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Developing countries question mitigation actions on emissions from aviation

Bonn, 7 April (Meena Raman) – Several developing countries expressed their concerns over mitigation actions in developed countries to address emissions from the aviation sector. The concerns were raised in a contact group on mitigation, under the Ad-hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) that met on 6 April.

In discussions on sectoral approaches to mitigation efforts, Algeria referred to the aviation sector. It said that this sector was a test case to decide whether sectoral approaches are attractive propositions or whether when they amount to circumventing the differentiation between Annex 1 and non-Annex 1 Parties, they are traps that should be carefully avoided.

Algeria referred to a recently adopted EU Directive to include aviation into its emissions trading scheme (ETS). The purpose of the Directive, said Algeria, appears to be the reduction of GHG emissions from air transport. Under the Directive, air carriers will have as of this year an obligation to monitor and report GHG emissions and starting in 2012, to reduce emissions or to obtain quotas which will initially be obtained free of charge and then, from 2013 onwards, auctioned in increasing proportions. The Directive will essentially apply to all commercial flights to and from airports in the EU, whether the air carriers are based in the EU or not, it said. It also appears that the intention is for the EU ETS to serve as a model for other countries considering similar national or regional schemes, and to link these to the EU scheme over time. 

The mandatory monitoring and reporting, as well as the purchase of auctioned quotas would involve costs for our airlines, and incremental costs that must be covered by developed countries said Algeria. It asked how such costs will be met. Aviation is a sector involving advanced technologies that are unevenly distributed in the world, and reduction of GHG emissions from aviation surely involves the application of sophisticated technologies. It asked what steps will be taken to promote, facilitate and finance the transfer of such technologies and know-how and would development and enhancement of endogenous capacities and technologies be provided?

These concerns were shared by Brazil, Saudi Arabia and Qatar. 

The contact group on mitigation dealt with various issues under the mitigation element of the Bali Action Plan, apart from paragraphs 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii). It included cooperative sectoral approaches and sector specific actions to enhance the implementation of Article 4(1)(c) of the Convention (para 1 b iv) and various approaches including the use of markets (para 1 b v).

The EU in response to the concerns over aviation, said that its Directive applied to all carriers regardless of nationality. It said that there was however a de minimus rule that would exclude most aircrafts from developing countries. In the designing of the Directive, the EU said that it had done impact assessments and that showed that the costs incurred were minimal.

In relation to cooperative sectoral approaches, Brazil for the G77 said that national actions in sectors can foster opportunities for relevant initiatives for technology cooperation in the context of Article 4(1)(c) of the Convention. Such cooperation should be in conformity with Articles 3.3 and 3.5 and reflect the distinct responsibilities of developed and developing countries. 

(Article 4(1)(c) of the Convention provides for the promotion and cooperation among Parties in the development, application and diffusion, including transfer of technologies, practices and processes that control or prevent anthropogenic emissions of GHGs in all relevant sectors).

Philippines  said that cooperative sectoral approaches are undertaken through Article 4.1(c) of the Convention and Article 10(c) of the Kyoto Protocol. 

Saudi Arabia  said that on the sectoral approach, national actions cannot extend beyond the national boundary with the exception  of cooperation under Article 4(1)(c) of the Convention. Anything else is unacceptable. Any cooperation must be in line with Article 3(3) of the Convention. The sectoral approach cannot be a tool for the Annex 1 countries to shift their commitments to developing countries. It also expressed concern over the issue of bunker fuels.  

Qatar said the sectoral approach cannot be used to justify the creation of new international regulations for industries. It expressed opposition to any efforts that would jeopardise trade in developing countries.

The EU the said that the sectoral approach is a logical approach. On the nationally appropriate mitigation actions (NAMAs) in developing countries, the low carbon development strategies can cover sectoral NAMAs in developing countries needing support. It said that the carbon market mechanisms are useful for ensuring cost effectiveness. It said that there were two type of sectoral mechanisms – sectoral crediting and sectoral trading, that can be cost effective and an incentive for developing countries. The sectoral approach is also relevant for technology needs identification. One issue that features under paragraph 1 b (iv) is international aviation and maritime. Bunker fuels are the largest growing emissions and are not subject to an international regime and needs to be addressed at the global level for a global solution. 

Australia said that sectoral approaches cannot replace economy-wide approaches. Such approaches can assist Parties in meeting their international commitments. 

Japan said that sectoral targeting by advanced developing countries can help identify technology cooperation. 

On market-based approaches, Brazil for G77 and China said that in the context of the principles of the Convention including the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, the Group believed that markets can play a part in generating resources. However, the role of government is essential in ensuring that global mitigation efforts are equitable in the implementation of the Convention as a whole.  

The EU said that NAMAs can be supported by the carbon market. It said that sectoral crediting and sectoral trading is relevant. Developing countries could sell their carbon reduction emission units.   There was a need for continuing the role of the Clean Development Mechanism. 

Philippines  said that markets were nowhere mentioned in the Convention. Markets have different objectives and have profit motives and have nothing to do with meeting the objectives of the Convention. 
Saudi Arabia said that carbon markets are a flexibility tool and they have relevance under the Kyoto Protocol. It was designed under the KP to deter domestic reduction efforts through offsets. Offsets should come on top of domestic reduction targets. They cannot be used under the AWG-LCA to reduce the level of domestic action and to dilute the financial and technology commitments of developed countries. 

Bolivia said that an objective analysis of the carbon markets will make one thing clear and that is that equity is missing. Carbon markets have this far failed to ensure that GHG emissions are reduced. Emissions have gone up instead. Carbon markets cannot be a solution in achieving the ultimate objective of the Convention.

China said that the role of the market cannot be ignored but it cannot be an excuse for governments to “pass the buck” to the private sector in promoting mitigation actions. Governments have to play a major role and the recent financial crisis has shown that the cost of market failure is very high.

The US said that there was a need for a broad suit of policies and market-based approaches to meet the ambitious objectives. 

On 4 April, at an earlier meeting of the mitigation contact group, issues relating to mitigation in the forest sector (reducing emissions from deforestation and degradation in developing countries, including forest conservation, sustainable forest management and enhancement of forest stocks or  REDD-plus) was discussed. 

At the opening of the contact group meeting on 6 April, the Chair of the contact group, who is also Chair of the AWG-LCA, Michael Zammit Cutajar gave his impressions on the discussions from the REDD discussions. 

Cutajar said that REDD-plus is a nationally appropriate mitigation action option that was recognised by all Parties and was eligible for financial, technical and capacity building support. REDD-plus actions have special characteristics and may need special treatment. The issue is on how to integrate it in a framework for an agreed outcome. There were uncertainties about emission reductions and carbon stock changes that pose difficulties for measuring, reporting and verification of the mitigation actions in this sector. The MRV may need to reflect the co-benefits that arise.
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