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Important exchange at Bonn on climate mitigation actions

Bonn 12 June (Meena Raman) -- Developing countries through the G77 and China as well as individually stressed during the Bonn climate talks that actions to mitigate climate change are different in nature between developed and developing countries. Citing the Bali Action Plan, they reiterated that developed countries had commitments on mitigation, while developing countries would take action if enabled by technology and finance provided by developed countries.

There were nuanced differences in developed countries’ positions.  The European Union recognised the nature of differences in actions required, while the United States stressed “common elements” in what is asked of developed and developing countries.  

The question of what is “reportable, measurable and verifiable” in the mitigation actions of developed and developing countries was one of the most important issues raised by various countries.   

Another contentious issue was the “cooperative sectoral approach”, pushed by Japan and supported by the US.   This refers to a global approach to emission reduction by sectors.  The G77 and China and many developing countries (who suspect this approach will lay the ground for trade measures on products that do not meet globally-set standards) spoke against it, saying it is not in the mandate, while Japan and the US highlighted its importance.

The exchanges on mitigation actions related to climate change took place in a contact group on mitigation on 9 June, under the Ad-Hoc Working Group on Long-Term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA).  The group is tasked with following up on the Bali Action Plan (BAP) adopted by the UN Conference on Climate Change (UNFCCC)’s conference of parties in December 2007.

It was one of the most important discussions so far, as the session heard many groupings and countries putting forward their positions on mitigation actions, which many see as the most difficult aspect of the complex climate negotiations taking place. 

The Bali Action Plan, in paragraph 1(b), addressed enhanced national/international action on mitigation of climate change.  This is divided into consideration of the role of developed countries in sub-paragraph (i), and the role of developing countries in sub-paragraph (ii). 

Para 1 (b)(i) states:  “Measurable, reportable and verifiable nationally appropriate mitigation commitments or actions, including quantified emission limitation and reduction objectives, by all developed country Parties, while ensuring the comparability of efforts among them, taking into account differences in their national circumstances”  (This paragraph is aimed at getting the US, which is not a Party to the Kyoto Protocol, to make comparable commitments as other developed countries that are Protocol members and which have undertaken legally binding quantified emission limitation and reduction commitments under the Protocol).

Para 1(b)(ii) states: “Nationally appropriate mitigation actions by developing country Parties in the context of sustainable development supported and enabled by technology, financing and capacity-building, in a measurable, reportable and verifiable manner”. (This was a hugely contested paragraph in Bali, as to whether the words “measurable, reportable and verifiable” (MRV) should be in the beginning of the sentence or at the end. What eventually prevailed was the developing countries' insistence to have the words at the end of the sentence).    

Luiz Machado of Brazil, the Chair of the AWG-LCA, explained that the purpose of the contact group was to focus on mitigation, which is centred on the shared vision of the Bali Action Plan. He called for concrete ideas for submissions by Parties and for suggestions for technical papers needed.

The G77 and China stressed that the Bali Action Plan (BAP) was about enhancing the implementation of the Convention. It said that under the Convention, the developing countries did not have commitments. It said that in the BAP sub paragraph 1(b)(i) and sub paragraph 1(b)(ii) are clearly distinct, in that the former relates to commitments by developed country Parties which will be “measurable, reportable and verifiable” to allow for comparability of efforts among developed country Parties, while the latter relates to mitigation actions of developing country Parties which are supported and enabled by technology, financing and capacity-building in a “measurable, reportable and verifiable manner.” 

In relation to paragraph 1(b)(iv) of the Bali Action Plan which deals with “cooperative sectoral approaches and sector-specific actions,” by Parties, the G77 and China said that this sub-paragraph should be seen in the light of Article 4.1(c) of the Convention which relates to the development, diffusion and transfer of technologies that control, reduce or prevent greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in all relevant sectors. 

(Some developed countries especially Japan have advocated a global sectoral approach for  mitigation actions which goes beyond the mandate of Article 4.1(c) of the Convention, which only relates to international cooperation in technology development, diffusion and transfer). 

The Group also drew attention to the need to address the economic and social consequences of response measures.

Barbados, for the Alliance of Small Island Developing States (AOSIS) said that the group has a vested interest in an ambitious outcome on mitigation. Without ambition in mitigation, adaptation will be meaningless.  It reiterated that some scientists recently suggested that the safe upper limit for atmospheric CO2 concentration is not more than 350 ppm.  We have already exceeded the safe limit. Based on these findings, the 25-40% range identified by the IPCC is clearly insufficient. 

Therefore, commitments by developed Parties must be drastically enhanced to reflect the present state of science. On how to define the “comparability of effort” under BAP paragraph 1(b)(i), the issue will be complicated if developed country Parties continue to propose different “effort parameters” such as different base years, different metrics for measuring mitigation outcomes (such as the difference between reduction emissions intensity compared with absolute emissions reductions) and different reduction targets (such as national targets compared to sectoral targets). 

To ensure credibility in the outcome and ensure that the international community is capable of measuring comparable efforts, AOSIS sees the need to standardise the benchmark against which efforts are measured.  Developed countries should use the same base year, the same metric for measuring emissions reductions and use quantified emission reduction commitments based on national targets. 

It is not appropriate for developed countries to have the option of picking certain sectors only. Once a common set of parameters are agreed, then individual developed countries can interpret those parameters to suit their domestic context. A country could set a national target for emissions reductions but within their own national context they may wish to identify various reduction targets for certain sectors. 

On paragraph 1(b)(ii), AOSIS wants a process to clearly identify the necessary financial and technological incentives such that these actions can be measurable, reportable and verifiable. This is a crucial step in the development of a new agreement under the Convention. A possible approach on national appropriate mitigation action would be for individual developing countries to identify voluntary actions in sectors which they could take towards emissions reductions. Within this context, it is useful to design a range of positive incentives to encourage national appropriate mitigation actions within sectors. 

On consequences of response measures, it is useful to explore the economic and social consequences of taking actions to address climate change, in some emerging sectors and processes such as biofuels production, trade policies associated with food miles and flower miles, and the implications for countries dependent on tourism. A workshop on these issues may be useful. 

India said that the operative part of paragraph 1(b)(i) refers to mitigation commitments and actions of developed country Parties. Particularly significant is the reference to “quantified emissions limitation and reductions objective”.  This is of fundamental importance and its meaning should not be distorted. All developed country Parties should accept quantified emissions limitations regardless of whether the Party is describing the mitigation as a 'commitment' or 'action', it added. 

India said that given the negotiating history, the MRV in 1(b)(ii) (i.e. the actions by developing countries), applies to the case of mitigation actions supported and enabled by external sources. India recalled that the words “measurable, reportable and verifiable” were removed from the beginning of the paragraph and placed at the end of it, before the adoption of the BAP in Bali. 

It will be taking several mitigation actions which it will measure and report, but this will not be subject to international verification.   There is at present no review requirement for developing countries and it did not wish to depart from that clear position.  It added that MRV will apply internationally when measures are internationally enabled, and they are to apply domestically when domestic resources are employed. 

As regards the sectoral approaches, India deals with sectors solely in the context of Article 4.1(c) of the Convention, which refers to cooperative approaches only in the context of technology diffusion and transfer and not in any other context. It is important that Parties do not go beyond this very specific context. Questions of universally accepted standards or best practices fall outside the scope of the BAP. The question of universal standards would be in contradiction to principle 11 of the Rio Declaration as standards would entail high economic and social costs to the developing countries.

Brazil said that the objective of the long-term cooperative action is to enhance the implementation of the Convention. In the consideration of mitigation, the text and spirit of the Convention must therefore be respected. The BAP confirms the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities by addressing, on the one hand, mitigation commitments for Annex I Parties and, on the other hand, mitigation actions by non-Annex I countries in the context of sustainable development. 

Annex I mitigation commitments and non-Annex I mitigation actions are different in nature. In the first case, developed countries must reduce their emissions to comply with their quantified targets. In the second case, developing countries, implementing nationally appropriate mitigation actions in the context of sustainable development, will seek to reduce the rate of emissions growth, as indicated in the IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report.  All countries should contribute to the common effort of mitigation, but the difference in nature between their contributions reflects distinct responsibilities, capabilities and needs regarding economic and social development and poverty eradication.  

Comparability regarding mitigation efforts of Kyoto Annex I Parties and non-Kyoto Annex I Parties is an essential element of the BAP. It will establish the needed parameters to position all Annex I countries within an institutional framework that is fair and adequate to their level of development and capacity. 

Brazil gave its view on the difference between measurability, reportability and verifiability in the case of Annex I countries and non-Annex I countries. What must be measured, reported and verified, in the case of Annex I countries, is the extent to which emission limitation and reduction complies with quantified objectives. This must follow Convention guidelines for Annex I inventories. On the other hand, what will be measured, reported and verified, in the case of non-Annex I countries, is implementation of sustainable development actions that reduce the rate of emissions growth. 

Non-Annex I countries will implement measuring, reporting and verifying according to nationally defined procedures. Such procedures will define the level of implementation achieved by sustainable development actions, expressed in physical quantities that are easily verified. Additionally, the sustainable development impact of such actions would also be reported. Brazil said that additional information on the results of actions by non-Annex I countries would generate enhanced international recognition of their significant contribution to the global effort to face climate change. This is an issue that often remains neglected. 

Although developing countries have not waited for international support to act, the extent of their actions depends on the level of enabling technology, finance and capacity building they receive. Brazil’s position is that it will continue to act nationally, to the full extent of our capacity. However, we are ready to do more, if international positive incentives are established.

Regarding sectoral approaches and sector-specific actions, Brazil recalled the specific reference of the BAP to Article 4, paragraph 1(c) of the Convention, which deals with promoting and cooperating on technology development and transfer. There is no basis here for discussions on sectoral mitigation commitments or international sectoral benchmarks. Nor is there space to introduce issues extraneous to climate change, such as international competitiveness.

China said the BAP had a clear mandate. With a heavy agenda and limited time, Parties should concentrate on the mandate and not raise extraneous issues. “Let us just focus on the plain meaning of the Bali Action Plan and stop introducing new concepts and in redefining the Convention,” said China. On paragraph 1(b), the general principle is the differentiation between developed and developing countries. For developed countries, it refers to mitigation commitments and actions, including quantified emission limitation and reductions and targets. 

Also, the comparability of efforts by all developed countries is important. The target referred to by the EU for a 25-40% emissions cut by developed countries by 2020 can be an indicative point of reference for comparability. 

Another aspect of differentiation to be maintained is the different procedures in relation to nationally appropriate actions between developed and developing counties.  China agreed with Brazil in this regard. Climate change is a global challenge and that all countries need to take action in implementing the Convention. For developing countries however, the mitigation actions are in the context of sustainable development, which is supported and enabled by technology, finance and capacity building, in a measurable, reportable and verifiable manner. 

New Zealand said the concept of MRV deserves thorough discussion, as information is not up to date. It said that MRV can provide an audit of GHG and progress on goals and targets, especially for all major economies. 

Saudi Arabia said that mitigation efforts must be in line with sustainable development for all countries. In order to ensure that mitigation actions do not constitute problems, they should be carefully analysed. It suggested elaboration on this through a workshop next year as well as technical and economic papers and analysis. The extent of success of negotiations will depend on the commitment of Parties to stay within the mandate.

Argentina said that we are in a race to a climate safe future. Parties are in training and are debating the destination. What will propel Parties forward is the need for more significant action from developed countries and to make contributions to developing countries in the areas of mitigation, innovation and access to technology.  R and D can generate applications for mitigation technology for all.  

South Africa said a firewall should be maintained between mitigation commitments and actions as set out in paragraphs 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii) and that this was important for the future climate regime. It stressed that there is no category of “major economies” under the Bali Action Plan or the Convention. The MRV in both paragraphs is different in nature.  Referring to the Convention’s Article 4.7, it said that while developing countries undertake sustainable development and policy measures as part of their mitigation efforts, further action will depend upon the level of support in terms of finance and technology from the developed countries.

Pakistan said that it is prepared to undertake voluntary action on mitigation if assisted and supported by technology and finance from developed countries, in line with the common but differentiated responsibility and the polluter pay principles. The efforts undertaken must be in line with sustainable development, economic growth and poverty eradication. While welcoming statements by Annex 1 countries to reduce their emissions to certain percentages, it encouraged the undertaking of deeper cuts and negative emissions, taking into account their historic responsibilities. 

It also asked for data on what are the implications for developing countries of the proposed cuts for Annex 1 countries together with the proposed global cut (by 2050), in terms of the emissions that are left for developing countries to have.  These implications would also have to keep in view the doubling of the developing countries’ population and the need to ensure inter-generational equity. It asked for this issue to be addressed. 

The United States said that it favours ambitious mitigation action that is environmentally effective and economically sustainable. A mitigation outcome should be simple, effective and attractive to all Parties. Countries have a diversity of capabilities and different opportunities to act, reflecting their unique circumstances, and these differences will be reflected in each country's mix of national actions. The US said this is inherent in the concept of 'nationally appropriate mitigation actions'. An effective outcome will be one in which all countries are acting effectively in accordance with their diverse national circumstances and capabilities.

It agreed that mitigation efforts will need to support sustainable development efforts and particularly economic development in both developed and developing countries. Parties need to take into account the economic and social consequences of response measures on both developed and developing countries, as well as the impact of implementation of response measures on developing countries. An outcome that does not reflect this reality will not be attractive to Parties.

Differing from the views of the G77 and China, the US noted that paragraphs 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii) have a number of common elements. The outcome of the BAP with respect to mitigation will be encompassed in actions or commitments that are 'measurable, reportable and verifiable' both for mitigation actions themselves and for supporting and enabling technology, financing and capacity building.  The US said it will be essential whether developed or developing countries have a common basis for understanding the nature of Party contributions and gauging progress toward achieving them 

The US is interested in information from the Secretariat on how Parties have measured their actions, both individually and in the aggregate in National Communications, how they have projected the growth of their emissions, and the experience that exists with verification of this information under the Convention. It said there is a lack of basic information on GHG emissions.  It complained that even the most advanced non-Annex 1 countries will report data that are ten years old in their next National Communications.  Annex 1 countries are reporting their emissions yearly since 1992.    

On the MRV issue, the US envisioned three areas of work – avoided deforestation and forest degradation, cooperative sectoral approaches and specific sector-specific actions, and common elements of paragraphs 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii). 

On cooperative sectoral approaches and sector-specific actions, the US is of the view that the coverage includes both domestic as well as international actions. It suggested a technical paper on the mitigation potential of the sectors in various regions. On common elements between paragraphs 1(b)(i) and 1(b)(ii), this should be considered in an integrated manner, looking both at the common elements and discussing how differentiation would occur, both between and among developed and developing countries.  Discussions should commence at the first meeting in 2009.  

Slovenia for the EU said that on mitigation, it wanted to underline the need for developed countries’ leadership. This required binding targets that lead to an emissions reduction as a group of 25-40% by 2020 compared to 1990 levels. There is need to address how developing countries can contribute appropriately to the mitigation of climate change. Action by developing countries needs to be recognised. This action is different in nature from those of developed countries. We need to investigate further the issue of MRV both in relation to actions and support. Certainly, in advanced developing countries, we want these actions to lead to a substantial deviation from baseline emissions, said the EU.

The EU added there are large differences between countries, also within the group of developing countries, not just in the relative amount they emit, but also in the opportunity and capacity to undertake mitigation action.  LDCs should have special treatment on mitigation and adaptation. 

The EU stressed the benefits of the carbon market, which through cap and trade systems in developed countries drives mitigation action and stimulates development and deployment of new technologies. Also, linking it to the crediting systems in developing countries ensures that it directly supports action in those countries. The carbon market can raise substantial revenue if auctioning is applied and this could be an innovative financing for developing countries.  

The EU wanted the reduction of emissions from bunker fuels to be discussed, with clear and meaningful targets to be agreed on.

Mexico on behalf of the Environmental Integrity Group (EIG) said that all states must make efforts in climate mitigation. Developed countries should take the lead. For developing countries, technology and finance is paramount for mitigation actions. 

Japan stressed the role of the sectoral approach in mitigation efforts. There are two tiers to the approach – one tier that will be contributed by providing the science by examining the sector specific potentials for mitigation and this could be applied to developed nations in the comparability of their efforts; and the other tier would accelerate technology transfer through identified best practices. The sectoral approach does not replace quantified national targets. It does not apply uniformly to all countries with the same standard. It is important for comparability of efforts while addressing equity. Japan stressed the introduction of the sectoral approach in the MRV, through improving national communications. 

Canada said it would reduce emissions reductions by 60-70% by 2050. A global cut of at least 50% by 2050 is critical. It acknowledged that the nature of commitments and actions by developed and developing countries will differ. It is possible to incorporate a wide range of different approaches including sectoral, energy efficiency, and regulation. All relevant technologies should be considered, including carbon capture and storage. All major emitters should have a special focus on emissions from coal-fired power plants.

Australia said that there is a need to be ambitious in mitigation, with a global regime that will deliver credible actions by developed and developing countries. It called for binding international commitments consistent with common but differentiated responsibilities. The nature and scale of developing countries’ actions would differ but they need to play their part. 

Iceland supported limiting target of 2 degree Celsius.  For this, global action to enhance sinks is needed, including in having a long term global goal. It said that the potential for reduction in emissions from deforestation, degradation and land-use and land use change is significant. 
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