportive of

the workshop,

Portugal, on behalf of the European Community, advocated the need for policies and
measures as essential for implementation of the Convention and Kyoto Protocol.
Nonetheless, it is m^oitant to take into account different national and sectoral
circumstances when evaluating policies and measures. Further exchange of information
and experience should be carried out on an expert level, considering different sectors,
activities, brmches, mdustrial processes, and product groups, relying on transparent data
and infomiation. This exchange of infoimation should include non-Annex I country
specific issues and address the conditions of sustainable development in developing
countries. The EU stresses the importance of quantifying the effectiveness of domestic
action of Annex I Parties. It suggests that the UNFCCC organize a workshop on
comparable quantifiers to assess policies and measures in implementing the Kyoto
Protocol. The results of this initiative should lead to further strengthening future
guidelines under Article 7 and should be instrumental in demonstrating progress by 2005
This information should be incorporated within the 4* National Communication of the
^ex I Parties, using the appropriate quantifiers and benchmarks. It is proposed the
r^ort^ to ^^7^ reference for this workshop and that the workshop results be

Poland, Slovenia, Korea, and the Czech Republic generally supported the EU
proposal for another workshop.
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LULUCF June LC 2000

Cy

The LULUCF contart group is worJdng from draft text for a SBSTa 12 conclusion
that was prepared by co-chairs. The text is streamlined, with paragraphs that thank
the IPCC for the Special Report, present the fonnats for national data and information
on Article 3.4 activities (which appear in detail in an appendix), address criteria and
guiding principles, and call for intercessional work between SBSTA 13 and COF6.

The data fonnats met with few calls for revision by the main contact group, much to
the relief of data format group participants.

On Monday and Tuesday, discussion on criteria and guiding principles on additional
activities under Article 3.4 moved quickly towards a limited draft paragraph, despite
the extensive list of criteria put forward by the EU last week. The new draft
conclusion would require Parties, in preparing their August 1 submissions, to address
how their proposals for additional activities relate to the objective and principles of
the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol. The EU added bracketed text adding that
Parties also need to address the "commitments" of the Convention and Protocol.
Various Parties, including the U.S., objected to such sweeping language, which would
include requirements along with criteria. We return to discuss the bracketed text on
Wednesday.

Some discussion addressed hdw SBSTA would characterize its consideration of
criteria and principles this week. Is it initial consideration of criteria, or consideration
of initial criteria? The U.S. has proposed the later as consistent with the SBSTA 11
conclusions, but the EU may support the former as it could imply a process for further
consideration.

The Umbrella group generally supports the proposal by the EU and several African
countries for LULUCF meetings between SBSTA 13 and COP6. There are two Tnain
ways these workshops or informal consultations could speed progress for COP6. First
they would provide time for additional negotiation on the concrete proposals revealed
in August 1 submissions, and second they could assist capacity building in developing
countries, helping prevent delays due to limited G77 understanding of LULUCF
issues.

7.
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Compliance 6A3/00

The Joint Working Group on Compliance met on June 13 to discuss the new Chair’s text, 
which came out the night before. After some initial attempts by Saudi Arabia to prevent 
discussion, discussion — not negotiation — of the text began.

In initial comments, most countries agreed that the text was a good start for discussion. 
Many Annex I countries agreed with the US view that procedures that were contained in 
the Annexes should be moved to the body of the text because of their impon to the 
process. The U.S. also raised concerns about the bent of the text toward one branch, ^en 
though it referred to 2 branches. Saudi Arabia and the G-77 spokesperson (South Africa) 
wanted to make sure that fiituic submissions would be allowed. Russian made it clear 
that it was very disappointed in not having a Russian translation of the text and that it 
would need this before it could agree to anything. Russia actively intervened to focus the 
work on incentives for fulfilling obligations rather than on punitive measures. Russia 
also tried to get references to the UNFCCC included in the objective. Australia reminded 
the group that the COPS JWG decision allowed the Chair’s draft at this session to be the 
basis of “negotiation” and that it was not necessary to only “dscuss” the text.

D

Linda Silverman, DOE
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Capacity Building Infonnal Group meeting on EITs
(Chaiiman Ashe-Antigua and Barbuda)—13 June 00

On Saturday we received new Chairman's text on capacity building on both EITs and
developing countries, and we were prepared to provide our comments on HT text
at die Tuesday evening session as previously agreed. While a smooth session was
anticipated, it soon became obvious tliat this was not to be the case.

When Parties were asked for their reactions to the chairman's text, the EITs made the
first intervention as a group. Romania, on behalf of the group, indicated that they had
generated their own text, and although Romania first indicated that they had not all
agreed to the text, Russia stated that they would like to present it to the chair, and then
dTd so - witli no visible dissent from the group. To our knowledge, this action took
all non-EIT Parties by surprise, and no one else in the room bad copies of the
document. We were then given a copy, as were the EU and Canada. A confusing
interlude ensued where none were uncertain how to treat this text, which was
essentially the chairman's text modified to the EITs mcing. Thus the structure was
similar but paragraph numbers and pieces of text were different.

Canada intervened and provided comments on the original text which noted the
importance of the GEF CDI work as a part of this process, noting that the work won't
be completed until September, and that we still need to do some work on this matter.
Then Chainnan Ashe requesttd that David Drake (by name) step outside to chat with
him. The other GOC delegates followed, as did the GEF representatives in the rooin.
We learned later that Ashe admonished David for being obstructionist, and that Da^d
argued back against Ashe pushing things so far so fast. (11/CP.5 calls for compilation
of Parties submissions at SB 12, and elements of a drjft framework for capacity
building activities at SB 13.) When Canada returned’the US mteryened, and provided
general comments on the original text. The EU did likewise. Confusion reigned
about which text Parties were supposed to use and ultimately a 15-minutc break was
called so Parties could look at the new text, and all could receive copies.

After the break, the US asked the Chair how he saw this matter proceeding, and Ashe
niadc it clear that his intention was to get text in place at SB 12 and to have this
agreed upon by SB 13 (instead of the COP, as expected). The US received little or no
support from other Umbrella countries, save a few interventions from Canada. (Japan
and Norway were in the room but silent, and the other Umbrella partners were not
present [Russia was present, but was working with the EITs]) The EU, with their
sensitivities to the potential EU membership of the EITs, was in a quantity, not
wishing to be obstructionist, but not wishing this to go forward either, and as a result,
was rather quiet. The US persisted throughout the remaining time, asking procedural
questions, and requesting clarification of points from the EITs, which the HTs
answered, and time eventually ran out The Chair agreed to accept additional text
from Parties, due Thursday morning.

The group meets again Wednesday for capacity building for developing countries.

Submitted by OES/EGC:Baibara De Rosa-Joynl

TOTAL P.23
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15 June 2000

To: See Recipients’ List

From; USDBL/Bonn - Mark G. Hamblej

Subject. Periodic Update No, 14 from SB 12 (supplemental reporting)

Hiis message transmits additional reporting on events and activities during the 
Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (SB12) that are meeting in Bonn during die June 5-16 
timeframe. Tins message includes the following reports by USDEL morabem, plus 
the latest edition of ECO (produced by the NGO community):

(A) A report on the June 14 compliance meeting prepared by L/OES Russell
LaMotte;

(B) Report on recent CTI activities prepared by DOE’S Elmer Holt; and

(C) A copy of the June 14 issue of ECO.
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A
6-14-2000 Joint Working Group on Compliance 

Russ LaMotte

The group met for 5.5 hours today in monung and evening sessions> 
completing a first read of the co-chaira' draft text. The co-chairs Tnafjf it dear that 
the group was not at this stage negotiating the text, but merely ensuring that all views 
had been properly reflected. The U.S, and others emphasized that our discussions this 
week would prepare the group to begin substantive negotiations at the next meeting. 
The co-chairs will work overnight to prepare a revised text based on conunents, for 
review tomorrow by delegations along with the draft report.

The U.S. intervened where necessary to seek revisions that would preserve its 
preferred approach. Saudi Arabia proposed to exclude questions of non-Annex 1 
Party compliance by referring those issues to the (not yet existing) Multilateral 
Consultative Process, while at the same time repeatedly suggesting to expand the 
scope of the regime to include Annex 1 compliance with all of Articles 2 and 3 (not 
just targets). The G-77 supported the idea of referring non-Annex 1 issues to the 
MCP.

The most difficult interventions came from Russia, which made it clear that it 
opposes any form of binding compliance procedure. (In a separate UG meeting to 
discuss Russia’s concerns, he explained that aversion to binding consequences was 
strong in Moscow, and based in part on “the very bad experiences Russian has had 
with the Montreal Protocol on substances that deplete the ozone layer”. We noted 
that many of the noarket mechanisms that could benefit Russia substantially - e.g. 
trading - would depend as a practical and a negotiating matter on a sound compliance 
regime. This had little apparent impact.) Many delegations appeared frustrated with 
Russia’s interventions, wWch they viewed as obstructionist,

Also worth noting: the G77 asked the Secretariat to set out options for 
adopting the compliance regime, and explicitly referred to the Law of the Sea as a 
possible model. Hie chair asked Parties to share their views, if they had any, with the 
Secretariat.

9
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.US CTl gvcnt Entitled "Africa and the CTl*^ - On Wednesday, 14 June, the 
US, as C3iair of the multilateral activity known as the Climate Technology Initiative 
(CTI), conducted an event with some of the other CTI countries highlighting CTTs 
recent capacity building and technology activities in Afiica. Principal topics were 
lessons learned from the CTI GHG mitigation technology training course for North 
Africa and Southern Mediterranean Countries conducted during May in Italy and the 
ongoing Cooperative Technology Implementation Plan (CTIP) with the Southern 
African Development Community (SADC). The 2-hour program was principally 
devoted to discussions led by country representatives who had participated in the 
activities. Specifically, two Libyan delegates spoke on the training course and 5 of 
the M SADC countries commented on the CTEP work and its expected outcomes. 
During the discussion period, Thailand, who has been invited to participate in a CTIP 
technology assessment, raised several constructive points. Both of CTTs Vice Chairs 
were in attendance, Maria Dalla Costa of Italy and Koji Nakui of Japan,

5

CILMalfes Jnte^enfiop to SBSTA12 — On Tuesday, June 13, an intervention on 
behalf of the Chair of the Climate Technology Initiative, Abraham Haspel of the US, 
was made to the Twelfth Session of SBSTA by Mr. Koji Nakui of Japan, Vice Chair 
of the CTT. The intervention focused on CTI's very active program of capacity 
building and related technology transfer enhancing activities, as well as the close 
cooperative relationship with die UNPCCC Secretariat in support of such efforts as 
the ongoing consultative process initiated at COP4. This mutually beneficial 
relationship with CTI was fonnally recognmed by the Chair of SBSTa, Mr. Harald 
Dovland in his remarks to the SBSTA and in several of the documents related to 
technology transfer prepared by the UNFCCC Secretariat over the last several 
months.
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Indigenous Peoples and the Kyoto Protocol

m

Haeior Huertas, Esq. and Edwin Vdsqua, 
Coordinators on CEnuste Change of Indig­
enous Peoples of Meso-America and the 
Amazon Basin raspae&vely.
For millcnnln, the indigenaue peoples have de­
veloped our cosmovisiOD and intriniic relation' 
ship with Mother Banh This relMionship has 
allowed us CO develop our cultures and. to 
sujtairuibty conserve and proteot chebiodivenity 
^o necess^ for die survival of the planet.

Alerted to the discusdons on the United 
dons Framework Convenoon on Qiinate 

■&hange CUNPCCC), the Kyoto Protocol (MP) 
and especially the Clean Davolopnient Mecha- . 
nistn (CDM), indigenous peoples mec to dis­
cuss climate change Issues and concluded In

Switzerland in the Declaration of Geneva and 
in Ecuador in the Deokrahon of Quito that 
thsre hos not been Indigenous Peoples' partici­
pation despite the fact that the measures 
adopted effect the Indigimaus Peoples of both 
the developing and developed coontnes.

Indigenous Peoples arc very conoemed about 
the process and ncgoiiatiops of the UNKXIC 
and the adoption and implementation of the KP 
that Melt to reduce the amissions of GHG emis­
sions. The present negoliaiions on the KP in-' 
eluding the elaboration on the CDM, the lessons 
from the All, and the roles of sinks in (he KF do 
not take into considemion the pt^ble effects 
on (he Indigenous Peoples of the world.

We wish Parties io recognize chat the discus-

n
“The only solution I can seo Is to hold a series of long and costly nsjonaiions jn flwOc locations, 

in order to put off finding a solution, *

VOLUME C I I I.^SSUE NOS

sions of the Contact Groups, Subsidiary Bodies 
Meetings and COPs of the UNFCCC and, tbe KP 
are oocutring without adequate participation of 
Indigenous P^las. This is contrary Co Inlema- 
donal procedems such as the Draft Declaration 
on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, Conven­
tion l69oftheILO, ibe Rio da Janeiro Declara­
tion. the Convention on Biodiversity. Agenda 21 
and lostrumenu of the United Nations inchiding 
the Sustainublo Development Commission, the 
Human Rights Commission, the Iruer-Govcm- 
menia] Pond and Fonim on Forests. These dec- 
lanirions, agendas, conventions and (tvstiuments 
establish die right» consultation and partlcl pa- 
don of Indigenous People* in the.drafting and 
approval of inkmaDonol.or nadonaJ measures 
that might effect ua.

The adverse effects of Climate Change 
such as severe floods, droughts and stonmi hit 
Indigenous Peoplu particularly hard and eiuic- 
erbate our vulnetaWliiy to disease, crop failure, 
hunger and death. We consider that it is urjust 
that discussions proceed without our consulta­
tion or equal pozticipauon on tho use of our 
forests and.tctritories os part of die flexible 
mechanisms for the reduction of emissions. 
This is portieglarly disconcerting as such mtas- 
urts proposed by the CDM directly effects our 

-continued on back page eoL 1
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Compliments to the Chef

:o‘» compliance "geeks" Were waiting with 
aitod brtnth Monday evening for the Co-Cbaiis' 

new draft text on the Protocol compliance sys­
tem. They weren't disappointed. The Co-Chain 
Odd sccreoriai's efforts over a very long wook- 
end paid off in a clear, readable text We com­
mend the Co-ChaiTB for producing a draft dipt 
should gi-e Patties a logical and orderly basis 
for beginning their cruda] negotiations to pro­
vide a sound, effident and strong system.

Of course, a|] the key comrovarsles remain. 
Therefore, we especially wolconiD the many 
words of support for the completion of rules by 
COPS. Bco want^ to point out some of the 
highlights of the text, ns well as pdinr out a few 
items that should be oloiiSed:

, Highlights include;
' Expedited Pnocedure-The Paper includes 

the imponajic aspect of ensuring that eligi­
bility checks can be done in an expedited 
manner.

• True-Up Period - While not yet present in
detail, Eco welcomes this rime period for
Parties to bring themselves back into com­
pliance through olthcr purchasing tons on
the market or volunurily paying into a com­
pliance fund

- Inclusion of the compliance fund in both the
irua^up and the eonsequenees time period
As described in past Ba> articles, this fund
could provide a mechanism to make the cli­
mate whole. It could also address the impor­
tant principle of equity by distributing dia
projects funded in a geographically balanced
way. For example. If the ODM did not pro­
duce projects in certain regions, tho Fund
could concentrate its efforts there.

* Lift of binding consequenees. The text in­
cludes a thorough Hat however it should not
be seen ns a Hit of choices that Parties could
choose from butratlierabundlE of options tliat
oould form n comprehendve, etreng system.

EcStorinl/Produotjon; AUsterSieghart Phil Wayman 
World Wide Web Edition: Richard Sen 
Elsctronic Disthbutlon: Lelani Arris hrEcoNet 
AKislance from; Jenriilar Morgan; Nathalie Eddy; 
Jeff Redlet; Glenn Wiser; Don Goldberg; Ben 
Pearson; Ujra Cohan; Kert Davlas; Alden Meyer 
Frances MoGuira; Lavinia Andrei; Andrea 
Xavanagh; Michel Raquet; Kyoko KowaGaka; 
Antoine BonduQlla; Gsrald Knauf.
Published by; Tho Climate Action Nonnorff.
Eco can be cbnteclod at the Insel Hofei, 
PiMla/plBiz 5-7, Bad Godesberg. S3l?7Bonn.
Tel. -MS f0j22S 3500223; Fax +<fS C0;22fl 3^30333. 
E-/rial|; asleghanOgnapc-org

Website: hnp-JAwmf.lge.orgidlmare/Eco.htrril

- Compliance Action Plan, A new concept
brought forth this, session by the European
Union, the plan does provide innovative in- 
torcsting demenis for the system. The pro­
posal Is silent, however, on when the over­
age Is ncmaUy ented - by writing a plan or
by achieving and demonstrating the over­
age? Obviously the latter is the right answer.
Text should be written to clarify this poini

‘ Financial penalties. Although this is not 
flushed one lit any detail, Eco welcomes this 
inclusion. Any Patty that whes to paitici- 
pa.te in.emiwoni trading should suppon fi­
nancial penalties for the certainty it brings to 
the maikcL In fact any itiarket in order to 
funcuon naade a regulatory fraioewoik set 
by in political lutrounding. Financial penal­
ties would achieve this objective for the 
Kyoto Protocol.

• Article 4 issues: A new secdoo has btu:n
added on Article 4. What might the purpose
ofthisfac?

. ■ “17irjttirarion‘’ - This new brand name for 
''borrowing” does not solve any of the prob- 
leins that have been pointed out by Bco over 
the yean,
Missing Blemcnts

• PuiCcpo/Ticipaiio/i. Tho Annexes on proco- 
dutes for the fieilicatiyc and enforocment
branches include some excellent proposals
Our will enhance traMparcney and the ability
of NGOs and civil society to contribute to- 
affective compliance. The main body of the
text needs to reflect these proposals by ex­
plicitly giving NGOs the right to make unso­
licited submlasions of relevant infarmacion to
the oompUnnee body. Adequate public notica
at all impoitant stages 0 f the compli ance proc­
ess should be specifically prpvi^ for.

• Review ef the adequacy of the system. We
recommend that Parties insert text secring a
specific date Or dates for review of the ad­
equacy of the eomplianca system. A eornmit- 
mentnowtoundertake thorough review, espe-

• cinlly of the adequacy of the consequences to
non-compliance, vrill be essential for generat­
ing confidence that inadequate procedures
•andmcchtmisms during the first budget period
willnot become "business as usual" for subje- 
quent periods. This would also recogni2e the
emerging ratufe of the system, and assist
Parties as they embark Into new tefritoty.

• 7>ade sanctions. Countervailing commer­
cial measurea against non-complying Parties
are not included and should be.
Thanks again to tho Co-Chalra and eecre- 

taiiat far a job well dons. Now, dolegates, it's 
your turn to complete the task,

Sinking Even Lower
It seems from tile debate -on the draft deri.tion 
on LULUCF meihodoJogIcal issues that several 
dolegotions ore sinkins f«at A few of thefr col­
leagues cried CO throw a lifeline, but to no avail.

At issue were criteria and guiding primrtples 
CO be used by Paraes in their proposals for addi­
tional activities under Article 3,4ln their August 
1 submissions on LULUCF. Some Panics - no­
tably Australia— seemed perplexed by the sug­
gestion Chat Che primaty emphasis should be on 
fossil fuel emission reductions. Brezll made the 
issue clear, however, by pointing out tltncP-irtles 
with a large land moss could get a porpiancn't new 
endUemant to emit high levels of GHGs. iirazil 
also noted the inherent inequity caused by the 
unequal gcograpWcal distribution of sinks.

The EU tried to inscri the word '‘commit­
ments'' to remind Panics that they should not 
water down their targets,for cx^ple, by seeking 
credit for their busincas-as-usunl sinks. Parties 
would be required to explain how their proposed 
additional sink activities relate to the overall 
objective, principles, and corrvnitmenu of the 
Convention and Protocol. Unfortunately, the word 
‘‘commitmenf has been scrubbed. It acems chat 
some Pardos suffer from commitment phobia. 
The final dediion should make clear to PsnlM 
that information is needed on how proposal 3.4 
options would affeot their assigned amount:.

Almost as dismaying WM watching Patties 
play fast and loose with such critical notions as 
sustainable development and the goals of oihet 
multilateral environmental agreements. It seems 
that some Parties are worried that keeping ar, eye 
out for biodlvereity, protecting water and :co- 
sysicms, and .other environmental objectives 
might be bad for the climoie.. We find diis strat­
egy risky. EegonUess of where Parries stand on 
tho role of sinks in the Protocol, they should 
respect environmental objectives and ensure chat 
die goals of sustainable development are .met. 
Because of the extreme negative environmental 
and sodocconomic impaoa that could result 
from some sink projects, compliance with- sus­
tainable development and multilateral cuvlron- 
mental agreements such as Ramsar, Biodiveitity 
and Desectificalioii must be mainenined.

Panios have come to a Hawed compromise 
on the preltminary daw they must provide in 
their August 1 submissions on Articles 3.3 and 
3,4. Tables annexed to the draft decision require 
Porties to report only on dreir "preferred propo.i- 
aJs." Thus, it wilt be impossible to compare the 
impacts of different definitions and activ ties 
across Paitios. IdooJly, these tables would have 
Parties all reporting on the some sets of opboni. 
The draft decision does allow Parries to provide 
data and information on options that arc na.i on 
their preferred list We urge them to .do so.
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Ik paiTjcipacion on :he dilemina. of tliinato 
'honso Is essential co both the «hoit and long- 

rerm vlabIJiry of the Kyoto Ptotnool. Therefore 
■ it is key to understand what public participation 
IS. and u^hat it definitely IS NOT.

Public panicipaiion IS?
1) Thc right of the public and public interest 

groups to have timeOy access to relevant in­
formation.

2) The right of the public and public interest 
groups to participaiB in and influence envi­
ronmental decicion-maklng.
Whnl public parriciparion IS NOT?

1) While greatly appreciated by some, infor­
mation made avallabje via the web only 
reaches a small percentage of the world's 
population.

2) The po.wibility of public comment prior to 
any relevant informntion being made nvail- 
able.

3) Attendance ai the NGO party (sorry) 
Involving local communiuea in environ­

mental decision-meJelng U an established inta^ 
national norm. easbdDed In Pfinciple 10.of the 
1992 Rio DeclaraiJem and more recently, in the 
Aarhus Convention.

Building these principles Into the medu^ 
msms should not be seen as a burden. lactettd, 

lie participation will tinAance CDM and JI 
BCts by promoting transparency and ao; 

umablUty, essential elements of good gov­
ernance dial con help ensure thw the mccha-

Doing it in Public
nisms deliver on the objectives of real amission 
reductions and sustainable development.

We already Icpow thanks to several decades 
of development experience Chat projects that ig­
nore stakeholders are fat less likely to succeed 
than those thkt ore particlparoty. The reality is 
that projects that imemalize environmental and 
social costs have been proven to be cosc-effec- 
tivo in the long run.

The issue of public awareness, including 
public participation in the Convention, has not 
yat bean soriouily addressed by Parties. Wc 
canirot afford to continue this empty bp sorvics 
u ihc mcchariisn\s rules are written.

Highlighted below arc several opportunities 
to make the CIM reflect a more open, transpar­
ent and puticipaioiy CDM ond JI process. Pub­
lic participation will need to play a mojor role 
in CDM and JI through project design, valldOr 
tion and registration, and verification In par­
ticular.

On Project Design, Para. 101 (i) entitled 
“Other information'’ includes “commenia by 
local stakeholders'’ and description of their (n- 
volvement. While good in principle, at this 
sage ilia unclear upon what information “com­
ments by local .stakeholdcn” would be based. 
Unless prefect developers present project pro­
posals directly to local nokeholders, thare is no 
assurance that the communities most directly 
impacted by the preject will be aware of the 
existence of the projeo. The project design

document should include a section tpat de- 
ncribos the project’s impact on local 
populatiofw, dieir involvement in the project 
design and/or Implementatiori, and how the 
project addresses potondally adverse local so­
cial, economic or environmental impacts.

Regarding Validation'and Regismalicn. 
Para, 49 (d) includes the requirement that ‘ob­
jections by stakeholders have'been considered" 
in order fpf operations endties to validare a 
project. This provision i< insufficient. Yet 
again, it is unclear upon what Information :iuch 
"objections by sakcholdcts" would be based, 
since no documentation has been made avail­
able at this poinc In addition, the validating 
body should do more diat just ‘‘consider’’ the 
objections of sakeholdere: projects drat are op­
posed by local .sbakelioldeia [which arc signifi­
cantly and adveisely affected by project aci ivi- 
tics, and not compensated.] snould not be vali­
dated. Pam 78 rasttlccs "vkho” can submit com­
ments/briefs to the EB regarding registration. 
Rcsiricring this right only to PertiBs is contrary 
to the most basic principles Of public pertieipa- 
tion and Is unacceptable to civil society.

Para. 87 [g) regording verifiwuion implies, 
.but docs not ensure public access co verifica­
tion Information in stating the verifying OE 
shall “provide a verification report to the 
project participancs end to the EB. The EB shall 
publish the report".

US - Sunny Side Up!
Ever wanted to visit the sunrvy beaches of 
southern Florida, how about Evetsladcs Na­
tional Park? Bsosr book your tickets, changes 
are coming.

Olobnl warming has been front-page new* 
in the United States this week. Most impor­
tantly, a comprehensive report on global warm­
ing Impacts In the United Semes shoVs that pol- 
lution from cars, trucks and power plants arc 
putting US national treasures at great risk. The 
report makes abundantly clear why the US 
must reduce its own greenhouse gas emissions 
and stop pushing for "full flexibility’’ positions 
cliat weaken the Kyoto.Protocol,

CUmate Change and America, dm first nn- 
cional impacts report, usta stale-of-the an com­
puter modeli to generate climate change sce­
narios. Over 300 experts peer reviewed part or 
all of the report, which went through three lev­
els of review over four yean. The report com­
bines national, regional and sectoral analyset. 
In Dtircr words, the US Global Change Ra- 

:h Program has established a solid basis 
which to assess the risks of climate

change to tlic US.
WIiu will the Apierica of tomorrow look 

like? The models indicate that average tem­
peratures will rise 5-10 degrees Fahrenheit over 
the next 100 years. Such high temperatures, 
coupled with changes In precipitation, arc 
likely to disrupt ogriculture and ecosystems na­
tionwide and degrade the Atnerican landscape. 
Vulnerable ecosystems in all regions arc identi­
fied in the report.
- Alpine meadows in the Rocky Mountains 

, nro likely to face cxirome strew and may
disappear entirely,

' The Northeast could lose its famous sugar 
maples and the tourisMuring colors, of au­
tumn;

- Sea-level rise, along with increased storm ' 
frequency, could swamp beaches along the 
East Coast,

’ 5ome hairier Islands will disappear entirely;
■ Glaciers in the higli-olevotion West and' 

Alnska will melt; and
* In many areas, tree mortality will rise due to 

(nsufficlcnt soil moisture and increased In­

sect aitack.
Urbah areas will also .suffer. New York 

City would see nr least os many hent waves oc 
Miami or Houston, Farmers would experience 
■mors exctomo weather events which could 
bring abopt crop lQS.ses.,The ski Industry and 
winter tourism’could lose income from de­
creased snowpaok.

With titls report, wc now have a worrying 
picture of impaca In the US. To make matosrs 
worse, n.s the IPCC has also found, threshold 
effects are likely to make ecosystems itspond 
in unexpected ways. Anticipated impact on 
vulnomble communities and ecosystems clerrly 
make this report a wake-up' call.

■Whore do we go from hare? ClaarJy not 
with presidential candldata Gore’s vogue plan 
to reduce pollution from mpjor sources, re­
leased ycsizrdny, Much srrongsf and cost-ef­
fective solutions have already been proposed 
chat would movs forward bn these problems. 
The US should implement cornmon sense do­
mestic reductions immediotely and ensure that 
the Kyoto Protocol remains strong,

5 - JUNE J4-"
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PAM Power

_ all a

[t vifaj disappointing to see how, last Friday, 
Venezuela claimed to be reprefienring th» OT7 
when, with (he help of Saudi Atabin, it tiled CO 
lull progress on policies and measures. They 
repeated the exercise yesterday. Everybody 
agrees hi theory thai PAMi should be the main 
Instrument of the Convention and Its Protocol 
to stop dangerous climate change, however, 
this kind of intervondon serves only to muddy 
the woien.

COP-6 is supposed to simply deliver a fol­
low-up process on how Annex I countries* de- 
monscrable progress by 2065 will bo assessed; 
oxchong* informador for tire benefit of all Pet^ 
UM, and start promoting technology trotislbr to 
developing countries. Why, then, is Venezuela 
trying to stop the process?: It seems unlikely 
that all G77 Parties backed this line. Indeed, 
perhaps there Is a hidden agenda at work ha«; 
a certain well-known Saudi delegate was over­
heard telling the USA chat he had done their 
"dirty work" for them. And Why ia It that um­
brella group delegates usually react to the vety 
mention of PAMs aS if they were about to 
cause on outbreak of plague?

So what is a *‘po5t-COP-6’ PAM process’* 
all about?

There aia several dlfferoni but interrelated 
les to be resolved.
First, Chore Is a need for informarion shar­

ing - for all Purtios to be able to look at eonh 
other's policies and measures to reduce greer- 
house gases emissions. The Copenhagen worlc- 
shop was a first step, and a useful one. AdUi- 
tionaJ, sectoral worl^ops for all Parties should

be part of such funno exchange of information.
However, this on its own Is not nearly 

enough. There is also effectiveness, compara­
bility and mnsfcrablllcy. The tffeca of PAMs 
need to be measurable and assessed regularly, 
u this is essential to determine progress to­
wards achieving the commitments inider Arti­
cle 3. Annex I eountiy emissions, hive risen 
substantially since 1990. Agreed intciTijacional 
indicators Will be needed to show that changes 
by 2005, as required under Article 3.2, have, 
acnjally been achieved, as long ago as 1997. 
Japan requested Uiai the MOP "shall at its first 
session, decide on indicators regarding the poli­
cies and measures (...) in order to achieve the 
quantified objective (...)’*. To be reedy in time, 
this process needs to begin now.

HnaDy, there is cooedinadon. Wc txiUcve 
that there is suhcionnal scope for "enhancing 
the effectiveness of PaMs*' (2.1.(b)) dirough 
coordination of such measures. For some par­
ties, co-onllnatitm ia nmcainaunt to invasion, so 
we congraculoiB the EU far trying to keep It on 
the agenda. The Kyoto Protocol can only fulfil 
Its ftmetion if it encourages Parties to act do­
mestically. Coordination of measures is one 
way of doing that

PAMs cannot be ditched just like that It is 
time ft* SBSTA to work on a draft decision. 
Laat Week; Parties delivered their submissions 
— tlrese should form the core. Indloatofs to w- 
sesa the eflfectiveness of PAMt should obvi­
ously be Included. The BU must not cavo in on 
this issue, as it will clearly bo of benefit to all 
Pamesl

-hvil^enous peoples, from from page
traditional tctiitorlcs and nationally and intor- 
nariofully recognized riglits. Puitherroocc, it is 
also unfair tlxal rigorons amissions reduction 
measures are not approved for the countries 
that historically have polluted the planet and 
should compansnio our eommunides for the ad- 
'<evws effects of climate change.

Indigenous Peoples have suffered the ad- 
vorsa effects of suppbsed-sustainable develop­
ment projects foreign to our costumes and tra­
ditions of conservation which have altered our 
livelihood and caused involuntary displacement 
from our territories and sometimes, even the 
oxnsrminotion of our cultures . This suffering is 
caused by the implementation of measures ap­
proved without our previous, Infbrmad and free 
consultation and consent. Wc advocate for 
partleiparive diologua and against the adoption 
of measures for GHC5 reductions ond ewbon 

cstration that result in the destruction of

vE;7
■■Ml'

Australia seeks Inspiration tor Intanmntions on 
sinks

lUiiJtoJin
our forests, riven, acosystsmi and the violadoh 
of our peoples' historic intemationnDy-recog- 
nized rights.

Indigeoous Peoploa beHeve in a construc­
tive and participative dialogue and we urge the 
Pnrtios of the UNFCCC to consider our tcqucsi 
for special aocrediutien as peoples Interested in 
participating In the present and fiimre discus­
sions of the SBs and the COPS, FuTtheimore, 
wo urge the Parties to create a woridng group 
of indigenous peoples and governments which 
would disouss and mike recommendadons to 
the SBs and the COPs on issues related to In­
digenous People s. The piocesi must allow us 
to present our points of view for conudaretion 
to the Poitics in the UNPCCC and KP as Wo do 
in the discussions on the Convention on 
Biodiversity and in the Inter-sesstonil Working 
Group on the Declaration on the Sights of In­
digenous Peoples of the Hdman Rights Com­
mission of the United Nations. .

_ISSUE NOS VOLUME C 1 I I

If Ludwig didn't know better, he might come to 
the conclusion that there wa* a fossil fhcl agent 
In the Secreuriat. what with die words "defor- 
ostation" and "United Stales of America" disap­
pearing'from doeuments yesterday, and one of 
the Spanish translations being, slull wc say, idi­
osyncratic. Fortunately Ludwig's long experi­
ence le^ him to subscribe to the •^-up. rather 
than the conspiracy theory of human afifivir:.

On ft completely unconnected not? I'ntbrr 
all, what could ^►♦''‘-ups have to do with the 
nuclear iridustry?), what a delight to heat that 
finally dtete is some common ground Ixcvecn 
AOSIS and Saudi Arabia, in that they ore both 
opposed to nuclear power. So -1st British deputy 
premier John Prescoo take twte that if ha really 
wishes to soil reactors to China, he might ha-c 
to take on die combined forces of both Ambas­
sador Slade and Dr Al-Sabnn,..

Finally, "only in the UNFCC" dept.; where 
else would a meeting spend 45 minuoes di.'i- 
cuasing whctlicf to take a IS-minulc, break, as 
the Coniooi Group on Meehanisms managed to 
do yesterday?

THANKS
The Cllrpate Action Neiwofk would Rke to ttiapk DC5XI o( 
the European Commieelon, who generously prevlded 
funding lor Ere et bolh COP4 Bn.d COP5, howev.jr, as 
Ihe eontrlbuilon hss always been approvao and 
supplied long after tha evert, we have never been able 
to credit them at Ihe apprupiiate time,
With raaouwes oonirtauted by tne German^ Forum for 
Environment and Development and aPC Networks,.

FREE OF CHARGE
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•. South Calls for Co-operation

I'untJameiinl gool of the Con«emion anti 
the f^oro Protocol l.s to scop global climaie 
chanfie. which i* caused by emissior* from In- 
diiKtfinl countries. Despite this lact. entrain de­
veloped. counirie<i. have made ihdr own actions 
under the Kyoto Protocol contingent upon par- 
ticipution by developing countries. In renlity. , 
devaloping oountiles arc already figluinfi cli­
mate chnnge. and will continue to do more in 
the I'uture, but cooperation from Annex I coun­
tries and an end to the bickering and finger- 
pointing is required

Acting as global faciliutors, the Global 
South Leadership Initiative of Palangt Indone- 
Nio and the Indonesian Mini-tity for the Envi­
ronment provided a forum to bring together 40 
representativc.s from govemmenul. non-gov- 
emnieiUQl. and ncadcjnic Instluitibns: The Glo­
bal South CoHsiillation on Climate Change was 
opened by the Indonesian Vice President H.E. 
Ms. Megawati Soekamoputri who called for 
cooperation by .saying ‘We are not free ridcis 
in this process... environmentalism i.s not new 
to us. We fully .ruppoiT the notion of ‘only one 
Eanh'... fDutJ environmental damage caused 
by poveny must be clifTerciuiatcd from damage 
c.\Used by tho.se who possess the greater capa- '

bility of preventing It.”
Elaborating on the Indonesian commitment 

to environmental protection, the Minister of In­
donesia, H.R Dr. A. Sonny Keraf noted, “As a 
developing country. Indonesia has no obliga­
tion to have a binding quantitative emissions 
limit, there are many benefits that come from 
doing good for the tumosphere."

The Chair of the C-77 and China, H.E. 
Dr. AlhajI Has.san Adanui. submitted a sup­
porting Statement saying. ‘There ore numerous 
examples of actions wc.have taken and con­
tinue to take to prevent greenhouse gas etnis- 
fcions.”

By the end of the cbnference, the partici­
pant hiuJ produced a communique that calls 
for .-m end to the historical conflict between the 
iiKlu-ttrlallzed and developing nations that has 
chorncterized the political cfiniatc of ilie cll- 
iTiaie change negotiation.^.

A pro-consulration meeting occurred in Ja­
karta just before the formal Global South Con- 
.sultation. Orgahlzed by the Climate of Trust 
Project - an Initiative aimed at facilitating the 
North South dialog and at giving developing 
countries views on climiue more vi.sibility and 
voice in the North - the pre-consultation meet­

ing focused on the first re.sulu of a rcsejrch 
projooi showing currem activities, policio: and 
msa«ur&s that developing countriai; are iniple- 
menting In order to meet their davolopment 
needs while .slowing climoto change. The Cli­
mate of Trust project Is a partncrsliip among 
BCaS (BangladOiih). ENDa (Senegull 
Fundacion Bariloche, (Argentina), Pelangi (In­
donesia) and National Environmental Tru.st. 
(US).

The Climate of Trust Initiative and tlie Glo­
bal South Leadership Initiative will be co-lio.st- 
ing a panel discussion and n reception on 
Thursday. .June 15 at 6pm in the Maritim hotel 
to release the communique and frirlhcr tliscu.s.s 
the resuiLS of the meeting and the report.

Speaking at the event will be Dr. Cnow 
Kuk Kee - Clnirmnn of the Working Croup on 
Mechanisms and a Dolegaie from Malaysia: 
Proftssor Daniel Mudiyarso - Deputy Minister 
for the Environment and Head of the DeU'.gu- 
tion from Indonesia; Dr. Agu.s Sari, a Deleji-.iia 
from Indonesia: Dr. Nicol3.s Di Sbroiavacca. 
Fundacion Bariloche; Dr. Aiiq Raliman. Bang- 
lade.sh Siudle.s for Advanced Stuilje.s: Boni 
Bi:vgini, Climate of Trust ;tnd a Delcgiitc from 
Brazil to be announced.

Chernobyl Deployment Mechanism?
You would think that the nuclear industry has 
received ample .subsidies over the yearn 
without now letting them hijack the CDM. Ap­
parently not. The elTotis of the western nuclear 
si.-it« to include nuclear power In the CDM 
continue unabated. They are determined to 
make the Clean Development Mechanisms the 
Chernobyl Deployment Mcchanl.siTi ~ a new 
.subsidy for-(iieli' ailing nuclear industries.

The sraie-Qwued or siate-supporred.muclear 
l(idu.stric.s of countries like Ihc US. Japan, France. 
UK and Canada are de.sperate to get contracts for 
new irjctors. With nuclear con.stnjiition effcc- 
rively halted in mo.st wastorn rmirket.s, develop­
ing criuntries arc the key to their survival. But 
catting •tignatiire.'s on ilio dotted line is proving 
hard, due mainly-to the hlg/vco.st of nuclear 
planK. Thi.s i.s why the CDM stcp.s in. The value 
Ilf carbon credits generated under the CDM could 
lie u.scd to reduce the up-fretnt cost*- of a now 
reactor tipd potentially make them more afford- 
.iblc. The fnrcm.-itlonni Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) fctcmly went so fttrict to say that without 
CDM credits developing countries would not 
build nuclear phtnLs.

But while Uie^economic motivation Is clear.

the poli(ic:il moilvatinri of some of the key 
plnyera Is not. In particular. It is extremely hard 
to understand why UK environment minister. 
John PrettcoH is piLshing hard to make nuclear 
eligible for ilie CDM. Prescott h-.ts a relatively 
good record on eiivirqnmcntal matters, but on 
this Issue ho has scijously gone asrpy. The 
m»n who once proiestetl about British Nuclear 
Fucks' (BNFL) di.schnrges Is now le.ading af- 
fort.s to turn the CDM Into a .subsidy for 
BNFL’.« efr'ort.s to soli nuclear reactors to 
Chinn. BNFL lia.s recently acquired the nuclear 
division nfWesflnghou.se, u company which i.s- 
in the front rank of those vying for the con­
tracts with Beijing, phina hns made it dear that 
It wants nuclear in the CDM and that this will 
influence how many reactors it builds If the 
UK votes agalnta giving China CDM credits, 
BNFL‘)i commercial prospects in China will be 
doomed. ‘Pitscoit. of course, i.s hiding all of 

' this behind the x«enion tJiai to exclude nuclear 
power from the CDM would be “neo-colonial.” 
The reverse is ii-ue. Foi.sting nucle.nr power on 
developing couiurio* is fine example of that 
neo-coloniul pmctice of "technology dumping."

The euisu of France, soon to take die Euro­

pean Pre.sideney. i.s also won-ying. The pmiT-i.sc 
of an e;irly decision by the govemmern on li.< 
position on this issue is becoming niore reniiue. 
But the French have already, iilbefr iiiiinreiirini;- 
ally, made an important contribution; they 
claim in an official planning haiulbcmk (Le.s 
couts dc reference") that nuclear is "the eheap- 
e.si option.” So how could nukes in the CDM 
meet the additionality le.s't if - itccordlng to the' 
reclinology’,s leading proponent - die nuclctai- 
nptioti i.s .SC) coinpciliive on a businex-s-tis- 
LLSual'.’ One way out for French nuclear lan.s 
would l)c for DCEMP nr EDFnlTicitil.', to cninc 
before the SBSTA and :)dmlt that fuide:ir i.-: In 
fact w.ay more expeivslve than they have tven 
cluiming...and rhnr In fact, they have hci-t) 
cooking the books torso many years. Not vey 
popular an option we admit.

Still need convincing that midctir h.x': no 
place in the CDM? Then coine to lOiliiy’.-i spe­
cial event on "Nuclear power, the Kyniu 
tnocnanisin.s and ossoclatistl ri.sks for dcvcli)()- 
ing countries and ElT'.-i." as well ils lotni'i- 
row'.': event "Nuclear power i.s u .-iolutiun to 
clirvuita churige. Tha raal cost of iiucluur power 
- Japan’s c-jsc”
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From Hambley, Zlxamer No. 104

TELEFAX

Date: Thursday, 15 June 2000

UNCLASSIFIED

TO; OES - Assistant Secretary David Sandalow 
OES - Ambassador Kenneth Brill 
OES - Linda Catlett

FROM- USDEL/BONN - SB-12 (Climate Change) - Mark Q. Hambley
Mark G. Hambley. FAX No. 49 228 269-8222, Room 104

SUBJECT:; Reporting on Bilaterals in Bonn: The Latins

Attached is Barbara Dc Rosa Joynts Reporting on some bilateral contacts during the 
Bonn meetings. It is being dispatched only to the Department and should be sent to 
others as desired.

For Linda; Please distribute this to Susan Gordon and Holly Kaufinan), OES/EQC, 
PCI (Jonathan Margolis), and G—Nigel Purvis, Thanks.

MGH
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Miscellaneous reporting on some WHa bilats by OES/EGC Barbara De Rosa-Joynt

Argentina - Last week, the GOA was not present. Monday morning 1 spoke at 
length to the GOA rep, Fabian Gaoli. one of the few members of the technical team 
stiU with the government, who arrived Sunday. (He is and was a contractor with ^ 
government.) Fabian is one of three GOA reps, including a previous member of the 
team (not one that we had interacted with) and a new climate person.

Fabian said that the Argentine government stiU supports the existence of the target, 
and advised me that there is some consideration being made for re-constituting the 
team, perhaps even under the leadership of Vicente Barros again. At present, the 
existing climate team is centered in the Argentine H office, and he beUeves that the 
office will stay where it is in the Ministry of Social Worlcs. Moreover, he does not 
believe that the idea for Nonna Cadoppi of the Chief of Cabinet's office to be 
involved is in play. Fabian advised me that it is expected that this office will continue 
to have the responsibility for approving JI (and eventually CDM) projects, and will 
also generate the national plan for how to implement the target, and conduct further 
inventory work and other technical work. He stated that the GOA intends to make a 
"clarification" of the target announcement at COP-6, where they will explain 
potentially confusing elements such as the inclusion of the square root function in the 
equation. It is not clear how many team members they will bring back. A few 
Argentine interventions firom the floor in various fora have noted the existence of 
their target effort, and have charactermed it as a "voltintaiy effort."

The T Minded Group - The LMG calls themselves GKILa, and they have been 
meeting regularly to discuss matters of interest. They are preparing additional group 
submissions for this session, and have been talking with the Africans about potential 
collaboration, though it seems unlikely for this session. I understand they arc still 
trying to puU together a joint Latin-Affican meeting outside the sessions, potentially 
about CDM, with funding firom UNDP or UNEP, and possibly at the ministerial level.

I spoke with them about our proposed ministerial meeting, and clarified our interest in 
GRILA vice CONCAUSA, I asked them to take the idea home and advise us of their 
reaction. The initial reaction was that this is an exciting idea, and potentially a good 
opportunity for some of them to push for involvement of their ministers on this issue, 
In a corridor conversation, Nicaragua, the SICA (regional Central American group) 
representative, pushed hard for a Central American host for the meeting, noting that 
Guatemala will be leading the group at that time and would be in a good position to 
host. Later, Honduras advised me that its minister was very interested in hosting, and 
that we (post?) would receive an official letter regarding this interest shortly. He 
indicated he had consulted with some of his GRILA counterparts in this regard. I 
indicated our pleasure at having volunteers to host already, and encouraged him to 
talk to Nicaragua about Guatemala’s potential to host as well, noting that multiple 
offers of hosting is a positive indication of interest. We should consider whether we 
are interested in seeking back-to-back sessions of these two groups - where we 
potentially participate in both, or if we would prefer (regardless of hypothetical 
sequential timing) to simply interact with GRILA. It is clear that our revised message 
did not get throu^ in Panama, and this is their way of staying out in firont on this. I 
think we should focTis OH a Central American host both to soothe their feelings and 
because I don't think we'U find a strong, engaged host in South America.
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T -afin American Bilat Lunch 13 June 00

A well attended lunch was hosted by Ambassador Hambley for representatives of the 
Latin American delegations. Participants in the lunch included: Argentin^ Chile 
Colombia, Costa Rica. Ecuador, Honduras. Mexico, Nicaragua (representing SICA,
the Central American coordinating entity), Panama, and Uruguay. Ambassador
Hambley clarified USG policy on 4.8 and 4.9 to start the lunch. DOE's Bill Breed and 
OES/EGC's Barbara Dc Rosa-Joynt also participated in the session. Bill provided a 
short briefing to the group on USG sinks policy, and a lively exchange ensued, with 
countries posing questions to Bill and to each other, and stating their own positions.

Mexico - indicated interest in exploring the potential to consider sinks in two pieces - 
above and below ground. He suggested that we begin with vegetation, etc., above 
ground, and seek agreement on that for which the science is mote certain, and work 
toward the below ground sinks at a future time. He noted the need to involve local 
people in CDM efforts, as the poorest people are the most likely to live in forested 
areas, and the most likely to compromise those lands as a result of their poverty. He 
did respond to the 4.8 & 4.9 statement with a question to clarify which parts of the 4.8 
and 4.9 discussion the US did not like, and Ambassador Hambley provided additional 
detail.

Honduras - wanted to link CDM with LULUCF issues. He stated that non-Annex I 
countries should have the same right to use the mechanisms to their advantage as the 
Annex I countries, and noted that this was the way to do it for developing countries. 
He indicated the need to address sinks now, as he does not believe they will be of use 
in the second budget period.

Untguay — agreed with Mexico about splitting sinks and about the need to engage 
local populations in climate change efforts. He also cited the pieces of assistance the 
GOU has received from the GEF, the World Bank, and other entities for its inventory, 
national communication, and other technical work. Uruguay noted that it has been 
granted funding for its second national communication.

Argentina - stated its support for sinks in the CDM. and queried the group about how 
Article 12 plays into tile sinks issue. He indicated that the GOA is considering forests 
not just as sinks but also as a mitigation tool. The Argentine JI office is the locus of 
all climate change work, and six out of the current eight projects in Argentina are 
cinVg projects. He also spoke briefly about the change in govemmeni in Argentina, 
anH said that the new government supports the idea of the target proposal. He noted 
that one reason to propose a target is because one wants access to all the mechanisms.

Costa Rica - Said its position is similar to Mexico’s, and expressed interest in 
Mexico’s idea for exploring above ground sinks as a first st^, He noted that, as a 
practical matter, there is too little time to address below ground sinks before COP-6. 
He stated that there is total parallelism between what is going to inventorios and what 
goes to the CDM. To ignore that is to go against the spirit and the letter of the 
Protocol and the Convention. He stated that the mechanisms need to be negotiated 
simultaneously for many reasons, but especially because of the interrelated nature of 
the mochanisxns.
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Ecuador - Indicated that emissions avoidance is an interesting way to address sinks 
Queations. He invited ideas from the group about the best way to operationalize ^s 
approach. Like Colombia, he prefers an approach to sinks that involves the local 
people. To do otherwise is to set oneself up for defeat.

Panama - Capacity has been developed in preparing for the first national 
communication of Panama, due out this fall. During this work, many gaps in 
information were noticed with regard to the LULUCF sector. Want to explore sinks 
thoroughly and also look at adaptation possibilities. He noted the problems that 
Panama is having with the Hantavirus outbreak, which has evidently been going on 
for some time, and is possibly a result of shifting disease vectors. Pananu also 
inquired about US views on share of the credits resulting from CDM projects.

Nicaragua - Spoke on behalf of SICA, the Central American coordinating entity, 
stating feat it is his role to facilitate Central American participation in the Protocol.
Ho is interested in enhancing countries' capacity to measure what we have and how to 
capture it. He supports activities feat allow Central American countries to benefit 
from the Protocol while enhancing their sustainable development goals. He cited fee 
CONCAUSA agreement as an important one, and noted that climate change was now 
being discussed in feat forum. Nicaragua noted the need to keep all options opened, 
and cautioned against the danger of picking the low fruit (which fee group decided to 
refer to as mangoes). The group agreed that while one did not want to pick them all, 
some would rot on fee tree if not picked at fee right time.

Colombia - Favors sinks and all types of projects therein. He followed fee themes of 
the GOC presentation last Saturday, Which touts sinks as a centerpiece of sustainable 
development policy, and alleviation of poverty. He cited the win-win benefits of 
helping people work their way out of poverty while simultaneously protecting 
watersheds and biodiversity. Sinks have been very successful as JI projects, and ho 
noted the equity issue of Annex I countries being able to use sinks in JI, but non- 
Annex I countries not being able to use them in the CDM. He stated the concern of 
many that without sinks in the CDM, all fee large projects will go to India and China.

Chile — The GOC representativE inquired about forest definitions, and then had a 
sidebar wife Bill Breed on this matter to discuss fee Issue in more detail while fee 
conversation continued at fee table,

Submitted by OES/EGC;Barbara De Rosa-Joynt
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J)ear Ambassador

1 am Wi iiing to confirm final details for our forthooming conference The Kyoto Protocol; the I?.nd of the 
negimnneV on 19 &.20 June 2000 atcniafiiam House. 10 Stlames’s Square. London SWIY4LE, u (i-44) 
171 957 5700, fi (+44)) 71 *957 5710,

I attach » copy of the latest timed programme for your informaiion together with a delegate lisl, When you 
iirrivL- ut ChttthMVi Housc, plcaso come to the registration deslt located in the Neill Malcolm Room un the 
ground floor where you will he given your bsdge and documents. Refreshments and lundt will he served 
in the Neill Malcolm Rooms on the ground floor.

lo contflcT me and other members of staff, during the conference, please contact the I'cgistnilion desk on 
0171.114.161)5.

I cojifirm thill a 3Smm/overhead/powerpnin1 irrojcctor will be cvailaWo during your presentation. Jf you 
will be using powoipoinl, plovc make sure that you nnivc at Chutlum House In time to run tlirough youi 
prosoitation with tlie ongincCT during a break beforehand. Wc have our own laptop computei: so you arc 
'Kcloome to oitlicr send your presantAtion in advance or bring along your presentation on disc. The 
.Moflwaro available on pur portable is compiliblo with all current and past vci sionR of Microsoft office, 
howevei- if you have Office 2000. please wmvert file to Ofilcc 97,

Jf you require any furdicr information please do not hesitate to contact me, 1 look ibward to meeting you 
at the conference.

Yours sincerely

Annette Connccly 
Conference Co-ordinator 
ilirectiel;+44l7l W7 5755
ihroct fax;+44 171 321 2045, email: aconnccly@riia.Drg

chatisam house
10 srr lAMES'S SQUXRF LONOON SW1Y4LE TCLtPMONE 020 7157 5700 FMD20 2i»37 5710

Pilfon Her Mijoily the Ouaen Cheirmin Lord MattOiH of KnItli'»t''’SS« Oi'aclor Or Clint Otmble Chtrriy Koft. No. 20S 223
WEB SITE hupY/wKAx.rllt.orj
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The Kyoto Protoc6J 
The End of the Beginning?

Chatham Houee. London -19 & 20 June, 2000

Day One. Monday T9 June, 2000

09.00 Opening remarks from the chair 
John Mltcholl
Chairman, Energy and Environmental Programme 
The Royal Institute of International Affairs

• Keynote Addrees

09.00 The road to COP-6 and beyond
The Rt Hon Michael Msacher MP
Minister for the Environment, UK

Sasalon One
The Long Term Context

09.30 Scientifie developments: Insights from IPCC Third Assessment 
Report
Sir John Houghton CBB DSC FRS
Co-Chair
IPCC

08.S0 Longer term polieios for developed countries ^ the Royal 
Commission Report
Professor Sir Tom Blundell
Chairman
Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution

10.10 Questions

10,40 Coffee

Session Two
COP-6 and Beyond: the international process and Industrialised country

perspectives

11.00 The track from Bonn to The Hague
Claire Parker
Co-ordinator, Implementation Programme
United Nations Framewwork Convention on Climate Change 
(UNFCCC)

TOTOL P.02 
TOTfiL P.15



JUN-15-20013 12^40 Uto/tbL . »_> X • X •.

List of Recipients for Periodic Reporting 
From the Twelfth Sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies 

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

Organization Name Fax

State/OES David Sandalow 202 647-0217
Statc/OES Ken Brill 202 647-0217
Statc/OES Brooks Yeager 202 647-0217
State/OES Povenmire/Hobgood 202 647-0217
State/L/OES Sue Biniaz/Evan Bloom 202 736-7115
OES/EGC Dan Balzer et.al. 202 647-1091
State/OES Susan Gordon/H.Kaufman 202 647-3970
State/H/OES Chris Mann 202 647-9667
Statc/G Nigel Purvis 202 647-0753

Commerce Dana Palmer 202 408-9674
Commerce David H. Festa 202 482-4636
DOD Dan Benton 703 693^507
DOD Bruce Degrazia/K.Doxey 703 607-4237
DOD Sherri Goodman 703 693-7011
DOI David Hayes 202 208-1873
DOJ Jim Rubin 202 514-4231
DOT Trilling/Mittelholtz 202 366-7618
Energy Margot Anderson 202 586-3047
Energy David Goldtvyn 202 586-0861
Energy Dan Reicher 202 586-9260
EPA John Beale 202 564-1554
EPA Dina Kruger 202 565-2077
EPA Brian McLean 202 565-2141
EPA Robert Perciaspepe 202 501-0986
EPA Bill White 202 501-1480
Treasury Robert Cumby 202 622-2633
Treasury Todd Stern 202 622-0073
USAID David Hales/Barrett 202 216-3174
WH Roger Ballentine 202 456-1736
WH Ian Bowles 202 456-2710
WH/CCTF David Gardiner 202 395-2311
WH/CCTF John Gibson 202 395-2342
WH/CEA Robert Lawrence 202 395-6958
WH/CEQ George Frampton 202 456-2710
WH/OSTP Rosina Bierbaum 202 456-6025
WH/OVP Michael Orfini 202 456-9500
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15 June 2000

To; See Recipients’ List

From: USDEL/Borm — Mark G. Hamblc

Subject: Periodic Update No. 15 from SB 12 (Wednesday/Thursday, June 14-15)

This message transmits an unofficial and infomicil report on events and 
activities during the Twelfth Meetings of the Subsidiary Bodies to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (SB 12) that are meeting in Bonn during 
the June 5-16 timefirame. This message covers activities from the afternoon of 
Wednesday .June 14 to mid-day on Thursday, June 15. 2000.

Also included is the June 15 edition of the NGO-produced Earth 
Negotiations Builetm that provides information on Wednesday’s proceedings 
proceedings. This report should also be read in conjunction with Update No. 14 that 
contains additional supplemental reporting prepared by various USDEL members, 
plus the latest edition of ECO, the NGO rag.

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

This wiU probably be the last regular update in this series. Update No. 16 will 
contain supplemental reports.
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V ^
15 June 2000

SB12 Periodic Update No. 15: Mixed Report as SB-12 Nears Conclusion 

Atmospherics and General Comment

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

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

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

Umbrella Heads of delegation Meeting

Eight of the nine heads of umbrella group delegations met over diimer on June 
14 to discuss process and substantive issues. Ukraine was the only representative 
missing. No one from Kiev is present at this meeting. Delegates discussed the four 
themes being promoted by the Dutch for the Warsaw ministerial later this month.
They were imanimous in their rejection of tlie Dutch suggestions that supplementarity 
and Article 3.14 be specifically identified. SBSTa Chair Dovland (our current 
Bureau member) undertook to register this point with the Secretariat. (Comment: Wc 
had earlier done so in meetings with both Executive Secretary Cutajar, Polish COP-5 
President Szyzsko, and Dutch Minister Pronk. End Comment.)

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

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

Convention Articles 4.S/4.9 (affects of climate change and impacts of response 
measures) and Protocol Articles 2,3 and 3.14; The U.S. drafted an alternative 
decision on Articles 4.8/4.S that amplifies Annex I views on both impacts of climate 
change and impacts on response measures. The debate has once more resumed a 
more professional tone, There was an almost cordial discussion on adaptation at the 
June 14 meeting. It is still not clear if a new text of some kind will be produced at 
this session, although it is known that this is the co-chair’ preference. In any case, a 
new consultation on this topic is now planned for August 23-25 in Bonn.

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

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

On June 15, a debate ensued over the question of the CDM as a proper theme in this 
proposed text. The G-77 and South Korea said that it should not be included; the U.S. 
and several Annex I Parties took a contrary view. The discussion remained quite 
cordial (due to the development of good working relationships among the participants 
through the friends of the chair process), but no consensus could be found. Finally, 
Chair Dovland indicated that he would put the point in the text and it could be 
negotiated formally starting in September,

(Comment: A senior and experienced Secretariat official tells us that it is his 
perception that we have lost the initiative in this discussion. Despite the finn hand 
taken by Chair Dovland, he indicated that the G-77 is not likely to take the rejection 
of their text lying down. Once the new co-chairs are named and start their work in 
September, he predicted that the G-77 text will emerge as the basis for negotiation. 
End Comment.)
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Kyoto Mechanisms; Chainnan Chow began the process of going through his lengthy 
text, a task that he intends to complete this week. Saudi Arabia, joined by India and 
Kuwait, do not want to call it a negotiating text, however. Similarly, they opposed 
efforts to put brackets into the document (a suggestion offered by U.S. and 
Australia). Instead, Parties were invited to make insertions which several did.

The Joint Implementation portion of the text was vetted first, with the U.S., Australia,
■ and Japan offering clarifying language to ensure that our positions are taken into
account. We added some Article 4 parity language, as well. Additional changes were
made on the other mechanisms on June 15. The Saudis indicated that they have
additional submissions that they also want taken into account.

Chow’s plan (at least as we understand it) is to take these changes on board and to
issue a new text next week. No one has formally objected to this process. This new
text will then be reviewed at the forthcoming mechanisms consultation in early July.

(Comment: Of course, this means that the text will be longer than the current 94
page document. As it is, there are some 217 paragraphs that need to be negotiated.
While some are simpler than others, even if one figures 10 minutes spent considering
each one (and thus far none has been bracketed, so each will have to be vetted), this
will amount to some 36 hours of negotiation to go through the text on a first reading.
About 12 hours is all the time that will be allotted to this issue at Lyon. One can draw
one’s own conclusions as to the outlook for this process by COP-6. End Comment)

Compliance; Discussion of the new co-chairs’ text continued late on June 14 and
during meetings on June 15. Many comments were made, and some new (unhelpful)
ideas were presented. One came from Saudi Arabia that wanted to see the groups
scope to include several other aspects of the Protocol including Articles 2 and 3. A
second one came fi-om South Africa (representing the G-77/China), It suggested that
non-Aimex I compliance issues should be addressed under the multilateral
consultative process which is being established under the provisions of Convention
Article 13.

A third unhelpflil suggestion (only one of many) came from a Russian colleague who
is new to this process. He declared that Russian can not accept any binding
consequences. Binding consequences, he asserted, are like a disease in Moscow’s
view. The umbrella group of experts tried to explain matters to their new colleague
but did not get very far. When reporting officer raised the issue with the Russian
Delegation Head, Sasha Metalnikov, at dinner on June 14, he found him to be
surprisingly sympathetic to our position (perhaps because it was his 69^^ birthday).
However, Metalnikov noted that it was the treaties department of the Russian MPA
that makes calls on these matters. He suggested we include a compliance expert on
our delegation to the next Climate Policy Group meeting. It is currently tentatively
scheduled for early August in Moscow, The co-chairs are expected to issue a revised
text by tomorrow (June 16).

A penultimate meeting of this group met on June 15, The final report was completed,
along with a recommendation that the text (after it is polished by the Secretariat) be
used as the basis for negotiations in September. Saudi Arabia objected to this process,
indicating that it would not permit this decision to be taken until it was certain that
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equitable progress in “other areas*’ (a.g.. Articles 4.8/4,9). An evening session was 
scheduled to determine if additional negotiations might be necessary to bring this 
matter to conclusion,

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

Articles 5I7J&S (on methodologies, reporting and review): Despite some garbled 
language introduced by the Russians on good practice and continuing Saudi efforts to 
try to slow matters up, this group is starting to wrap up its work for this session. As 
indicated, the group completed work on Article 5.1 on national systems. The 
proposed decision also recognizes that some elements of Article 8 will have to be 
decided after COP-8.

Land Use and Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF): Adele Morris has 
compared the work in this group to the Discovery channel’s “eco challenge” with the 
panicipating having to cross alligator pits, sheer chasms, and violent rapids to eek out 
every bit of progress, But they have crossed many hurdles, including the ones 
involving formatting for the August 1"* submissions. A remaining hurdle concerns 
Brazil’s effort to distinguish between manmade and natural effects in accounting for 
some land use changes. The U.S. and most umbrella countries strongly disagree with 
this approach. Both the U.S. and Australia (supported by a very worried Japan) have 
worked out substitute language that they are endeavoring to have incorporated in the 
text being prepared by the Chair.

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

Cross-Cutting Issues: No change from earhar reporting.

Due to the closure of our facility, this will probably be the last regular update 
from this meeting in Bonn that ends tomorrow (June 16), We will try to dispatch a 
final supplement as Update No. 16,
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HtGHLIGHTS FROM rCCC SB-12 
WEDNESDAY, 14 JUNE 2000

The Subcidlaiy tioily for Imp! tmeniaiian (SBI) met in the 
tioming to CQosidcr Annex I and non-Annex I ooromunicaliona, 
nd the financial mechanism. Tha Joint Working Group on 
:ompliance (JWG) continued discussions onihc Co-piairj' text, 
.'ontact groups met in afternoon and evening sessions to consider, 
ihduse, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF); adverse 
fleets; the mechanisms; and guidelines under Protocol Ardclos S 
methodological issues), 7 (communication of inforraatidn) and 8 
review of infoimation). Informal consultations were held on 
apacity building in devclppi ng countries, and on policies and 
measures. The Friends of the Chair group on the technology 
ransfcrconsult^ycprdcess also met. • '

IBI ' 1
NATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS: Delegates adopted the 

raft condusi ona on national comrounicati oris of Annex 1 P^es. 
hey also adopted conclusions on the report ofthefiot meeting of 
ie Consultative Group oh ^petts and onthe provision offinan- ■ 
ial support for non-Annex I Party national conimunications.

PENANCIAL MECHANISM: On the financial mechanism, 
■ele^es adopted draQ conclusions, wirhtnhior amendmoitB, on ■
he progress report on the.GEF review of enabling activities and its
apacity building activities.

On additional guidance to the GEF on support to the IPCC, the 
■U said that, whereas FCCC Parties should send signals to the

T that the proposcd IPCC proj e« could benefit the process, it 
5 not appropriate for them to prejudge the GEF Council’s ded- 

?on-making. He proposed replacing “approval” with “consider- 
tion” in the draft conclusions. SBI adopted the dtaft conclusions, 
s amended. ; ' ' • ■
OJ?rr WORKING GXOVP ON COMnJLiJVCE

•The JWG continued its consideration of the Co-Chairs' Test.
)n Scope of Application, CHINA, supported by SAUDI ARABLA
nd opposed by ARGENTINA and CHILE, suggostod listing ihe
LnnociPanies’ commitments to which the compliance system
vould apply, and said issues of oornplijnce with other commit-
(lenis would be dealt with under thsMultilateral Consultative
•rocess. On Establishraent, Structure and Functions, the US, vnth
V.US1RALIA, said the text should emphastro the two-branch
tructure. CANADA spedfi od that the ou^mes of the fadlitative
iranch •would not ho limited to outcomes of a non-mandatory
lature. On Structure SAUDI ARABIA, with SAMOA said
members should equally represent the five UN regional groups.
JEW ZEALAND sought greaterfepresentation of Annex I
‘artios. on Functions, many ddegtites opposed a screening func­

tion, The US urged BUWmatic application of mandatory outcomes. 
SAUDI ARABIA suggested thatthe compUance body detoiroine 
mandatoiy outcomes or consequences only for Annex I Parties,

On Submission of Questions, several del^atcs atresaed the 
importance of Article B (review of information) Expert Review 
Teams (ERTs) reports. SAUDI ARABIA, opposed byNEW 
ZEALAND, supported a role for the COP/MOP. The US proposed 
that Parties sbouldbe able to raise questions regarding another 
Party’s implementation only with respect to the fadlitative branch. 
ThcEU proposed thatthe Secretariat also be able to refer questions 
of compliance. On Preliminary Examination of Questions, SAUDI 
ARABIA suggested that multiple cases on the same type of issues
should bo referred to the subsidiary bodies.

On Proceedings, several delegates stressed the importance of 
inlcgreting dements of the Annexes in ihe main text. On Decision- 
Making, SAUDI ARABIA ^d dedsions would be adopted by 
consensus, and in case of failure, by a three-fourths m^ority vote. 
On Avoidance of Conflict of Interest. CHINA proposed that the 
mernberofthc compliance body who-is a national of a Party 
involved in a matter shall not take pan in “ the consideration of the 
matter,” CANADA added that this includes members having a 

■ direct or Indirea interest inthe matter. On Sources of Information,
the G^77yCmNA. opposed by NEW ZEALAND, distinguished
between mandatory and non-mandatoty sources. The US. with
NEW ZEALAND, suggested the possibility that NGOs submit
information. He said the Party concerned should have the opportu­
nity TO respond to tha ioforniation submitted. The RUSSIAN
FEDERATION, theUS arid SAMOAsaidtheissue of confidenti­
ality of infoimation might conflict with the principle of transpar­
ency and needed further thought-

On COP/MOP, SWITZERLAND, vdth NEW ZEALAND,
' said it would “take note” ofthe compliance body’s reports. On 

Outcomes and Consequences, SAUDI ARABIA said the CDM 
should not be addressed under the compliance system. With 
china, he added that taferences to “Party” •with respect to ehgi- 
bility requirements sbouldbe prefaced by "AruJex I.” BRAZIL, 
with SAMOA and the EU, suggested framing "financial penalty" 
as a separate option, NEW ZEALAND introduced an option 
permitting purchase at a penalty rate, inler alia, from future 
commitment periods. AUSTRALIA suggested adding that if an 
Article 4 Qoint fulfillment) Party becomes ineligible to use the 
mechanisms, all othv members of the agreement would lose 
access to tho mcchenLsms. On Other Provisions, the G-77/CHINA 
suggested requesting the Secretariat to prepare possible options for 
the adoption of proc^urcs and mechanisms rejatedto compliance. 
On Annexes, Parties differed on the need to integrate them into the 
mainteXL
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CONTACT GROUPS AND JNFOUMAL CONSULTATIONS 
LULUCF: Dp]elates discussed ebaages to the draft oondu- 

j[ons. Noting the conoefti of many non-Annex I Parties with regard 
ndemanding the IPCC Spedal Repoa oe LULUCF, Co-Chair 

lorgeirsson said an eurtra day had been reserved for a biieting at 
workshop in Poland in July. The &-77/CHINA said this dldnot 

•eflcct their request for reffonal workshops, and delegates agreed 
o an additional conclusion inviting the SBSTA to encourage work- 
hops. AUSTRAXJA and the EtJ said capacity building should be 
••onsidcTcd within the brooder context of SBSTA's work.

CoChair IliDigeirsaoti highlighted theproposal to conyene an: 
nterscssional meeting between SB-13 and COP-6 to support the 
icgotiation process. He urged delegates to focus on requirements 
or COP-6, noting that capacity bull ding could be achieved over a 
ongcr time period. AOSIS stressed the importance of regional 
votkshops and questioned the mandate for an interaeasional 
ticeting.

AUSTRALIA esJled for a compilation of central tooual 
:roposaIs to assist work at SBSTA-13. The EU disnibutod draft 
onclusions requesting parties to provide textual proposals to be , 
iresentod with 1 August Bubmissions and requesting the Secretariat 
0 prepare a'synthesis according to specific eJeraeots. CANADA, , 
VOSIS and others proposed changes, and discussions continued 
itc into the night. , ,

ADVERSE EFFECTS; Co-Chair Kj elldn outlined a cluator of 
;sues to be addressed in drafting the text for negotiation at 
:BSTA-I3. Saudi ARABIA urged that the concolidated lean 
orm thebasis for negotiations, and empbaaiaed thenead'Co include 
II proposals. ThcHJ suggest^ that the consolidated text aimply 
e a refl ection of discussions that may fhrm the basis for later nego: 
lation.

JAMAICA underlined the need for future workshops aimed at 
oncreic uctions. The PHILIPPINES, with the US, supported 

estigating connections between climate change and exUemo 
ither events, whileNiGERIA stressed the need for preparedness 

tope with such events In developing countri es. The UK said : 
Jentifi cation of actions is only possible with an underatanding of 
ie relationship between climate impacts and other phenomena. 
b.a£U said scientific uncertainty should not be a reason for tnac- 
on.

articles 5,7 & 8: D^Iegatea considered the draft conclu- 
ions on Ouid^nes under Articles S, 7 and 8 of the Kyoto Protocol. 
)elegate agreed on the text, inchidlng language highlighting 
greement on the guidelines under Article 5.1 (national systeins) 
nd the preparation of a draft dacjsiqa at-SBSTA/-13 to be adopted 
t COP-6. Delegates conaidered the General Approach to Review 
if the Co-Chairs Proposed Elements of Draft Guidelines under 
trdclc 8 of the Kyoto Protocol and provided guidance to the Secro- 
ariatin its elaboration of the text. TEeBU said the guidelines 
hould Include the elements for review undcrihc FCCC and the 
'rotocol, but would single out those parts pf the guidelines not 
pplicable to Annex I Partins that are not Parties to the Protocol.
Ee G--77yCHlNA suggested adding the' objective of an SUiing that 
he compliance body has the information necessary to cany out its 
unctions. TheEU said all ERTb reports would be fbrwarded to the 
omplianpe body.

M£CBLANISM5:T>elegaies considered the draft consolidated 
set on roeehanlsrns. Deliberatioiis focused on the nature of discus- 
ions necessary'4t this stage. While AtigTEtAUA, POLAND, 
TANaDA and the US favorcdbrackoting text, die G-77/CHINA 
ind SAUDI ARABIA stressed that this was not anegotintion and 
uggestodjuste^ that Parties focus only on'‘inclusion3’’to(hetoct. 
delegates considered Part One of the Consolidated Text on Mccha- 
lisms rcl^ng to JI and indicated areas wbere specific written

proposals would he submitted and text added. Participants differed 
■ on fte reed for, inler alia, the Executive Board, sinks in H, share of 

proceeds, and &e appendix on supplcmentaiity.
POLICIES APh) MEASURES: Delegates considered draft 

conclusions on polides and measures (P&Ms). The EU tabled 
additional paragraphe on conclusions, 'including a proposed Terms 
of Boforance (ToR) for a possible workshop on P&Ms, The G-77/ 
CHINA presented alternative tdxt on ToR. On the original draft 
conclusioas, delegates agreed to, inter alia-, replace “best” with 
“good” practices; and spccily reference to paragraph (b) of 
Protocol Article 2.1. The EU, POLAND. SWITZERLAND and the 
G-77/CfHNA, opposed by AUSTRALIA, CANADA. JAPAN and 
the US, uiged tha the ToR be considered prior to COP-6. Dele­
gates agreed to include, in brackets, EU text eoerouraging parties to 
submit ihei r views at SB STA-13 on ToR jjnd on the timing of the 
process, andtheG-77/CHINA’s proposal to refer to holdings 
workshop in “early" 2001.

CAPACITY BUILDING: This group considered the Chair's 
text on capacity building in developing countries. On the principles 
outlined in the text, issues highlighted include the need for country- 
driven capacity building, partnership with developed countrios, and 

•financial resources.
Oh Strategy, dolegates highlighted subregional or regional 

approaches snd the need to consider past and ongoing activities. 
The G'TT/CHINA proposed addressing financing and implementa­
tion as separate sections. The NETHERLANDS suggested 
accounting for capad^-building when planpingthc GEF’s third 
replenishment. UGANDA said funding for capacity building 
should be additional tq ODA. On the role of tiie Secretariat, dele- , 
gates said it should avoid an operational role but act as a facilitator,

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER; Tba Friends of the Chair. 
continued to consider actions required in relation to technology 
needs and needs aaae*sment, enabling assessment, and technology 
mfonntition. The group also considered and agreed on the SBSTA 
Chair's draft conclusions.

IN TWe CORRIDORS
Some partidpantc were commenting on contrasting positions 

emerging from certain EU members on nuclear technology under 
the CDM. While one Party announced a strong “anti" stance, 
another publicly Indicated its support for allowing nuc| ear tech­
nology within tha CDM Speculation among a number of partici­
pants centered on how tblsmlghtimpact the eventual elaboration of 
the EU*s position on this issue.'

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
COMPLIANCE; The JWG is expected to meet at 10:00 am 

and at 9:00 pm in Plenary n to discuss a revised Co-Chairs’ text.
MECHANISMS: Tbi s meeting will take place in Plenary II 

from 11:00 am to consider the Chairs’ draft consolidared text.
articles 5,1& S: This group vtill meet at 12:00 pm and 

8:00 pm in the Roger Room to continue consideration of the Co- 
Chaim’ Proposed Elements of Draft Guidelines under Article 8 of 
the Kyoto Protocol

LULUCF: This contact group will meet at 3:00 pm in the 
R^erRoomto eonsiderthe Co-Chairs' draftconclusions.

ADVEKRE EFFECTS: This contact group •will meet at 3 ;00 
pm In the Schumann Room to cantiaue consideration of the Co- 
Chairs’ consolidated text. .

SBSTAs SBSTA will convene at S-.OO pm in Plenary II and is 
expected to Stan connidering various draft conclusions.

CAPACITYBtJIUOlIXG; An Infoimol meeting Is scheduled 
to take place from S:00 pm in tho Schumann Room,

FRIENDS OF THE CHAIR: This will meet to finalize the 
draft SBSTA concIuaioaB qn technology transfer and dovelopmem.
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To: See Recipients’ List

From; USDEL/Bonn - Mark G, Hambley

Subject: Final Update, No. 16 from SB12 (Thursday/.Friday, June 15-16)

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

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

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

This is the last Update from Bonn in this series.
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16 June 2000

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

Atmospherics and General Comment

The halls of the Hotel Maritim, the venue for this conference (as it has been 
for several other interscssionals and for COP-5) were relatively calm on June 16, the 
last day of the more than two weeks of meetings. There was linle of the antagonism 
that dominated proceedings intermittantly over the past week - largely because a 
balanced decision on Article 4.S/4.9 (balanced because it is equally harsh to both 
sides) was completed on Thursday evening.

Compromises were also reached on ways to go forward on the other key 
elements of the so-caUed COP-6 package, including capacity building, technology 
transfer, land use and land use change and forestry, policies and measures, 
compliance, and Articles 5,7,&8. On the calendar, we were even able to shift the 
dates away &om Thanksgiving for the year 2004.

An enormous amount of work remains. However, despite the difficulties 
posed by the still massive mechanisms document, capable teams on all sides will 
work diligently to whittle the revised text down to manageable proportions by COP-6 
decision time. Negotiating the decisions on the developing countries core set of 
issues (including tcch transfer and capacity building) will undoubtedly be difficult but 
is cenainly doable. And If the Saudis mean what they say that they only want a 
process to address their Articles 4.S/4.9 compensation and adaptation issues and do 
not use perceived grievances to block other issues, we might be able to accommodate 

them, too.

Compliance has proceeded in tlie most organized maimer of any of the 
discussions. It now has a text which, despite some difficulties, can be worked on in a 
way that will not disadvantage us. Similarly, we liave thus fer deftly avoided traps 
laid for us by our EU partners on the policies and measures discussion. Moreover, we 
have done quite well with the outcomes on the guidance, information and review 
provisions of Articles S/7/&8.

We even moved the sinks related issues along as wall as could have been 
expected at this moating. Our formatting ideas for the August 1 submissions were 
broadly accepted. And while we still must prove our point, our options with regard to 
Article 3.4’s additional categories remain in tact..

When one looks at the enormity of the tasks ahead, it ia easy to conclude that 
we will never get it done by COP-6. This view has been echoed in these updates 
throughout this week. Indeed, we are not as well advanced as we were at a similar 
juncture prior to COP-3. Moreover, we do not have tlic strong, benign dictator in the



' in mind
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person of Raul Estrada keeping delegations focused. However, we do have one 
advantage over the June/July 1997 tmc-fiMie: we have our overall “target" in i 
and do not have to wait until late October for that key decision.

The mechanisms text is daunting, but it is not an insurmountable task. And 
while sinks issues (and especially Article 3.4) appear daunting, our sinks team leader 
believes we have a good chance of arriving at conclusions that are acceptable to us if 
we keep our heads high and our powder dry. Washington’s support in arriving at 
some important end game determinations will be vital in this regard

But our greatest advantage is in the quality of the men and women on this 
delegation and those backstopping them in Washington. Their dedication, energy, 
hard work and sheer dedication to pursuing this issue in a way that is in the best 
interests of the United States are unsurpassed. This is the real reason why one can 
take a measure of confidence that COP-6 will be successful, barring unforeseen 
circumstances. I am pleased and proud to be associated with USDEL, and all of the 
recipients of these reports can take a measure of satisfaction in theii contribution to a 
job very well done indeed. End Atmospherics and General Comment.

Status of the Negotiations

Except for the final approval of the recommendations, all pertinent issues have 
been resolved. Rather than summarize them here, it would be better to examine the 
details in the documents themselves that will appear in the final reports on this session 
published by the climate change secretariat.
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JUSCANZ 
15 June 2000 
Jack Schick
Israd requested observer status m JUSCaNZ followks ie deeisioit “

New York
axgued ibr not part of the OECD but is . member of the

opposed Israersa^ssion outright, but several had reservations.

- Norway observed that the present membership comprises only OEtp
but he Ld heard that Israel was considering a voluntary emissions target to be
nnnnimcad at COP 6. . Japan counseled against bringing m too diverse points of
view around the table.' Iceland was not clear whether the decision in New York
was intended to apply to other bodies. Australia insisted it could not decide on the
spot but needed to consult in Canberra.

. swltzerlmid srruddlud the fence to saying that JUSCANZ had bepu us “ OECD 
caucus but had also origtoaUy been open to new members. 
reminded that this group is a “changing animal,” beginning as Austiaha. Canada,
and the US. and then later adding others.

The US asked the group to make a decision one way or the other at the first 
JUSCANZ meeting in Lyon so that Israel not be left wondering.

More on DeBoer
Switzerland reported that Pronk's emissary, Ivo DeBo«, is still soliciting reactions to 
to proposed^enda for the Warsaw Ministerial and asked for any fbrAer reaePons 
S S^tzerlid caste itself in this role is unclear). Korea complained about the lack 

Of invitation to the New York Ministerial in Apnl but
meetings arc ifthey do not reach any agreed conclusioiu, TTie US noted that
DeBoer’s list looked like a European agenda with supplementoty placed front and 
center and suggested that we need not air out differences on that issue m the presence 
of ministers and subalterns from the G 77.

Canada asserted that ministers could help prioritize the issues for COP 6. For 
stock of where we are, they may not take much comfort from foe ne^tiatioi^^s 
week in Bonn. Australia agreed that deals are not ready to be done became foe 
technical work is unfinished. New Zealand called for mtostcra to provide a shared 
sense of commitment and direction; he charactenzed DeBoer s as an agenda of 

“manufactured priorities.”
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Joint Working Group on Compliance 
6-15-2000 (Russ LaMottc)

Hia CompliMce Group met briefly today to receive the revised text and to 
adopt the report of the meeting. The revised text now refleoB eo^ents rooeived

after the upcoming informal inteiscsaional meeting m Icel^d. The resulting text will 
be the base document for negotiations at SB 13 in September The report of 
meeting includes a conclusion that provides a solid mandate for that approach.
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SBSTA PLENARY SESSION (IdrOO TO 18:00) 

PURPOSE OF y^EETTKn

I' dr^ conclusion dn agenda item 9(a)

Ggj^AL CONCI^USTON.^
*"!—*

1. The FOC group approved the draft conclusions on 9(a) after

.b*.gapto^.„„-.co,uborabv.p,o«sf"^dcbSSs“Se^o“

s°®J,afT"*™' 

elsewhere, so wepomt  shouldthatcaablmg onvircmnenre) had been coveied j«Sy ’

keepcapa citythis  in buildingmind  asis  awe general^discuss  toniciUn  ̂and  context

major disagreement on this and the group moved on, There was no

any future negotiating
cD-titlcd ^‘mechanisms

'■ So'Sf5L“ot.SS!ilT«f f-

• ^uitahle transfer of technologies (Ghana)
• Fast track implemenution (Guyana)
• Win-win approach and key role of governments 

(Korea)

demonstration projects, etc. should be moved to the ‘Wr°?’ assistance.

agreed with this assessment, as did the Chair. ^ column. Many countries
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a
\ Th«- miioritv Of tiio' time was spent going back and forth,on ^ issue of the.6. The tnajon^ Of potential mechanism for technology oansfer.a^c

  
fn^oi®“^ 077' and China arguing that technology tracer^ as of the Convention should he kept completely separate from 

LZf Judef as% rr Kyoto Protocol. The US, Australia, Canada, themechad^a “dM dong wi* Jl should be coasidered as aome of

comments included the following.
IN SUPPORT OF INCLUDING CDM UNDER MECHANISMS 
COLUMN. ■ CDM is not a theme in and of itself but we should adoiowledge it as a potential

vehicle for TT and include it for now at least. CAUstraliaj
I ^^t*^wmt°to^ow mM^ oul if It caii assist in the TT process (Slovema.

. is not stricfly about uses so we should also inclnde II ^S). ■ . TThas alTMdy occuned under AU so we are not startmg from scratch France)
against THE INCXUSIO^ OF CDM IN THE MECHANISMS COtUM

. ■ Must separate CDM from TT because we are ralking here about Artido 4.5 of the
• It isUNFCC'premaC-, rure(Th toailand)put f....prmapl

    
 
 CDM in .the context of TT here as a. matter o e. There was no decision at COP4 to liulc.the two. (China) .• Kyoto isn’t in force so we shobld not ipsist on listing CDM (Guyana). There is potential for many different kinds of mechanisxns for ^d we amstfllline the process by remaining stuck’ on the CDM issue (South Afnca)- -Kyomis not yet in existence so why should we even be discussing usmgTTi<»rhanism.s undcT Kyolo such as CDM for TT? (Nigeria). The main fear is’ that Annex H Parties will only use CDM in connection with^cle .4.5, thereby ignoring an other potential mechanisms. (Guyana)

The Netherlands introduced the-idea of putting reference to CDM in brac^ts “ ^ « dear that this is an issue that Is still-up in the aii ,sincc it is clear that there wiU be no resolution on the issue at SB12. Therein followed a lengthy discussion on the issue of brackets vs. a footnote,, which was proposed by the Chair and will bkely be included m
the revised table.
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I

fJFXT STEPS

AumMt rwhich may be linked to a meeung on Article 4.8.4.9 - TBD).

L table Chow” column), and to come up with a ^t text English only) to be
discussed and negotiated at SB13 in Lyon m preparation for COP6.

,t;-RSTA plenary

1 The enTTforhoth agenda items 9(a) and 9(h) were adopted without any
a, ?SI^Tom STd^^d^^gtS'were idendCed forthe XT Contact Group, to he

established at SB 13.
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A Reporting Service for Environment ar}d Development Negotiations , 
Online at http;/Avww.iis(Lca/cIimatc/sbl2/ /

PuiiishgdbvIheIntomalionannsmteforSusiainableDevelopmontdm Friaay^6Juno20oo
Vo/. 12 No

THURSDAY, 15 JUNE 2000 cbnunitmeat reviews could be imtutedwfacas Party makes a
■Die Subsidiary Brxly fbr SdcndSc and Technological Advice jubmlasioti within a mandaioiy deadline. AUSTRALIA

(SBST A) met in the aftamoon to adopt draft conduBions rdaUng 3^^ ^Bviow of nanonal registries could occur more frequently
to: guidelines under.Protocol Articles 5 (mrthodoloff cal issurt), 7 ^ ^jasis. SWITZERLAND said the guideline
(communication of information) and 8 (review of information).. should establish criteria for the selection of experta not nominated
good pnctico guidance and uncertainty mshagemwin^onid hy govemmema.
greenhouse gas inventories; ^evdopmont and On Review ofNarional Invctitoiy Submissions, delega^
mes; and land qsa. land-use change and foresny (LULUCf). The the categories of first-order problems to be identified
Joint Working Gfoup on Compliance (TWO) adopted the r^n on the inidal check or during the individual inventory review
its woA during SB-12. Contact groups mutthroughout theday to yg AUSTRALIA suggested thatmethodologicri
conclude discussions on text relating to: mechanisms; Protocol problems be identified during the inveotoiy review stage. The EU
Articles S.7 and 8; LULUCF; and advene effects. Informal consul- stressed that these problems, such as “unexplained apparmt data 
tations were hold on capacity building and policies and measures. j„consistenciei.'' could be identified during (he initial check. The

Will servo as thebasis for negotiation at SB-13. Party itself could volunUrily apply an adjurt-
COSTACTOXOVrSAND INFORMAL CONSULTATIONS aUSTRaLU jaidthiscouldacceleratethereviewproccss.

MECHANISMS: Delegates continued consid^g the The'US saldiheinocntivoshouldnnhcrbeforPartestofollowibe
Chair's draft eoBBolidated text on mechanlams, indicating areas methodologies as elaborated by good practice, NORWAY
where their submissions had not been reflected, and adding text ,3^^ the ExpmRcvjew Team (ER.'n would only propose an^just-

^kenecessary. On the CDM. delegates differed on the need for. ment. while the compliance body would adopt it. The US said the
all three mechanisms to conmbute to the Captation compliance body had a role if the Parly concerned refused a recom-

^B^nvestmentandtechnolagy additionality; monitoring of , mended adjustnont.
economic, social and cultural impacts of projects; and an opuon on the Review of Information on Assigned Amounts, NEW
that refletis the various proposed CDMs, including unilateral, ZEALAND sought a referenoe to Article 4 G^nt fulfillment) to 
bilateral and multilateral. They discussed: the role of the COP/ ensure transparency on the distribution of assigned amounts
MOP and the Executive Board; the content and extensiveness of between mcinben of the agrccmctit. AUSTRALIA called fortoe
theCDMRcfcrcnccManual-.cnmmon baselines for the CDM; ■ jd^tionof a new Part VI “Review of Activities under Article 6.
equitable distribution of CDM projects; and requirements and ADVERSE EFFECTS: Co-Chair Salamal asked delc^tes to
costs of the CDM. consider the process leading to COP-6, and noted that an informal

On emissioia trading, dclegatea differed on the need for, inur consultation may be held on this issue during the intenesalonal ■ 
oBa- theusago ofthe Protocol-consistent tann'Tan of an Assigned j^od prior to the informal meetings preceding SB-13. The Cel'll 
Amounf instead of “Assigned Amount UniTs“; legal entities to CHINA supponed the davel opment of text for discussion ai the
participate in the CDM; a shsrt of proceeds from emissiona trading informal mertings priorto SB-1,3 and noted that, under the Buenos 
to fund adaptation; and limits ontransfers. The group accepted pian of Action, COP-6 needs to ikvelop initial actions rather
draft conclusions for SBSTA/SBI agreeing to forward the “console ji^piy ^ prooeaa. SAUDI ARABIA supported the need for
idated tea oa principles, modalities, ful« and guidelines" to SB- further workshops focusing on oonoreto actions. The US stressed
13 as a basis for further negotiation. ' thattheobjectiveofthlsprocesswastopromotatiieptospc^Qf

ARTICLES S, 7 & *i The group continued conrideratiqn of mtifying the Protocol. He said progress was needed ax SB-13 on
the six parts’of the Co-Chalra* Proposed Elements of Draft Guido- aegoiiating draft dedaioos.
lines umierAitidoglrfthe Kyoto Protocol, Dtaitingupththe Co-Chair Salamat said discussions duringthepasttwo weeks
Cenoal Approach to Review. The US stat^ that there cduld be been Very pfuductiye- He distributed text for rdovant SB-12
overiap betwecii annual reviews, since the pracees might take mojo conclusions that, inur alia, note that the Choirs of the subsid-
than aycar. NEW ZEALAND said thotext should specify to whom

Tbit inve of Iho BixOiM
pjdmBBiii-Savnijv 
Editao are Aadiia ]

r^yi" BIB lUH

BUSalfaii
dteUjaknflo

WWWaava
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Friday, U Jane 2006 .
1i;v bodies. wiThihe assisran« of the S^reian^ wiU

LULUCP: Co.ChairTh(HBflirasOTsioihadbeen complacxi aftern^iaitionri
morning. On criteria «<1 guiding pnnaplcs. *5^
luesi liuficntiQn of how ihe addmonal P™P°"“jtL„ec
^ in their 1 August submigsions would relate to the obj ectives
Ind princes of thercce

the tiRht schedule for an inieraessional consultation, while flAL 
offered to host this meeting in Rome. The .
POLAND provided details on the worfcshop tobe held'«J“‘y‘n 
Poznan. Poland, and the Secretariat oudined the process for the I

AND MEASURES: In an Informal meeri^
chaired by Jose Romero (Switzerland), delegates cons**!"^ 
revised draft conclurions on policies and hic^es (P^s).
SIrioB the dcliberations, the EU and JUSCaNZ memb« ra^. 
ated their napective positions on the tiimng and nature of funh 
activities onPftMs. Participants agre^ to repla« 
mending that the warh on P&Ma continue, m part thrwgh a
worfcshop in 2001. with the recommendation . .

^Kdcr^ further at SBSTA-13. The text proposed by 
^HvcHINA on Terms of Reference for a workshop on PAMswas

(Opacity BUH-DING; Del egans djstajssid capacity 
building both in countries with economies in tran^oo^ITs) Md 
in devdoping countries. On capacity m OTs.
considenJ submissions finom the Russian Fed^on and Poland. 
The Polish submisrion focused on elements relating to implemen­
tation of capacity building. It includes calls for. tnKrabcr. devd- 
oping action plans to reflect national ‘^2?”,®
the QEF through a COP decision, to consider the needs of Ena to 
the Capacity Development Initiative (CDI); and organizing a work­
shop for the purpose of identiftring and coordinating rtgioi^ and 
subregional programmes. The Russian Fedcranon submisaM 
covered the principles, objectives,
elements for a draft framework. The R^SS^ FEDERATION 
noted that there was agiltemcnt among the ETTs on the principles 
and scope of the framework, but stated that consultations to 
comolete an ETT group subndssloii wore ongoing.

Ddogatos also oonsidored the revised Chait^ s text on Mpaci^ 
building in non-Anneac I countries. Several partdpants rmtetai^ 
the need for capacity building to be cquntiy-driveii, iterative and 
lons-tetm. to build on indigenous capnatios. and tb opeate 
tbrwigh local institutions. The US and the EU proposed U^g » 
menu e£activities, noting that different countries have different

202 647 0191 P.11/11
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be interpreted daferently. The US stressed thai ca^ty 
should be rtsults-hascd and designed to produce dearly identified 
results. The EU suggested inviting the GEF WDP to report on

?iSSSlslEiiEr4..a draft framework; on capaaty budding.

S^STA

induded an Aanoc on Guidelines for National Sy^s for the Esti­
mation of Anihropogmlc Greenhouse Gas EmissiOTisby Sources 
andRcmovalby Sinks under Aitide 5.1 ofthoKyotoProtMol 
fFCCC/$BSTAy20O0/L.2); Development and f 
ogles - Status ofthc Consultative Process (Decision 4/CP.4); and 
Dwelopment and Transfer of Technologies -Other Matters
^^A^^'^^iberMioV the Draft Conclusions on Good Prac­

tice Guidance and UncdrtainiyManagementin National ^cn-
house Gas Inventories (FCCC/SBSTA/2000/L.3) were adopted, 
.with tvre amcndnicnts: Annex IPatries with ElTs may ph^c-m 
Rood oractica guidance “two ycira." rather than one year, later th^ 
Jiher AnnexIPaities: and reference to“all Parties'* bring assstod 
by ^ood prabtire guidance in prcpaniig higher-quality greenhouse
^OnSiDraft Conclusions on Land Use, Land-Uae Change and 
Forestry, SAUDI ARABIA, opposed by a number of Parties, ^ 
including TUVALU speaking for the 0-77/CHINA. proposed 
deleting text on convening an interscssional consultation on 
LULUCF after SBSTA-13. The text was retained and the ^to- 
sions were adopted with an Annex providing formats for the 
submissioa of coufttiy-apocific dato on propiwals by ^mot I 
Parties fbr acuviti« relalexl to Protocol Article 3.3 (^ore^^n. 
reforestation and deforestation) and Article 3.4 (additional activi­
ties). ITALY offered to host the interieialonal consultation. 
4iic<rMtina it take oUce in October.suggesting it take place in October. 

JJV THE CORRIDORSIN THE CORRIDORS
Some participants have said they will bo watching ^th interest 

the upcoming ieeting of the EU Council of Ministers for clearer 
iodicadoiis of the Union’s ncgotiatiiig positions on some rfth* key 
issues raised at SB-12. Several observers have express^ frustra- 
(ion axiheEU^s pexfonnance during the SB-12 discalSStoi^ n^ng

suMCSted that any perceived loss of ground atthis stage imho _ 
negotiating process is overstated, and that aveidict op ^ *
p^rmanee is premitfuro prior to the Ministenal meeting, i^ch 
will taka important decisions such as those on sinks and nuclear
pOWOTr

_fic6rad. .The G-77/CHINA proposed additioofll amcodmenta to the
Char-Btrt that the nc«i fbr: capad^ building to conti^utc
to sustainable devalopmont pormorihip wifli, and asnstance ftoip,

^^KTaccess to resources Is transparent, with dear and less e^her-_

ofwhatisineantby“oonter3ofwdlence. noting that this could

THINGS TO LOOK FOR TODAY
SBSTA/SBI JOINT SESSION: The joint SBI/SBSTAsessi<to 

will be^ at 10;00 am in Plenary I and is eoepeeted to consider and 
adopt draft condusiona on adverse effect^ *e mecharasiM, and
compliance, and a decision expressing solidarity with southcra 
African countiias. particularly Mozunbique.

SBL SBI will meet at 3:00 pm in Plenary II to consider and 
adopt outstanding agenda iwma, including thqse on an^gemrete 
fortotergovertimeatBl meetings, and admimrtrativ® and finanaaJ

***^D5TA: SBSTA will meet at 3:00 pm In PIenaiy I to consider 
and adopt outstanding agenda itann, induding those on poUaos 
and n^aures, and cooperation with rdevant intcroafional organi­
zations.

TOTAL P.ll
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Surveys of Consumers
University of Michigan____

Monitoring trends for 50 years

....................\

vIiIItWiiiIMo''
Subject: Preliminary results from the June 2000 survey.

From: Richard Curtin, Director

Consumer confidence dropped in early June due to rising gas prices and higher interest rates. The June decline was concentrated 
among residents of the Midwest, where the recent rise in gasoline prices has been the largest. It is hardly surprising that the 
added burden on consumers^ budgets had an immediate impact, although given the size of the gas price increases, the falloff 
in financial assessments was rather small—the U.S. average retail gas price rose from mid-June 1999 to mid-June 2000. 
More surprising, consumers did not expect the runup in gas price to harm their future financial prospects, nor did consumers 
anticipate a higher overall inflation rate during the year ahead. While the runup in gas prices was expected to be temporary, 
no such quick reversal in interest rate trends was anticipated by consumers: the consensus view was that interest rates will 
continue to increase during the year ahead. The anticipated increases in interest rates further weakened the outlook for home 
sales, and the combination of higher gas prices and higher interest rates weakened prospects for vehicles sales .

The data indicate the responsiveness of consumers to rising interest rates as well as a remarkable degree of resilience. Reacting 
toa growing range of concerns, the Sentiment Index among households with incomes above S50,000 posted its fifth consecutive 
monthlv decline in June, with the cumulative loss since January totaling about 9%. Nonetheless, the prevailing level of consumer 
confidence remains quite high and the decline from the cyclical peak rather small—even after the half-year slide, the Sentiment 
Index among high income households was nearly identical to the average recorded in each of the prior three years.

Consumers^ assessments of their current financial situation weakened in early June due to slower income growth and rising 
gasoline prices. Net references to income gains fell by 10 percentage points, with one-in-five households reporting that their 
finances had worsened in early June. Despite the sharp slowdown in income growth reported in early June, consumers did not 
anticipate smaller income gains for the year as a whole, as consumers continued to view prospects for the year ahead quite 
favorably. Moreover, consumers expected the overall inflation rate to ease, anticipating an inflation rate of 2.9*20 for the year 
ahead in early June, down from 3.0*2c in May and 3.2^= in .April. Consumers did not expected inflation to change much over 
the longer term, anticipating an annual inflation rate of 2.9% over the next five years in early June, unchanged from May.

Higher interest rates were increasingly expected to slow the pace of economic growth, although very few consumers expected 
the slowdown would eventually lead to an economy-wide downturn. Two-thirds of all consumers still anticipated good times 
financially during the year ahead, and the majority still expected the expansion to continue for at least another five years. What 
did change in early June was that consumers thought that the slowdown would be sufficient to cause the unemployment rate to 
edge upward during the year ahead. The shift, however, wassmall—higher unemployment was expected by 25%, up from 20%.

Home buying attitudes posted further declines in early June due to both higher mortgage rates and higher home prices. Fewer 
consumers voiced favorable view's of mortgage rates than anytime during the past ten years, and perceptions of home prices were 
the least favorable in twenty years. Overall, home buying attitudes w-ere the least favorable since the 1990-91 recession. 
Vehicle buying attitudes w'ere significantly low'er in early June than a year earlier, but the extent of the overall decline has been

I .• -1   II ...>.11 lai'alc in 1 QQ^ fol 1 inD fhp rOUfid of int6r0St tcllC h

June
1999

July
1999

Aug
19W

Sept 1 19§9
Oct
1999

Nov
1999

Dec
1999

Jan
2000

Feb
2000

Mar
2000 2oSo May

2000
June

Prelim

Index of Consumer Sentiment 107.3 106.0 104.5 107.2' 103.2 107.2 105.4 112.0 111.3 107.1 109.2 110.7 106.8

Current Economic Conditions 118.9 116.5 114.1 115.9 ' 112.7 116.8 112.2 117.3 ■ 116.8 115.4 117.8 119.9 115.6

Index of Consumer Expectations 99.8 99.2 98.4 101.5 i 97.1 101.0 101.1 108.6 107.8 101.7 103.7 104.8 101.1

Index Components
Personal Finances—Current 133 132 132 132 ; 127 138 133 135 132 135 130 138 130

Personal Finances—Expected 133 135 139 135 : 133 138 132 141 ■ 138 136 137 137 136

Economic Outlook—12 Months 147 147 140 150 . 140 146 150 165 ■ 161 146 152 153 146

1 Economic Outlook—5 Years 122 118 118 124 ^ 118 123 125 133 136 128 130 133 125

176 171 165 169 ■ 166 166 158 169 172 165 176 173 170

Conndential: Do not reproduce or release to the press.
e The University of Michigan, 2000. All rights reserved.




