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AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Thank you very much. Thank you all for coming and being on the line. I wanted to 

just bring everybody up to date on a number of issues that we’re following very closely related to Sudan and 

South Sudan. So let me discuss them briefly and then happy to take your questions about them. 

One of the issues that we are extremely concerned about is the situation in the states of Southern Kordofan 

and Blue Nile. These are states in the Republic of Sudan; that is, the North. But a conflict has been raging 

there since last May, arising from issues never fully resolved in the civil war because people in those states, 

particularly in the Nuba Mountains, fought with the South. And though they remained in the North, their 

issues were to be resolved in a process called popular consultations. Those did not get finished and a 

conflict broke out. A very serious armed conflict broke out last year. 

Now, what we are very concerned about right now is that there are predictions of a major humanitarian crisis 

in those areas, particularly Southern Kordofan. You know there’s this predictive mechanism called FEWS 

NET, the Famine Early Warning System Network. They – if you go on their website, you’ll see they have 

produced two maps, one the situation now – excuse me – and one predicting for March. By March, they feel 

that a large number of people, a quarter of a million or more, will be – will reach what they call emergency 

status, which is one short of famine. And this is very alarming to us. 

 

We have strongly urged the Government of Sudan to allow international humanitarian aid – that is, World 

Food Program, UNICEF, et cetera – to come in, in all parts, across lines of whoever’s holding territory. They 

have refused to do so. They don’t want international involvement in this area, which they think is an internal 

matter and a conflict area. But we have been saying and saying to our African partners that we just can’t – 

the world can’t stand by and watch famine take place in an area, and know nothings being done. 

So we’ve been working very hard, leading up the Africa Union meeting at the end of this month, to urge the 

Government of Sudan to open up international access and to do so soon. We’re under a lot of pressure if 

that doesn’t happen to look at other alternatives, but they all contain serious risks in doing so. So our 

preferred alternative – very far first alternative – is for the Government of Sudan to do this. The UN has 

made proposals to the government, but they haven’t been accepted yet. 

The second issue that I would like to touch on is a – ongoing negotiation and dispute between Sudan and 

South Sudan over the distribution of oil revenues and financing. You’ll recall that after the secession of the 

South, 70 percent of the oil was in the South but all the infrastructure for exporting it – pipelines, et cetera – 

are in the North. So the two countries really are dependent on each other in the oil sector. It was also 



understood that when the North, now the Republic of Sudan, lost that much revenue there would be a 

transitional financial arrangement in which the South would ease that transition. 

They’ve been negotiating and arguing over this for some time. The negotiations reached a very serious point 

in the last few weeks when the Republic of Sudan, in the North, began to divert Southern oil from the 

pipeline and to block ships with Southern oil from leaving the port, claiming this is a way to collect transit 

fees that they claim the South wasn’t paying. And they imposed a fee of $32 a barrel, which is quite high, for 

that. 

After negotiations, which are still going underway, failed to reach an agreement, South Sudan said, okay, 

we’re going to shut off the oil, we’re going to start closing the wells, and we’ll suffer until we build a new 

pipeline through Kenya but we just can’t take this anymore; they’re stealing our oil. 

It is a very bad situation, and both sides could get hurt very, very badly. The African Union High-Level 

Implementation Panel – this is the panel headed by Thabo Mbeki and former president of Burundi Pierre 

Buyoya and Nigerian former head of state General Abubakar – has been running negotiations on this in 

Addis. They’re working very hard. They’re very close to a proposal which should be able to reconcile the 

different interests and come up with a solution. 

We’re very concerned that this negotiation succeed and before too much damage is done to the oil sector 

and the infrastructure, that the South feels that they can stop shutting off the production and go back to full 

production. So this is a quite urgent matter on which we are working very hard. 

The third area I want to touch on is the situation in Jonglei. That’s a state in South Sudan. You’ll recall about 

two weeks ago there was a major conflict between two ethnic groups, the Lou Nuer and the Murle. There 

have been attacks back and forth between these groups over cattle, kidnapping of women and children, et 

cetera. And in this latest incident, 6,000 or so young Nuer marched on the Murle to regain the cattle, to 

regain the people who were kidnapped, and we feared a major massacre. 

Fortunately, with the help of UNMIS, et cetera, the Murle were warned in the town of Pibor. Most of them 

left, and after some skirmishing and some people getting killed, perhaps several hundred, the young Nuer 

have started to go back. But now the Murle are undertaking revenge attacks. 

In the meanwhile, the people who fled Pibor are displaced people in various towns, and we think more are in 

the bush. So the UN, USAID, humanitarian NGOs are all working to try and reach these people and get 

them humanitarian assistance. 

This is a situation that demonstrates the tensions and traditional and otherwise that exist in South Sudan 

that have sort of – were set aside in the campaign for independence and the successful independence July 

9th but now, coming to the surface, demonstrate how much the Government of South Sudan must do to 

improve both its security sector capabilities, but also its outreach to these communities and conflict 

resolution and development programs here and elsewhere in South Sudan. 

So I wanted to touch on all three of those, because they are all very serious situations on which we have 

been working very heavily here and in the field and in our diplomacy, both in Europe, the Arab world, Africa, 

et cetera. So let me stop there and open it up. Happy to take your questions. 



MODERATOR: We’ll go ahead and take a few questions from here in the room and then we’ll turn it over to 

the callers. Does anyone here in the room first have a question? Andy, go ahead. 

QUESTION: Yeah. On the issue of Blue Nile and Southern Kordofan and the potential famine or food 

emergency, I’m wondering what you can tell us about the contingency planning, should Sudan continue to 

refuse access to aid groups. I understand that there has been some discussion of unilateral aid operations. 

Is that true? How is that possible without Sudanese Government approval? And how advanced are those – 

is that planning? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Well, we – right. We have said to the government in Khartoum for some time that 

we are feeling a lot of pressure if there’s no international access to look at ways in which assistance would 

be carried across the border without their approval. But we know there are a lot of risks to that. We know the 

government would be opposed to it. We have to look at the possibility of it, but we’ve made no decision to do 

that because it has a lot of complications. 

But at the same time, we’re very worried about what happens if they don’t allow international assistance, so 

we continue to press heavily for international accepted assistance by the government even as we look with a 

good deal of apprehension at what alternatives might be possible. 

QUESTION: And under that alternative plan, would that be something the U.S. is considering doing on its 

own, or is it something that the U.S. and neighbors are talking about? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: We haven’t reached that point yet, and so we’re not at a point where we could get 

into any details as to what is possible or not. But we do know that other countries are concerned, not 

necessarily engaged in the same kind of planning but very concerned about this humanitarian situation. 

QUESTION: And just a final one on this, on this line. Is the AU meeting and whether or not the AU takes it 

up as a formal subject – is that a sort of a hard or soft deadline here, because you have only until March? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: It’s a very important date because if you want to do something by March, 

considering positioning of food, et cetera, it takes quite a while, several weeks, the humanitarian agencies 

say. So if the meeting doesn’t resolve this by the end of January, we’re going to be in a serious situation. 

QUESTION: Ambassador Lyman, Rosalind Jordan of Al Jazeera English. Talk a little more about the 

political considerations around Khartoum’s refusal so far to allow outside interference. Why would it be to 

Khartoum’s benefit to not have outsiders intervening in this near-famine situation? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Well, of course, I can’t speak for the government, but the arguments that they 

have advanced to us on this are several. First of all, they say they’ve learned the lessons of Darfur; you let 

the international community in and the next thing you know, you’ve got a UN peacekeeping operation, you’re 

charged with human rights violations, there’s a peace process, and then, like Naivasha and the CPA, you 

lose part of your territory. So they say we’ve learned that lesson, we’re not going to do it again. That’s one 

line of argument. 



The second is that they think the food will go to supporters of the SPLM and their North – the people they’re 

fighting, and therefore will prolong the conflict. So those two are the main reasons that they advance. They 

also deny that the situation is that serious, but we just have these predictions that are based on a lot of data. 

QUESTION: And what are some of the environmental factors that may have led to this near-famine 

situation? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Two things in particular. The nature of the conflict – the Sudanese armed forces 

has done a great deal of bombing, and the bombing has hit the civilian population and has prevented them 

from planting this last year. It also forced many of them to live in caves rather than be able to tend their 

farms, et cetera. So they lost the planting season. 

And second, because international access hasn’t been allowed, all the stocks that were there from the World 

Food Program, UNICEF, et cetera, are exhausted. So those two factors are the main ones. 

There’s about 50,000 refugees in South Sudan and Ethiopia already from these two areas, but we see in 

these predictions a quarter of a million people or more who might be affected. This could be a major, major 

calamity. And for Africa, it seems to me this is something that shouldn’t be tolerated. 

QUESTION: And does the U.S. have an assessment of whether this potential plan from the AU, from the 

Mbeki group, let’s call it, could actually work if some sort of resolution is reached between now and next 

Tuesday? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: I only have the general outlines of the proposal. They’re being presented today to 

the parties. But my information is that this proposal will address the basic concerns of the North and South; 

that is, how to assure that there’s enough oil for the refinery in the North, which is a major concern of theirs, 

and a prospect of this transitional assistance while recognizing that the South has a legitimate claim about 

all this diverted oil and that has to be costed, and that the fees for transit are – that there’s a mutual basis for 

determining those. 

I haven’t seen the details of the proposal. We think it’s going to address all these things, and we hope once 

it’s on the table that both sides will refrain from these kind of unilateral steps. 

Let me just say one more thing on the humanitarian issue, because I’ve told you what I think are the 

arguments from Sudan, but let me tell you the arguments we have advanced on the other side. We think it 

would look very bad for the Government of Sudan to deny international assistance when the world is 

watching and a major famine could take place. We don’t think this is in the interest of the Government of 

Sudan, it’s not in their interest in world opinion, it’s not in the interest of them as a protector of their own 

citizens. These are all their own citizens. 

Second, we think that – and this goes beyond the immediate humanitarian situation – ultimately there has to 

be a political solution here. They have fought in the Nuba Mountains before during the civil war. It never 

ended. So it – there has to be eventually a political solution. Making the humanitarian gesture now may 

create an atmosphere for that, but the most important is for the government to recognize they have this 

responsibility and the world will respond positively if they say yes, we have this responsibility, we’ll bring in 



agencies that we can trust – World Food Program and UNICEF, and monitor – and have it monitored and do 

the right thing. 

MODERATOR: Operator, do we have any reporters on the line who would like to ask a question? 

OPERATOR: To ask a question at this time, please press *1, un-mute your phone, and record your name 

when prompted. To withdraw your request, you may press *2. Once again, to ask a question, please press 

*1. I currently show no questions at this time. 

MODERATOR: Andy, go ahead. 

QUESTION: I’ve got another one. On the oil, on South Sudan’s decision to stop the oil production, in your 

view, how long can this go on? Number one, do you have any position on whether or not this was a wise 

bargaining move? Was this the right thing for them to do? Did they have any other option? And number two, 

how long can this go on before you start having very serious issues with the infrastructure and that it sort of 

really affects the viability of their finances? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: I’ve heard mixed reaction – responses to that question. There is some feeling that 

in just three and a half days after they shut down the wells, you will get into a situation which will be very 

costly and time-consuming to restore production. I’ve heard different assessments of the impact on the 

pipeline and the environmental damage, some predicting very serious damage and costs. Others are saying 

less so. I don’t have a firm feeling, but there is a general feeling that it’s going to be very costly. 

Is it a good tactic? I was just in South Africa, as you know, Andy, and I was reminded that Nelson Mandela 

also often had to take the country to the brink but never crossed it, even in the most tense times. I think the 

Government of South Sudan was outraged and angry and took the situation to the brink, but I’m afraid in this 

they may be crossing over and costing themselves in the long run when they have so many development 

needs. 

So I think I can understand the anger, I can understand the response, but I’m very worried that they go over 

the brink here and then have to pay a price that will hurt the people of South Sudan for a long period of time. 

QUESTION: Well, both in this case with the oil fees and with the fighting between traditional groups, does 

this suggest that perhaps the new government isn’t quite capable of dealing with these very serious 

fundamental issues? And if it’s not fully capable, what can the U.S. do to support them to prevent things 

from going over the edge? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: I think the Government of South Sudan is faced with a number of challenges and 

still has a relatively thin layer of trained civil servants, professionalized military command and control 

systems, et cetera. And the country was so devastated by the civil war that there is just basic, basic 

development needs all throughout the country. 

So I think the challenges are very great, and they must be able to dedicate their efforts, time, and resources 

to those demands. And that’s why getting a resolution of this issue and not losing their main source of 

revenue for the next couple years is vital if they’re going to be able to tackle this. And they’re going to need a 

lot of help. They’re going to need a lot of help to do this. 



QUESTION: How is the U.S. prepared particularly to help them develop a revenue stream, since I would 

imagine that things such as property taxes that we have here in the U.S. aren’t as readily accessible for 

government operations? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Right now, oil provides 98 percent of the budget of South Sudan. And the other 

alternatives are still very, very underdeveloped. Most of the people live in the rural area. They’re poor. It’s 

not a commercialized agricultural sector. Even though there’s potential there, they import most of their food. 

So there isn’t really a solid tax base that can even begin at this point to compensate for the loss of oil 

revenue. 

Now, we are helping, along with others, to develop agriculture. We had a big conference here called the 

South Sudan Engagement Conference, where we encouraged private sector investment. There was a lot of 

interest in it. I think over the longer term, they must diversify away from oil, but that’s going to take several 

years at best. 

QUESTION: I’m just wondering if you could tell us a little bit about your – the tenor of your conversation with 

Khartoum these days. I mean, we have another report this morning that aircraft, presumably Sudanese 

aircraft, have bombed a refugee camp in South Sudan. This seems to be recurring practice. How are you 

reacting to that, and what’s your message to them? And are they – what are they telling you? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Well, we are concerned about this. This is the second bombing of a refugee camp 

in South Sudan. It violates all the rules regarding refugees. And we have raised that, raised that in the UN 

Security Council as well as with the government in Khartoum. Their reaction has been mixed on the first 

incident. I haven’t seen their reaction to this incident yesterday. But they went through a number of 

explanations on the last one, which – some of which were not credible, et cetera. 

This is, again, as we’ve said to the government in Khartoum, an example of why this war is bad for 

everybody. And bombing South Sudan is only going to aggravate the situation. The Republic of Sudan 

claims that South Sudan is feeding this rebellion, and if that were stopped, the rebellion would end. That’s 

just not accurate. Even if there were assistance from the South, that isn’t what’s at the heart of this conflict. 

So we’ve raised this very much with Khartoum. They haven’t appreciated our doing so, but we have. And we 

have continued to discuss with the Government of Sudan the importance of resolving the issues in Southern 

Kordofan and Blue Nile, that that these are getting in the way of our normalization process, and we’ll 

continue to have that dialogue. 

QUESTION: You mentioned that you raised it at the Security Council. Do you think that this is something 

that – what would you want the Security Council to do, should these attacks continue? And does that risk 

complicating the bilateral issues? I mean, if you bring it into the Security Council, won’t that complicate the 

Sudan-South Sudan track? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Well, it can if the Government of Sudan sees it that way. One of the points that we 

have tried to convey is that we’re not doing these things just to be antagonistic to the Republic of Sudan. 

These are ways in which the two countries can be at peace, and that includes the Republic of Sudan. 



Having a war in Southern Kordofan and Blue Nile, still conflict in Darfur, trouble in the east – this isn’t 

providing a future for the people of the Republic of Sudan. 

So when we raise these issues, et cetera, they see it often as antagonistic. We see it as, look, this is the 

pathway to the future of a peaceful Republic of Sudan. And sometimes we’re like ships crossing in the night, 

but that’s really the tenor of what we’re trying to say. 

QUESTION: Given all of these problems that you’ve just discussed, are you concerned that the – sort of the 

victory that was the July independence declaration and all of the work that went into that is in danger of 

being unraveled, that the Sudan project is, in both cases, South and North, is really at risk of going right 

back off the rails now? 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: I don’t think either Sudan or South Sudan wants or intends to go back to full-scale 

war. I really – I’m almost totally convinced of that. That doesn’t mean that they have a good relationship at 

all and that there aren’t a lot of friction points on the border, over Abyei, over oil. And the relationship is bad. 

So there is a danger that things could get out of control, that incidents could lead to greater conflict. That’s 

why these issues are so terribly important, not only in and of themselves but to prevent exactly what you’re 

talking about. But I think both sides recognize that going back to full-scale war would be disastrous. So I 

think we still have to look upon that successful independence of the South as a great achievement and be 

thankful for it. 

MODERATOR: Operator, we’ll go for one last chance and see if there are any calls in queue. Are there any 

calls in the queue right now? 

OPERATOR: I show no questions. 

MODERATOR: Okay. Thank you, Operator. With that, I think we end our session. Thank you, Ambassador 

Lyman. 

AMBASSADOR LYMAN: Well, I want to thank you all. These are issues that we think are of great 

importance for this – the Administration is heavily focused on these issues, and we hope that we can do 

everything we can to help resolve them. So thank you very much. 

MODERATOR: Thank you. 
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