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Wide spread disappointment over weak GHG emission reductions pledges by Annex 1 Parties

Geneva, 15 June (Lim Li Lin and Chee Yoke Ling*) – Talks to determine the reduction targets of greenhouse gas emissions by developed countries are behind schedule with very weak domestic pledges so far from some countries, even as new scientific evidence calls for deep cuts.

In response to the inadequate pledges and announcements of several developed countries by the end of climate change talks in Bonn (1-12 June), a group of 37 developing countries submitted a proposed aggregate emission reduction target for developed countries listed in Annex 1 of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, of at least 40% below 1990 levels by 2020, and individual quantified reduction commitments for those countries.
The Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) concluded its 8th session in Bonn on 12 June. It was tasked to agree on greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction commitments for subsequent commitment periods for Annex I (developed country) Parties. The first commitment period runs from 2008 to 2012, and Annex I Parties are bound to reduce their overall emissions by at least 5 per cent from 1990 levels during this time.  The Kyoto Protocol sets the targets for aggregate emission reductions and individual or joint reductions (i.e. the European Community) for different commitment periods.

The AWG-KP was supposed to adopt conclusions on the aggregate scale of emission reductions for the further commitments of Annex I Parties, and to reach conclusions on a draft amendment text at its 7th meeting in March 2009. The draft amendment text refers to an amendment of Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol to establish the subsequent commitments for Annex I Parties. Annex B contains a listing of the Annex I countries and their 

quantified emission limitation or reduction commitments for the first commitment period. 

This agreement did not materialize at the last meeting in March. 

At the recently concluded meeting, the AWG-KP was supposed to adopt conclusions on the individual or joint contribution of Annex I Parties to achieve the aggregate scale of emission reductions. This agreement did not materialize either. 

Instead, it has simply agreed to continue discussions on these issues at an informal meeting on 10-14 August 2009 in Bonn. The AWG-KP Chair, Ambassador John Ashe from Antigua and Barbuda has been invited to prepare, under his own responsibility, “documentation to facilitate negotiations among Parties” building upon the working group’s work on (a) proposed amendments to the Kyoto Protocol for the further commitments of Annex I Parties, (b) other proposed amendments to the Kyoto Protocol, and (c) draft decisions on “other issues” identified in its work programme for 2009.

Most developing countries have been arguing that the work of the AWG-KP should stick to its legal mandate established by Article 3.9 of the Kyoto Protocol which is to establish the further commitments of Annex I Parties beyond 2012 in an amendment to Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol. 

According to them, there is no mandate for the “other issues” that developed countries have sought to discuss. These include improvements to emissions trading and the project-based mechanisms; definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines for the treatment of LULUCF (land use, land use change and forestry) in the second commitment period; the coverage of GHGs, sectors and source categories; common metrics to calculate the carbon dioxide equivalence of anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks etc.

Most developing countries have sought to focus the work of the AWG-KP on the further commitments of Annex I Parties, and to keep this work separate from the work on “other issues” which developed countries would like to see addressed in the amendment to the Kyoto Protocol, beyond its mandate in Article 3.9, or in decisions of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (CMP).

The Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) has sought to include a share of proceeds from emissions trading to be set aside for the Adaptation Fund in the proposed amendment to the Kyoto Protocol. Currently, only two per cent of proceeds from certified project activities under the Clean Development Mechanism is set aside for the Adaptation Fund. 

(Since this Mechanism generates income from projects in developing countries the contribution is often described as a South-South “solidarity fund”.) 

As such, the conclusions of the 8th session of the AWG-KP states that the documentation that will be prepared by the Chair (a) shall reflect proposals, views and discussions by Parties in a comprehensive manner; (b) does not prejudge the content of the outcome of negotiations undertaken in the context of the AWG-KP in responding to the decision that established it; (c) does not reflect the consensus among Parties with regard to the possible contents, form or structure of the results of the work of the AWG-KP and their subsequent adoption by the 5th session of the CMP in December 2009 in Copenhagen; and (d) does not constitute a text for proposed amendment to the Kyoto Protocol or to an annex to the Kyoto Protocol which has to be communicated to the Parties by the secretariat at least six month before the meeting at which it is proposed for adoption. (An amendment proposal must be communicated by 17 June, if it is to be adopted at the climate change conference in Copenhagen in December 2009.)

This reflects the lack of agreement on the documentation that the Chair will prepare. 

Significantly, no document was agreed upon by the 8th session of the AWG-KP as a proposed amendment for the further commitment period of Annex I Parties. This session was the last session before 17 June at which the AWG-KP could have agreed on a proposed amendment to Annex B.

At the March meeting, the Chair had produced a non-paper ‘Proposal for amendments to the Kyoto Protocol pursuant to it Article 3, paragraph 9’. This was a synthesis of the submissions on this issue made by Parties at that meeting. This non-paper had been updated with further submissions by Parties up to the deadline of 24 April and was a ‘Note by the Chair’ for the AWG-KP at the June session. It had been anticipated that this document, which contained a synthesis of Parties’ submissions, presented as different options, would be a proposed amendment that would go forward on 17 June.

Instead, various version of the Chair’s non-paper were produced during the June meeting. The document had initially contained the proposals by the Philippines and South Africa on the individual and joint contributions of Annex I Parties to the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate. This was separated out into an annex, and later into another non-paper titled ‘A compilation of proposals by Parties for aggregate and individual figures for Annex I Parties’.

These two non-papers are now only inputs to the Chair of the AWG-KP, and do not have a formal documentation status. It is the responsibility of the Chair to prepare the documents for the next meeting in August.

An informal note by the secretariat titled ‘Compilation of information relating to possible quantified emission limitation and reduction objectives as submitted by Parties’ was also produced which contains the so-called ‘bottom up’ pledges by some Annex I Parties on the scale of emission reductions that they are prepared to undertake domestically. These countries are Australia, Belarus, Canada, the European Community (EC), Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway, Switzerland and Ukraine.

According to the secretariat, emission reductions in aggregate of these Parties are expected to be between 17 and 26 per cent below 1990 levels in 2020 if emissions and removals from the LULUCF sector are excluded and emissions from deforestation according to current accounting rules under the Kyoto Protocol are included.

If emissions and removals from the LULUCF sector are also included, the emission reductions in aggregate from these Parties are expected to be between 16 and 24 per cent below 1990 levels in 2020. 

(A later paper compiled by AOSIS states that the proposed 2020 target relative to 1990 levels based on Annex I country pledges and information is in the order of minus 8 to minus 14 per cent, a smaller cut than the earlier calculation by the secretariat. The AOSIS calculations also include Croatia, Japan, New Zealand, Russian Federation, and the US, and are based on certain assumptions as these countries have either yet to formally announce their proposed pledges, or in the case of Croatia, is a candidate country to join the EC. The US is not a Party to the Kyoto Protocol and its announcement is for domestic cuts.)

As no formal document from the AWG-KP has been agreed upon as a proposed amendment to the Kyoto Protocol according to its Article 3.9 mandate, it is expected that by 17 June, a number of proposed amendments by Parties and groups of Parties will be submitted separately.

These proposed amendments would be proposed amendments to the Kyoto Protocol that will be considered by the 5th CMP in Copenhagen in December 2009. Meanwhile, the further sessions of the AWG-KP in sessions scheduled for August, September/October and November this year will continue to negotiate and discuss the substance of the Article 3.9 amendment as well as the “other issues”.

So far, two proposed amendments have been formally submitted – one by the EC, and the other by a group of 37 developing countries (Algeria, Benin, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Cape Verde, China, Congo (Republic of), Democratic Republic of Congo, El Salvador, Gambia, Ghana, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritius, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nigeria, Pakistan, Rwanda, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Swaziland, Togo, Uganda, United Republic of Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe.)

The move by the group of developing countries was triggered by the Annex 1 Parties’ delays and weak pledges, and the lack of progress in the AWG-KP to set the specific reductions targets.

The proposal by the EC includes numerous amendments to the Kyoto Protocol, including on “other issues”. It states that: “The Parties included in Annex I shall, individually or jointly, ensure that their aggregate anthropogenic carbon dioxide equivalent emissions of the GHGs listed in Annex A do not exceed their assigned amounts, calculated pursuant to their quantified emission limitation and reduction commitments inscribed in the third column of Annex B and in accordance with the provisions of this Article, with a view to reducing overall emissions by 30 per cent below 1990 levels [by the end of] [in] the commitment period 2013 to 2020, [and in accordance with the annual compliance assessment set our in article…].”

The proposal by the group of 37 developing countries contains a more ambitious cut than the EC and incorporates the principle of historical responsibility. It states that: “The Parties included in Annex I shall reduce their aggregate anthropogenic carbon dioxide equivalent emissions of greenhouses gases listed in Annex A by at least 40 per cent below 1990 levels in 2020.” 

“On the basis of the aggregate emission reduction specified (above), the Parties determined the individual quantified emission reductions commitments of Annex I Parties inscribed in Annex B for the second commitment period, by applying the principle of historical responsibility, from 1850 to 2005”.

The proposal goes on to include a proposed amended Annex B with a table with an additional column showing the quantified emission reduction commitment for the period 2013-2020 of Annex I countries, specifying their individual and joint assigned amounts.

A number of these developing countries such as Brazil, India, the Philippines and South Africa stated in the final plenary that their own national position is for emission reductions of 45 per cent or more below 1990 levels in 2020. All developing countries that made concluding statements expressed deep disappointment at the slow progress of the AWG-KP.

Sudan speaking for the G77 and China said that the discussion on emission reductions of Annex 1 Parties should have been held 2 years ago, and that it was this delay that had been the source of the slow progress of the AWG-KP thus far. The discussions have only highlighted the wide gap between the pledges put forward by Annex 1 Parties and what is required by science, historical responsibility and the principle of equity.  It said that in this context, the key challenge for the informal session in August would be how to translate the general discussions issues into a negotiation on the actual quantified emission reduction targets for Annex 1 parties in the subsequent commitment periods. It was very concerned at the slow pace of negotiations and the obvious lack of real commitments from Annex 1 Parties to a positive final outcome in Copenhagen with credible Annex 1 Party targets. 

It also noted the incremental progress made to clarify other issues in particular the technical issues of LULUCF and the issue of potential consequences (including spillover effects) of response measures.

Grenada on behalf of AOSIS said that the negotiations at the AWG-KP were critical for small islands and vulnerable states. It had hoped that Annex 1 Parties would show leadership, but many of these Parties had not come forward with reduction targets, and many announcements fell short of what science demands. It said that the best available science requires emission reductions to achieve GHG concentrations far below 350 ppm, and to stabilize temperature at 1.5 degrees C above pre-industrial levels. It was disappointed that the AWG-KP could not collectively trigger the 6-month rule (for the formal amendment of the Protocol). It said that the success of the negotiations would be judged by the ambition of Annex 1 Parties in emission reductions. It called for at least a 45% reduction by 2020 and 95% by 2050 in order to ensure the survival of small island states. It also expressed hope that Parties will bring more ambitious targets from in August and stressed the need to see how the Kyoto Protocol could be amended to scale up proceeds for adaptation in small island countries. 

Lesotho speaking for the LDCs reiterated its concerns at the slow pace to reach agreement to reduce GHG emission. It said that failure to agree on numbers (for reduction targets) would threaten the livelihood and existence of vulnerable countries.  It said that Annex 1 countries could not deny or run away from their responsibility to reduce GHG emission and called on tem to assume leadership by making ambitious reductions. 

Algeria speaking for the Africa Group also expressed its disappointment at the numbers put forward by Annex 1 Parties. It said that these fell far below the Africa Group’s proposal of at least 40% aggregate reduction by 2020 and that from the Annex 1 Parties’ proposed individual targets, they seem to moving away from their responsibility under the Convention. It said that sea level was rising and without an ambitious level of emission reductions, people will suffer more and more. It was also gravely concerned about moving away from AWG-KP mandate and rejected proposals to link the work of this working group with that of the working group on long term cooperative action.  

Brazil said that despite all efforts the AWG-KP could not submit an amendment text to the trigger the six-month rule for amending Annex B (of the Kyoto Protocol for reduction targets in the second and subsequent commitment periods beyond 2012). This was because of the position of some Annex 1 Parties. It said that if this were left unchecked it would kill the possibility of setting a second commitment period.
It said that this was the reason why 37 developing countries from Asia, Africa and Latin America formally and jointly proposed an amendment to Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol. The proposed aggregate reduction for Annex 1 countries of at least 40% below 1990 levels by 2020 applies historical responsibility from 1850 to 2005. The proposed second commitment period would be from 2013 to 2020. 

Brazil added that the text submitted did not represent in full its national position that was a reduction of 45% by 2020, an option left open by the expression of “at least 40%”. Brazil also favoured shorter commitment periods to take into account the best available science. 

It stressed that the proposed joint amendment was to ensure the survival of the AWG-KP process and that Brazil will work with other G77 countries on other individual proposals to be put forward. It said that without a AWG-KP success, a successful Copenhagen cannot happen and an international effort to fight climate change would be at stake. 

Colombia said that it had submitted a proposal to amend the Kyoto Protocol.

Bolivia said that it came with high expectations to work for a positive outcome for the AWG-KP towards Copenhagen. It was disappointed at the process and outcome for this session and was concerned about the work for future sessions. It emphasized that in future the AWG-KP must have the key focus on emission reductions. It said that the propose amendment of the Kyoto Protocol must be based on the methodology of historical responsibility that has led to the climate debt of Annex 1 Parties.

China expressed its extreme disappointment regarding the slow progress of the AWGKP and the failure, again, of this session to reach meaningful conclusions, particularly on numbers, including the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I countries in aggregate and the contribution of individual countries to the aggregate emission reduction, in accordance with the mandate and focus of the working group. It said that it could not remember how many times the G77 and China had expressed their disappointment during the past three and a half years’ lengthy negotiation.

It said that the ultimate objective of the Convention requires that the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate should be top down, which was also a strong request by developing countries, based on the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities and the principle of equity. Annex I Parties as a whole should reduced their emission by at least 40% below 1990 by 2020. However, what we have heard from Annex I Parties during the discussion were numerous excuses and very weak national bottom up pledges, some of which are even lower than what they had already committed under the first commitment period of the Kyoto Protocol. It wondered whether this kind of exercise would serve the purpose of achieving the ultimate objective of the Convention. 

China stressed that the AWGKP has a very simple and clear mandate, which is to set further quantified emission reduction commitments for Annex I Parties through an amendment of Annex B to the Kyoto Protocol. This mandate must not be subverted or diluted. It said that the success of Copenhagen lies in our faithfulness to the mandate of the Bali Roadmap. There is no time, and Parties cannot afford to reopen what had already agreed in Bali. 

It hoped that the proposal of the 37 developing countries (that included China) will help the AWG-KP to overcome the various obstacles that have prevented Parties from fulfilling their mandate, and help in future sessions to move forward in the right direction and in a more expeditious manner, so as to ensure a successful outcome in Copenhagen.

Mexico said that the AWG-KP is far from reaching its objective and far from the recommendation of the International Panel on Climate Change for emission reductions by Annex 1 Parties to ensure environmental integrity for this process. It said that Annex 1 Parties’ leadership was needed.

Costa Rica said that reduction efforts so far announced by developed countries are one step in the right direction under the Kyoto Protocol, but not sufficient in terms of historical responsibility and capacity to act. Those countries have to show how to have a vibrant economy with production and consumption that are low carbon. 

Indonesia emphasized that science, technology and historical responsibility should guide the future work of the AWG-KP. 

India said that as one of the 37 co-sponsors of the Kyoto Protocol Annex B amendment it wanted to make it clear there was no conflict with individual proposals for over 40% reductions. The joint proposal called for at least 40% and does not exclude reductions of more than 40%.  India itself would favour deeper cuts than 40%. 

South Africa also a co-sponsor of the joint proposal by developing countries said that the joint amendment proposal was to assist the process in reaching a credible outcome. 

Gambia and Tanzania both said they were disappointed with reluctance of Annex 1 Parties for ambitious targets. Gambia added that it was appalled by strategies to replace the Kyoto Protocol. 

The European Union said that Parties had engaged in substantive and it welcomed extra information on quantified emission limitation or reduction commitments and ambitions from Annex 1 Parties. It hoped for proposals from developing countries not only at the AWG-KP but also in the AWG on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA). 

It requested that amendment proposals be communicated to Parties in accordance with Article 21 of the Convention. It did not prejudge the legal format of the outcome in Copenhagen. It said that synergy between the AWG-LCA and the AWG-KP becomes more apparent but remains unexplored. It (supported by Japan) called for negotiations to be linked into a single political package. 

Croatia said it was looking for coherence between the Kyoto Protocol and the Convention. It said that proposed accounting and targets for individual countries were not constructive and said that reduction targets should be based on agreed methodology and criteria. 

Japan said that Parties have embarked on discussion about Annex 1 Parties’ reduction target. It was useful to clarify the background of the proposals. It said that strong coherence and consistency was important between the AWG-KP and AWG-LCA. (Japan announced on 10 June that it would reduce emissions by 8% from 1990 levels by 2020 and this was widely criticized as being too weak.)

In wrapping up the closing plenary, the AWG-KP Chair Ashe reiterated that some Parties have expressed disappointment about the pace of work and the level of ambition in announced and pledged reduction targets. However, he said the working group achieved more understand and an iterative level of work (i.e. discussing aggregate and individual/joint reduction targets in a “to and fro” manner). A number of amendments to the Kyoto Protocol have been submitted by Parties and will be sent to Parties in accordance with Article 20 of the Convention on 17 June. He said there was sufficient basis to adopt an amendment in Copenhagen should Parties agree. He added that time was marching on and the work still to be done remains considerable. 

(* With inputs from Hira Jhamtani)
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