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Delay tactics on emission reduction numbers 
Barcelona, 9 November (Hira Jhamtani) - Just about four weeks away from the Copenhagen Conference on Climate Change, no figures on emission reduction by Annex I Parties (developed countries) for post-2012 commitments are in sight. 

So far the announcements for emission reduction targets by developed countries in aggregate range between 13-26% below 1990 levels by 2020 as calculated by the Secretariat of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), and 12-19% by the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) if the US (non-Kyoto Protocol Party) is included. This is far below what the science requires. The prospects of developed countries coming up with ambitious targets in Copenhagen are not good, as indicated in the final contact group session on this issue in Barcelona on 6 November. 

The discussion has taken place in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) since 2006, and should have been finalized by April and June 2009 so that the necessary Protocol amendment to incorporate the next commitment period and targets could be adopted at the fifth Meeting of Parties in Copenhagen. 

Annex I Parties have delayed putting their commitments on the table citing various reasons, among others the need for clear rules for Land use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) and the flexibility mechanisms (Clean Development Mechanism, Joint Implementation and Emissions Trading) under the Kyoto Protocol. 

(Activities in the LULUCF sector provide a way of offsetting emissions, either by increasing the removals of greenhouse gases from the atmosphere (e.g. by planting trees or managing forests), or by reducing emissions (e.g. by curbing deforestation). Under Article 3.3 of the Kyoto Protocol, Parties decided that greenhouse gas removals and emissions through certain activities — namely, afforestation and reforestation since 1990 — are accounted for in meeting the Kyoto Protocol’s emission targets. Conversely, emissions from deforestation activities will be subtracted from the amount of emissions that an Annex I Party may emit over its commitment period. Under Article 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol, Parties could elect additional human-induced activities related to LULUCF, specifically, forest management, cropland management, grazing land management and re-vegetation, to be included in its accounting for the first commitment period.)
In response to this, several developing countries, notably the African Group, requested Annex I Parties to make a written submission on the break down of the figures they have announced, indicating how much of the target would be achieved through domestic efforts, how much through LULUCF and the flexibility mechanisms. The secretariat then compiled these figures in a new informal note dated 6 November 2009, that was distributed at the last contact group session that morning. Of the Annex I Parties, Australia, Belarus, Canada, the EU, Iceland, Liechtenstein, New Zealand, Norway and Switzerland provided information in the paper. Japan said it had also provided information, but had not been incorporated into the secretariat paper due to some technical error. 

Based on the information, the range of figures did not change as compared to the previous Secretariat paper distributed on 2 November 2, i.e. 16-23% reduction in aggregate below 1990 levels by 2020. The emission reductions in aggregate was based on the inventory data that were available on the UNFCCC website, which contains emission estimates up to 2007. Annex 2 of the paper provides information from Annex I Parties about the break down of their emission reduction pledges in terms of domestic efforts, LULUCF and the use of flexibility mechanisms. 

The break down for some countries is interesting to note. For instance, Canada's announcement of 20% reduction based on 2006 has a preliminary range of LULUCF of -2 to 2% of total 2006 emissions, but no significant use of the mechanisms. For Norway, LULUCF covers 6%, with no indication on the proportion for mechanisms. For the EU, the 20% reduction pledge does not include LULUCF, while for a 30% target, the preliminary range for LULUCF is -3 to 3%. Preliminary estimates for mechanisms are 4% for 20% of reduction and 9% for 30% reduction. 

In its submission, New Zealand said it has not based the stringency of its target pledge on specific assumptions about the quantity of reductions to be met domestically due to variability of factors driving emissions and reductions.

Japan said it does not have a break down of domestic action, LULUCF and mechanisms at this point in time. It is still conducting a detailed analysis.

Ethiopia on behalf of Least Developed Countries (LDCs) said that many Parties have not participated actively in this exercise. If they can give estimates that are closer to the truth, it would be helpful. Otherwise it is very difficult to come up with a conclusion or new ideas for the purpose. 

Gambia on behalf of the African Group said that the main purpose for requesting this information is to ensure that Parties, particularly those who say they cannot conclude on pledges without LULUCF rules and mechanisms, can provide more definite figures. “We are dismayed,” it said, “that such Parties are unwilling to put forward the numbers. Without these numbers there would be no movement on the LULUCF and mechanisms issues. We reiterate that Africa will not give a blank check before we get the figures”. It asked these countries to go home and do their homework, give the figures if they want to move forward in Copenhagen. 

Micronesia speaking for AOSIS said the challenge is to understand Table 1 (in the informal note of the Secretariat that provides a compilation of the pledges by Annex I Parties). For instance, in the case of Australia, the table says the use of mechanisms has been included in the pledges. But the narrative in Annex 2 (the written submission of Annex I Parties to indicate the use of LULUCF and mechanisms) says that the majority of abatement measures are to be done domestically. Micronesia said that that perhaps, the use of mechanisms can be translated as 49%. Numbers is what this group is about, it stressed. 

To this Australia responded that there is a dilemma “as we are putting the cart before the horse”. It said that it has not provided specific figures as required because it needs clear rules on land use and markets, and not the other way round. 

New Zealand said it is in a similar position, because the country has a land-based economy, so LULUCF rules are important. “We need to understand the rules and their interplay. Once we have confidence and certainty, it gives confidence. If we do not know the rules, we are unable to come out with outputs,” it said. 

Norway said that it finds it difficult to produce a number in terms of percentage between domestic efforts and the use of mechanisms.  On LULUCF, it said the assumption is that the present rules would stay but at some time there would be work to improve them.

Ethiopia said it has heard from Annex I Parties the conditionality of setting the rules right. “Here is the problem. We need to agree on basic principles. Should the rules come first or the targets. We cannot start writing the rules, without defining where we want to get to. If we set a clear target, then we start writing rules in order to remove barriers that hinder achieving the target. Writing rules without a target is like striking in the dark. Setting rules also have inherent problems, right for whom? Rules should be set together, if some countries do not like the rules, they should be able to accept that. We cannot have rules that satisfy all. The LDCs appeal to Annex I Parties, to be flexible and provide numbers soon so our work in Copenhagen would be facilitated,” said Ethiopia. 

Micronesia for AOSIS said this is about the level of ambition in the global pathway. The question is: is the level of ambition consistent with the global pathway? “No matter what you do with the rules, it is plain that the level of ambition is low. Worse still, if countries can use LULUCF rules, we will be degrading the level of ambition, and may end up with no ambition,” it said. 

In response to Ethiopia, New Zealand said that when setting the rules right, the question is not just right for whom, but also right for what. “For us, they should be right for the environment. If we do not get the rules, we will not walk away. We will look at the whole package. But we need to know the rules,” it said. 

South Africa on behalf of G77 and China, said it may be useful to illustrate the usefulness of the information provided. For instance in the case of the EU, for its 20% emission reduction target, the offset is projected to amount to 4%. But when we look at the 30% target, which is a ten percent increase, the offset is 9%, which means 5% of that increase is offset. The fundamental question is then what is preventing the EU from increasing its unilateral target from 20 to 25%? This is the information we should explore. 25% emission reduction is not sufficient but at least it is the bottom range of the figures contained in the IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) report.

To this Sweden on behalf of the EU said we are not here to talk about projections in terms of the figures in the table. People can misinterpret without the narrative. It said that the EU does not make a 25% unilateral commitment, “we have to ask the political masters. The context of 20% reduction and 30% reduction was set two years ago when there was no offer from the world. Since then we have seen countries coming with pledges. But too many are still sitting on the fence”. 

 South Africa said the G77 and China acknowledges EU's offer and agree that some Parties should come off the fence. But there is the opportunity to increase the target now. 

New Zealand said that “we were not asked to increase the level of ambition. We were asked to provide data on what proportion of the targets would be domestic effort and what would be through international effort”.  

Sudan (which currently chairs the G77 and China) said the message sent by the African Group was very clear. “We see delaying tactics, we hear about uncertainties. Why do we say this on the last day before the Copenhagen conference? If we have this way of thinking, we will not reach a deal. We appeal to all Parties to reach a deal. We think every Party knows what is behind the figures. It is not about uncertainty; it’s about delaying,” it said. 

At the end of the session, co-chair Gertraud Wollansky from Austria provided a summary that would be reported to the AWG-KP plenary.  She asked parties to bring home the results of the discussion and reflect on how to move forward.  

She also said on documentation, the co-chairs are not in position to revise the documents but will inform the AWG-KP chair about this. Bolivia asked for a clarification on the non-paper that contains proposals on this issue, whether it would be revised as document for Copenhagen. The co-chair said it is not their decision and will recommend revision to the chair of the AWG-KP and asked Parties who have inputs to communicate with the Secretariat. 

The co-chairs then posed a number of questions relating to the implications of the proposals on the base year (single or multiple); the length and number of commitment periods; whether the uncertainty can be resolved in Copenhagen and how; how to increase level of ambition for emission reduction; and how to translate pledges into quantified emission limitations and reduction objectives.  

Wollansky reminded the group that based on the work programme for 2009, a draft decision should have been adopted at the 7th and 8th session of the AWG-KP (April and June respectively). That was not possible, but there is the deadline at Copenhagen. The group will be expected to deliver its work then. 

The contact group closed with many developing countries still questioning how to bridge the gap between the emission reduction announcements on the table and what the science requires. They felt information on the Part of Annex I Parties is not forthcoming and this is delaying the process to reach a decision. 
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