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Debate on rules on LULUCF to reduce emissions

Bonn 10 June (Hira Jhamtani) – The Bonn climate meetings have been discussing Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) as one of the means to help developed countries (listed in Annex I of the UNFCCC) to achieve greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction under the Kyoto Protocol (KP). This topic has been the subject of differences between developed and developing countries. 

The Contact Group on LULUCF under the Ad hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex 1 Countries under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) first met on 3 June. The Co-Chair, Marcelo Rocha from Brazil, said the purpose of the contact group (CG) was to compile ideas and proposals for the next climate talks in Ghana in August. 

He suggested to structure the discussion along the elements of Decision 16/CMP1 on Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry. In that decision Parties adopted the definitions, modalities, rules and guidelines relating to land use, land-use change and forestry activities under Articles 3, 6 and 12 of the KP, and to be applied in the first commitment period.

Article 3 of the KP provides for LULUCF in 3.3 which says that the net changes in greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks resulting from direct human-induced land-use change and forestry activities, shall be used to meet the commitments of Annex 1 countries to reduce emissions gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks. 

Article 6 says Annex 1 countries may transfer to, or acquire from, any other such Party emission reduction units resulting from projects aimed at reducing anthropogenic emissions by sources or enhancing anthropogenic removals by sinks of greenhouse gases in any sector of the economy. Article 12 provides for the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM). 

 While some developed countries agreed to the Chair’s suggestion, South Africa, on behalf of G77 and China, objected to the suggestion of using decision 16/CMP1 because the decision has not been tested as yet, and therefore there is no real understanding of why it is being considered not applicable. Tuvalu added that opening up decisions is very sensitive; instead the Chair should ask for submissions on proposals before deciding if there is a need to revise anything. 

The Chair said his suggestion was not to change the decision 16/CMP1 but to use the elements as a guide. He agreed that the CG is not a drafting exercise or to make amendments to existing rules. He also reminded that Decision 16/CMP1 is for the first commitment period and there is a need to look at it to see if Parties want to use it for the second period of commitment. 

Brazil suggested that Parties can elaborate how to treat LULUCF without being prescriptive, but provide understanding, for instance what do some Parties mean when they say that there is a need to broaden LULUCF activities, or have inclusive approach to LULUCF. 

Some developed countries then supported using the Chair’s summary as a basis for negotiations. The Chair suggested using point 24 of the Chair’s summary to start discussion. It contains three proposals by Parties during the roundtable discussion: (a) making small adjustments to current definitions, rules and modalities; (2) amendments to the current rules; (c) using a more inclusive approach to LULUCF, aiming at a broad coverage of land. The Chair asked for comments on how to address the LULUCF in the second period of commitment. 

Brazil said there is something wrong in the process. Developing countries are being given the impression that there is a need to change rules, but also that Annex 1 countries want incentives. There is also an indication they want to enlarge the LULUCF package. But just opening the box is going to give the impression that there is another box. A confidence building measure needs to be given to non-Annex 1 countries that this will not lead to something unmanageable. We need to be open on what is going to come out of it. 

South Africa, for G77 and China said the group has serious questions about the documents suggested by the Chair to be used as a basis for discussions. China reminded that the purpose of the AWG-KP is to focus on the future commitment period. Indonesia suggested the discussion be conducted in a careful way so as not to divert the commitment of Annex 1 countries. India said it is premature to use the elements of Decision 16/CMP 1 without a review first on what is the difficulty of the current rules for Annex 1 countries. 

The UK raised concerns that if both using the Chair’s text and Decision 16/CMP 1 are not acceptable, then what should the CG do? The issue is how to address LULUCF as a means to achieve emission reduction. Current rules are for the first commitment period. The question is should we use it again and what is the safe ground to start exchanging ideas. The Chair asked Parties to propose approaches that would make the group comfortable, under the time constraints, to start discussions and produce a document with elements and options to be discussed in Ghana. 

Tuvalu suggested using the Bangkok document  (from the first part of the fifth session of AWG-KP, held in March 2008) to start the discussion. Based on the Bangkok document, the Chair suggested that Parties provide elements for modalities, rules definitions and guidelines and asked that proposals be concrete. The Parties agreed on this and the first session was closed, to be followed by informal sessions. 

The above differences in the positions of Annex 1 and non Annex 1 countries are not new, they had already emerged during the Bangkok meeting. Developing countries are concerned about having new rules and new issues such as harvested wood products, without proper information on what the new modalities would be, what would be the impacts both on emission reduction in Annex 1 countries and on non-Annex 1 countries. 

The accounting system is another contentious issue. Developing countries want to make sure that there is proper accounting not just for emission reduction, but also for emissions caused by LULUCF activities, which may be anthropogenic but will be claimed as due to natural disturbances. On harvested wood products, developing countries are not sure who the credit should go to, the source of the wood or the user of the wood products for keeping the carbon off the air. 

Following informal consultations, the Co-Chairs produced a draft text on June 7. It said that the AWG agreed that principles to govern the LULUCF contained in Decision 16/CMP I should continue to apply to ensure the environmental integrity of the KP. It also encouraged Parties to share information to allow better assessment of the implications of options and issues identified in the annex before the 6th session of the AWG. 

The annex of the text, titled Options and Issues for Consideration, contains four points. First, is on cross cutting issues to be considered when exploring the options and issues such as consistency, continuity with current rules, factoring out, inter-annual variability, natural disturbances and the symmetry in the accounting of emissions and removals. 

Second, is the range of options and issues identified by Parties which are divided into three categories:  (1) Activity based approach, with 3 sub-categories i.e. few changes (for legal reasons); more changes required for legal changes and on article 3.4 on forest management of the KP; many changes that include for legal reasons, article 3.4 of the KP and other activities under article 3.4;  (2) Land based approach in which current rules and modalities are to be changed aiming at full geographical coverage and inclusion of all GHG emissions and removals; and (3) Harvested wood products.

Third, is possible elements to be applied to the options, including that all activities be mandatory, land use flexibility, and treatment of harvested wood products as part of consideration for forest management and Article 3.4. activities. 

A final draft of this text is expected to be approved later this week. 
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