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We ha'.d informal‘ contacts with Michael Ancram and British officials on a number of
occasions, and bilaterals with the SDLP, the Womens Coalition, Alliance, the PUP
and UDP. A request for a bilateral with the UUP went unanswered, while [an

Paisl'cy jr explained that because of work on drafting a bilateral with us would not be
possible before Monday.

At our meeting with Ancram and subsequently we explored the problem of the
relationship between ground-rules and procedural paper. We said an approach
necd.ed to satisfy three contradictory requirements; (a) that the ground-rules paper
continued in force (b) that the Unionists could say they had not formally accepted it
and (c) that the Chairmen should have clarity about the basis of their operation.

We asked whether these criteria might be reconciled by drawing a clear distinction
between two different dimensions. The foundation and basis of the negotiations was
ultimately a matter for the Governments and they would make clear that these were as
defined in the GRP which they would confirm was fully in force for them. A second
dimension was the internal procedures adopted for the conduct of business within that
overall envelope and these could be the rules of procedure as adopted by the
participants. The Chairman would operate in accordance with these rules and if
conflict arose between these procedure and the ground-rules they would remit the
matter to the two Governments, as the custodians of the GRP. We emphasised to the
British that this rationalisation would require, in addition to the unequivocal
commitment by the two Governments to the GRP that only those elements of that
paper which dealt with the internal procedures of the negotiations should be inserted
into the procedure paper (i.e.. no cherry picking of “macro” provisions)

On this basis we worked up with the British a version of the procedural paper which
we agreed they would show (but not give) to the UUP in the hope that this might
reconcile the positions. We stressed that this was without political clearance on our
side and would in all events be the outside limit of what might be done to get the UUP
out of the hole.

Tt is envisaged that the informal Plenary would reconvene Monday at 10 and that if
soundings had been productive the Chairman might indicate that on the basis of
informal copsultations he was proposing to circulate a redraft of the procedures paper
and adjourn until delegations had time to consider it.

We also got a slightly revised draft agenda from the British side.
In the bilaterals we sketched out in broad terms the possibility of such a presentation.

Fuller reports on these meetings will follow. The significant point to arise with the
two loyalist parties was their dctermination to resist any Unionist proposal for a
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notional bench marking for decommissioning, which might be acuvatets - %rg?dso?f
mutuality if SF ever joined the negotiations. The UDP also stressed e.:;)is i inty

the loyalist paramilitaries. The PUP said there woulc.l never be dzcglmmé lorcdg,
that they would not wish the door to be slammed on Sinn Fein. anf the?; me:etings will
Annesley’s remarks today about loyalist violence (fuller reports 0

follow in due course).

Sean O hUiginn
20 June 1996
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