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NOTE FOR THE RECORD

TALKS: THURSDAY 25 JULY 1996: MORNIN
G

Summary

A day that began well, put by lunchtime had revealed a s
erious

misunderstanding about the UUP position on the handlin
g of

decommissioning in relation to the launch of the three s
tranded

discussions. 
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2. At 9.00 am the British and Irish Governments circulated
 to the

other delegations, a Joint Paper on the Agenda for the Opening

plenary. This was circulated under cover of my note of 25 July. At

an informal conferring session at 10.17 am at the inv
itation of the

Chairman, Senator Mitchell, both Governments made st
atements in

support of their paper. Michael Ancram, for HMG outlined the key

differences between the current agenda proposals a
nd those of 6 June

- no specific role for the Independent Chairman i
n relation to

delegates commitment to decommissioning and a change i
n the agenda

position of the item on the address to decommissi
oning, to meet

delegates concerns. He believed that the aim should be to address

decommissioning and discuss and adopt the agenda
 for the

negotiations before the summer break. He offered to see any

delegation seeking further clarification
.

3. Mr O hUiginn for the Irish Government endorsed Mic
hael Ancram’s

comments and commended an ambitious programme of w
ork before the

summer recess to give both the delegates and the pu
blic a sense of

progress. He saw the need for a clear practical understanding
 of a

sequence of events and he hoped that the agenda
 would be seen as a

practical tool and would not generate a protracted
 procedural

debate. The Chairman then adjourned the session at 10.30 am
, for

one hour to enable delegations to consider
 the paper.

4. At 11.15 am Michael Ancram met Mr McMichael and Mr En
glish from

the UDP for about 15 minutes. Michael Ancram outlined the rationale

behind the proposed agenda for the Resumed Openi
ng Plenary,

focussing on the address to decommissioning which he ho
ped would be

concluded before the break, but making clear that t
his was an

ideal. Mr McMichael preferred decommissioning to be dealt wi
th

after Opening Statements which would cover the parties’ ap
proach to

decommissioning to some extent. While he could sympathise with the

reasoning behind dealing with decommissioning before the sum
mer, he

was alarmed about the UUP desire for a Committee on decommis
sioning
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to be set up immediately with a role over the summer, with a view to

CONFIDENTIAL

reporting to the Plenary in the autumn. That was totally

unacceptable to the UDP. He was also concerned about the commitment

which parties would be expected to make on decommissioning and the

responsibility it placed on the parties. While the UDP had no

problems working constructively they did not want to be put in the

dock and treated differently from other parties. Mr English said,

just because his party had a special relationship with the

paramilitaries, they should not be penalised for it. They had been

elected in the same way as the other parties and should be treate
d

on the same basis.

5. Michael Ancram suggested that they talk to the UUP, who did
 not

want to put the loyalists in an impossible position. He reminded

them that from Monday, the sufficient consensus rule could 
be

applied to any proposal. In response to a question from Mr

McMichael, Michael Ancram drew a distinction between agr
eeing on

mechanisms for decommissioning, in item 4 (c) of the agenda
, and

implementing them, in item 8, which would take place
 at the same

time as the launch of the three-stranded negotiatio
ns.

6. At the resumed conferral session at 11.45 am, the Chai
rman

referred to a meeting he had had the previous evening wi
th a member

of the UKUP delegation to discuss their proposed amendmen
ts to the

procedural rules. These were issued to delegates and were

circulated under cover os Mrs McNally’s note of 26 J
uly. One

amendment was in the form of a resolution (annexed to this 
note), to

which, the Chairman understood there was no objection. He assumed

that if this resolution was proposed at the resumed Open
ing Plenary,

this would not be the subject of any debate.

7. The Chairman proposed the following schedule for the resu
med

Opening Plenary:

(1) Approval by the participants of the decision-making

paragraphs of the rules of procedure (30-36), without any

debate or discussion.
CONFIDENTIAL
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(2) Laying the rules of procedure, as discussed o
n Wednesday -

(3) Considering 9 amendments for the rules of procedure

submitted by the DUP. There would be a 5 minute ti
and a vote would be tak

en on

h Dr Paisley,

me limit

for debate on each amendment,

each. (After a good humoured interchange wit

it was agreed to allow the proposer 3 minutes and any

opposer 2 minutes) .

dments, which would be
(4) (i) Consideration of 6 UKUP amen

ime limit for

taken as one amendment, with a 5 m
inute t

debate;

tion of the second UKUP amendment, 
allowing a

(ii) Considera
because it had not

30 minute time-limit for debat
e,

been discussed before.

(5) The Rules of Procedure as a whole as amended
 under (4)

would then be put to the participants to
 vote, without any

further debate or discussion
.

(6) Adopt the agenda for the Opening Plenary (a
ssuming that

would be agreed today) .

(7) The final item on the agenda would be ratificat
ion of the

UKUP resolution.

There were no objections to this p
roposal.

8. Dr Paisley sought reassurance that the paper on 
the agenda by

the two Governments was only a set of suggesti
ons because he

believed every party should be able to put thei
r own proposals. He

also expressed concern that the Strand One agenda
 appeared in a

document £from both Governments. Michael Ancram reassured him on the

latter point.
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9. Dr Paisley, turning to the agenda for the Openin
g Plenary,

queried why item 8, establishment of machinery on decommis
sioning

did not become item 4(d). He also took the exception to item 4 (b)

saying while the DUP agreed with the principles underl
ying the

Report of the International Body, he did not agree with "a
ll

aspects" of it. Dr Paisley subsequently raised the question of

mechanisms for consulting the parties over strand T
hree.

10. Mr Donaldson, for the UUP, supported items 2 and 3 on the agenda

for the resumed opening plenary but in respect of
 item 4 it was

important to agree on the mechanisms for decommi
ssioning as soon as

possible; this was necessary before the launch of the t
hree-stranded

should focus on

otherwise the
discussions. He also proposed that item 4 (b),

section 6 of the Report of the International B
ody,

He signalled that the UUP would 
have

2 and 3, and suggested that the
debate would last for days.

their own proposals on items 1,

Strand One agenda should be considered in the 
form of a

Sub-Committee involving the relevant part
icipants.

r that the Irish Government had ne
ver

but provided that they were not
11. Mr O hUiginn made it clea

sought to be involved in Strand one
,

down-graded to second class participa
nts,

arrangements for dealing with Strand O
ne -

his Government would be

open to any practical

assuming that the agenda would not be a
 secret.

12. The Chairman took the lack of further comment 
that the delegates

would like to go to lunch. It was agreed that DUP, UUP and UKUP

proposals on the agenda for the Opening Plenary would b
e submitted

to the Chairmen by 1.45 pm with a view to resuming
 discussion at

2.15 pm. The meeting adjourned at 12.15 pm. The two Governments’

paper had proposed that amendments to the agenda fo
r the three

strands should be forwarded to the Chairmen 
by 6 pm on

Monday 29 July. During the lunch break Michael Ancram held

pbilateral discussions with the DUP, Alliance Party
 and the UUP.
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13. Dr Paisley and Peter Robinson arrived at 12.40 pm and re
peated

their concerns aired earlier in the conferral session, a
bout

item 4(b) of the Agenda for Resumed Opening Plenary. The DUP could
1 Body and

not accept all aspects of the Report of the Internationa

the Prime Minister’s speech on receipt of the Report was mentioned.

They took the view that SF/IRA would refuse to decommissi
on until

all the confidence-building measures were implemented.

Fell made it clear that HMG accepted the whole report a
nd Mi

1d not be possible to look at decommissi
oning

gir David

chael

Ancram said it wou

without the other confidence-building measures menti
oned in the

Report. Mr Robinson referred to paragraph 57 of the Repor
t

) and 55 (changes to the police force)

Sir David Fell pointed ou

which

(economic development
t that

was not a matter for their party.

these areas was for the Government and Mr Leach re
ferred to the

ongoing review of emergency legislation.

14. Michael Ancram pointed out that the agenda for
 the opening

stofl4
ow much more in line with the DUP propos

al

nestablishment of agreed

f legislation,

plenary was n

June. Dr Paisley also asked if the

W in item 8 referred to the introductio
n o

machinery
as to set up a

but was told by Michael Ancram that the pr
oposal w

committee in parallel with negistrations; the Mit
chell report

sub-

Dr Paisley also dismissed a
proposed a Committee of experts

.

suggestion by Ken McGuinness for bench-m
arking.

15. Dr Paisley returned to an earlier theme, that dec
ommissioning

was for the two Governments but Michael Ancram observ
ed that there

were very different opinions on this and next week’s
 discussion

would give everyone a chance to put their view
 forward.

Mr Robinson, with a touch of sarcasm, suggested that H
MG might give

the loyalist paramilitaries some guns so they could gi
ve them back!

Mr Robinson asked if the PUP were allowed to go out an
d shoot people

o a Daily Telegraph article in connection withreferring t

Michael Ancram made the point that theMr McGoldrick killing.

Mitchell Report suggested a compromise approach to decom
missioning
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and agenda item 4(b) was our way of seeking a com
mitment tO that

compromise. Mr Leach commented that the Mitchell report had seen

decommissioning taking place in the context of the gro
wth of mutual

confidence and Sir David Fell pointed out that if it
 was left open

to the parties to accept some aspects of the Report 
but not others

as suggested by Geoffrey Donaldson, this would leave it o
pen to Sinn

Fein to do the same; it was necessary to pin them down. The meeting

concluded at 12.40 pm.

16. There followed a brief internal discussion about the 
DUP point

on "all aspects" of the Mitchell reports. Michael Ancram recalled

that he use of this phrase had been considered very car
efully, and

was intended to give confidence, and perhaps what was
 wanted was not

a change in the language but a re-definition of w
hat it meant.

Everyone was content that the Government had taken ac
tion in respect

of all the confidence-building measures mentioned in
 the Mitchell

report, for which it was responsible; the most rec
ent being the

review of the use of plastic baton rounds. Mr Leach subsequently

prepared a speaking note for use by the Secretary of
 State on this

point.

17. A delegation from the Alliance Party then arri
ved, comprising

Sean Neeson, Steve McBride, Eileen Bell and Kieran
 McCarthy. Their

main concern that 2 days would not be sufficient t
o deal with such a

big issue as decommissioning, which could be use
d as a stalling

exercise. Their preference would be to have the discussion 
and

adoption of a comprehensive agenda before deco
mmissioning.

18. Michael Ancram explained that other parties had
 said that they:

wanted the agenda to include only subject headings
 so people could

bring up various issues of concern. Comments had been requested in

writing so he did not pelieve that this agenda wou
ld take up much

time. The position of decommissioning on the agenda had 
been made

in response to SDLP concerns to avoid beginning t
alks in September

with decommissioning of the main item. He went on to explain the
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dlstln?tlon between item 4 (c), agreeing mechanisms implementing

them (item 8). The two Governments envisaged setting up a

sub-Committee with terms of reference set out i
n the 6 June paper

circulated to participants.

19. Mr McBride was concerned about breaking for th
e summexr with lots

of questions unanswered. Michael Ancram reminded him that after

Monday’'s resumed Opening Plenary, the sufficient c
onsensus rule

could be applied, for example to Sub-Committees of
 Plenary. But the

Government was setting a target and it would be
 open to others to

conclude who was seeking to delay the process. 
The meeting

concluded at 1.10 pm.

20. At 1.20 pm Michael Ancram met a UUP deleg
ation, of

John D Taylor, Reg Empey and Jeffrey Donaldson. 
Reg Empey began by

referring to his previous day’s chat wit
h the Minister on

e UUP understanding might be
 wrong.

decommissioning saying that th the UUP a draft agenda
on 17 July the Secretary of State had

 given

for the Opening Plenary, but th
e one ta

order. Michael Ancram pointed out that t
and the moving up of

he only change was moving

the Opening Statements down the 
order,

decommissioning.

said the UUP envisaged that the mechanisms
 for dealing

21. Mr Empey blishment of a working

with decommissioning would involv
e the esta

to consider the idea of a body of three wise
 men to carry out

and establishing its terms of ref
erence,

e - the implication being that this

group

the technical aspects
,

bench-marking and a timetab
l

would continue over the Summer; otherwise we wer
e into Dick Spring’s

fourth strand and not the im
plementa

parallel with negotiations. What the Government seemed to be
sion on decommissioning in parallel wit

h the

tion of decommissioning in

proposing was a discus

three-stranded negotiatio
ns.
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22. Michael Ancram explained that HMG saw a
 distinction between

ation at

CONFIDENTIAL

agreement of the mechanisms and their subseq
uent implement

the beginning of the process of parallelism. 
To avoid drift the

original timetable proposed that the working grou
p would report back

to the Plenary in September. But what we wished to avoid was

trading arms for politics which is what co
uld result from

pench-marking. But later in the conversation Mr Empey was ad
amant

that "bench-marking" had been agreed earlier in 
discussions with

Mr Trimble.

23. Mr Empey responded by saying that th
e vup did

a position where the three-stranded proce
ss began without

decommissioning commencing. The UUP accepted the concept of

parallism and if Sinn Fein did not joi
n the talks,

prepared to offer the loyalist para
militaries pro

He did not see how it would be 
possible to

concept of mutuality. g list over 2 or 3 days. 
He

complete the two Government’s s
hoppin

also expressed concern over the position of 
the loyalist parties

over this timetable.

ponded saying the UDP were conce
rned not to

24. Michael Ancram res dealt with over the Summer 
when

have decommissioning alone 
being

nothing else was happening. Mr Empey accepted this, and the need to

give them confidence and r
eferre

Business Committee and a Com
mittee t

be examined on its own
.

the Secretary of State had

d to the need to establish
 a

o look at the detailed agend
a;

thus decommissioning woul
d not

Michael Ancram also mention
ed that

d agenda to Mr Trimble, who had s
aid it was

Michael Ancram said that the ai
m was

on Opening Statements, but
earlier put the prop

ose

difficult but not impossi
ble.

to open in the autumn on a po
sitive note,

this was not taken up by t
he UUP.

25. Mr Donaldson summarised by observing that
 the difference between

yup and the Government lay in
 the in

In the UUP view the parties were goi
ng tothe terpretation of "agreeing

decommissioning issues
".

have to discuss verification, timing and frequ
ency (bench-marking) ,
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pefore beginnig ing the three-stranded negotiations. This could not be

hievedac.l ) by Tuesday of next week, although the UUP did not obj
ect in

principle to working an extra day

26. On a d%fferent aspect Mr Taylor raised the same poin
t as the DUP

on agenda item 4(b) "all aspects" of the Mitchell Report saying it

COUl? keep the discussion going for weeks. Michael Ancram mentioned

sections 3, 4, 5 and 6 of the report as containing relevant aspects,

although Dr Paisley had told him he did not accept the wh
ole

report. Jeffrey Donaldson repeated the point he made in the earlier

conferral session, that item 4 (b) should focus on section 6 alone

which covered the principles of parallel decommissioning
, and

mutuality. In response to a question from Sir David Fell, Mr

Donaldson said that the UUP had not talked to the SDL
P on this

issue. Mr Empey thought a debate covering "all aspects" of 
the

Mitchell report would open up arguments about intern
ationalisation

of the issue, and was a recipe for Mr McCartney t
o talk for 2 or 3

hours, thus going into the same dark tunnel, as o
n ground rules.

The UUP wanted to see real progress. Michael Ancram observed that

certain parts of the Mitchell rep
ort were

to narrow the focus of discussion. As it

to do everything, whether

for the Government but Mr

Empey repeated the need

stood, the agenda item committed
 everyone

it was their responsibility or not. He added, as an afterthought

that his understanding of his conversation yes
terday with the

Minister was closer to accurate than
 inaccurate.

27. Mr Empey asked the Minister what he saw as b
eing achieveable in

Michael Ancram felt the major part of
 item 4 was

the next 2 days.

here might not be a big debate. 
Mr Empey

4 (c) but thought that t

ally decommissioning was too complicat
ed. When

the three wise men might have

It was just not

felt that realistic

the three-stranded discussi
on began

shed but with no legislative fram
ework.

been establi There had been

f being dealt with before Chr
istmas.

lation particularly the Irish.

Mr Hill pointed out that in
capable o

tardiness on the question of
 legis

preparing the legislation, there were areas in 
square brackets which

could not be completed u
nti

the different issues i
n Sec

1 there had been a substantial addr
ess to

tion 6 of the Mitchell Report
.
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28. Jeffrey Donaldson repeated that the Governme
nt and the yup were

The UUP saw that before the end
 of the

enary, a Sub-Committee must bring forwar
d specific ideas

gir David Fell pointed out that 
the UUP

But Mr Empey emphasised
 that

jation with sinn

CONFIDENTIAL

at variance on timing.

opening Pl

for decommissioning.

uld take weeks and weeks.proposal wo

in practice they would be in neg
ot

without this,

Fein without decommissioning taking
 place.

1 Ancram, Mr Empey sai
d

29. In response to a question f
rom Michae

for decommissionin
g

that they did not expect to have leg
islation

sed before going into negotiations, put t
hat they needed

how it was going to be done,
 how i

he terms of reference and a t
imetable;

which was not

pas

agreement at the very leas
t on

was going to be implemented,
 t

put on the back-bur
ner,

otherwise the issue was bein
g

ncluded shortly after 
2.00 pm.

acceptable to the UUP. The meeting cO

it was concluded that th
is

tanding of the UUP posit
ion

dling of the situatio
n was

In the following wash-up se
ssion,

vealed a serious misund
ers

While the general ha
n

to approach the afternoo
n’s

hat all the work

d to focus the

30.

discussion re

on decommissioning.

it was agreed

g on our assertion t

the next week an

ssues of substanc
e.

being considered,

ferral session by rest
in

con

ted during
proposed would be comp

le
ral matters, rather than Bt

discussion on procedu

(signed)

G HARRISON (MISS)

Talks Secretariat
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24 July 1996

11.30 pm

UKUP RESOLUTION

e need to obtain widespread 
support for

The participants recognise 
th

the negotiations
.

any comprehensive agreement that m
ay result from

re they finalise any 
such

whether it is capab
le

political

pants accept that pe
fo
s on

t as will give
Therefore the partici

i11 seek to reach co
nsensu

of securing sufficiently wid
espread suppor

efficacy to such agre
ement.
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