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                   10 November 2009

“Progress in making no progress” in Kyoto Protocol talks, say developing countries

Barcelona, 9 November (Lim Li Lin) -- The closing session of the Ad hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) heard many developing countries express their deep frustration at the slow progress of its work, especially in arriving at the scale of Annex I (developed country) Parties’ greenhouse gas emission reductions for the second commitment period under the Protocol. 

Developing countries on Friday also expressed their firm opposition to the termination of the Kyoto Protocol in the face of developed country attempts to dissolve the Kyoto Protocol after the end of the first commitment period in 2012.

The week-long negotiations in Barcelona from 2 – 6 November was the last negotiating session before the UN climate change conference in Copenhagen in December. The Copenhagen meeting is scheduled to agree on further emission reduction commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol, which need to enter into force by 2013. This is the work of the AWG-KP. A parallel negotiating track, the Ad hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) is negotiating the enhanced implementation of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) under the Bali Action Plan that was agreed to in 2007.

However, many developed countries want some developing countries to also take on emission reduction commitments, or are themselves trying to avoid taking on further commitments. In order to do this, they are attempting to merge the two negotiating tracks and conclude an agreement for a single outcome in Copenhagen. Developed countries and the UN are also playing down the outcome in Copenhagen, speaking about a “political”, and not a “legally-binding” outcome. 

The week was marked with high drama. At the opening session of the AWG-KP on Monday (2 November), the Africa Group informed the Chair of the AWG-KP, John Ashe from Antigua and Barbuda, that they would not agree to the scheduling of contact groups on other issues until the work on “numbers” – the scale of Annex I Parties’ further emission reduction commitments – is concluded. This work is at the heart of the AWG-KP mandate, and deadlines for its conclusion have already been missed many months ago. The AWG-KP Chair suspended all contact groups while he conducted informal consultations with Parties on how to resolve this issue. 

On Tuesday (3 November), this issue was resolved when the Africa Group agreed to accept that 60% of the remaining time would be allocated to the work on “numbers”, even though this was already the agreement from previous sessions of the AWG-KP. However, developing countries insisted that the substantive discussion on adequate emission reduction numbers by Annex I Parties is paramount, and emphasised that they would monitor the discussions closely. They reserved their right to ask for the suspension of other contact groups if discussions in the contact group on “numbers” were inadequate.

At the final plenary of the AWG-KP on Friday afternoon, Sudan on behalf of the G77 and China reaffirmed that a second commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol must be established for the period beyond 2012 as the legal basis for comparable Annex I emission reduction commitments. It said that the Group would stand strongly against any attempts by developed countries to reach an agreement which could in any way result in the Kyoto Protocol being superceded or made redundant. Killing the Kyoto Protocol would undermine the foundational principles of equity, common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, and ultimately puts at risk any ambitious outcome to aggressively address climate change and its devastating impacts, it said.

Sudan expressed the Group’s serious concern and dismay that the AWG-KP session in Barcelona had made little progress in concluding on Annex I Parties’ quantified emission reduction targets. It noted that the continuation of this trend to delay the conclusion of negotiations of Annex I Parties’ targets in Copenhagen would make the prospect of reaching agreement in Copenhagen impossible for the Group. It said that this would be a violation of agreements reached in Bali and amounts to negotiation in bad faith, and warned that the G77 and China would not participate in this.

It appealed to all Parties, particularly Annex I Parties, to engage faithfully in the negotiations to complete the mandate of the AWG-KP and build a strong Kyoto Protocol which is the foundation and basis for a fair, just, effective and equitable outcome in Copenhagen.

Algeria on behalf of the Africa Group said that the AWG-KP did not conclude its work on “numbers”. The current pledges by Annex I Parties are about a quarter to a third of what is needed. It said that its position is for Annex I Parties to reduce their emissions by a minimum of 40% compared to 1990 levels by 2020, with strict limitations on the use of offsets and land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF).

Grenada on behalf of the Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS) lamented that the slow pace of negotiations is intolerable. It said that it wanted to have an international legally binding outcome from this agreement. Many vulnerable countries are calling for less than1.5 degrees Celsius of temperature increase, and stabilization at well below 350 parts per million. We are already at 0.8 degrees Celsius of temperature increase and the impacts are being felt. 2 degrees Celsius of temperature rise is unacceptable. We are duty bound to deliver on this mandate in Copenhagen, and political will is the necessary missing ingredient, it said. 

Lesotho on behalf of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) said that Barcelona has failed to deliver on the mandate of the AWG-KP. The desired momentum is getting lost with the passing of every day. Considerable amount of resources have been invested in the Kyoto Protocol architecture, and attempts by some Parties to undermine the architecture and the Kyoto Protocol itself is most worrying because their survival is at stake. It appealed to Annex I Parties to engage faithfully in the negotiations process and come up with more ambitious emission reduction targets consistent with what the science requires. It said that the current pledges by Annex I Parties only come up to between 8-12 % after accounting for forestry credits. It insisted on preserving and building upon the existing legal architecture of the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol.

Zambia expressed its disappointment with the slow progress of the AWG-KP, which has a clear and specific mandate. It said that the pledges currently on the table are far from what is required. The minimum should be not less than 45% on 1990 levels by 2020. 

China reminded that the AWG-KP process was launched almost four years ago but has still not reached conclusions on Annex I Parties’ emission reduction targets for the second commitment period even though this is the centerpiece of its task. It said that the Kyoto Protocol is not fiction, it is an international law treaty, with 190 contracting Parties. Legally binding commitments are now being changed to political pledges. If there are aggregate targets, they will be very small, without taking into account historical responsibility and the objectives of the UNFCCC.

It said that developing countries are being asked for a blank cheque without knowing how their partners are going to spend it. The same is happening in the AWG-LCA. The aim is to supercede and make the Kyoto Protocol redundant. The AWG-KP has a very bad habit of reaching conclusions of “no conclusions” and in making progress on not making progress, it said.

Developed countries’ problems are political and economic. But for developing countries, it is a matter of life and death. The “great escape” from the Kyoto Protocol is going to happen, it said, but it is too early to discuss who is to blame. Maybe magic will save the Kyoto Protocol, Copenhagen, the planet and our common future, it added.

Benin said that the AWG-KP needs to fulfil its mandate, and complete its work as quickly as possible. Given the time required for the work of the AWG-KP to enter into force, it expressed its fear there is a risk that it cannot be fulfilled in the time frame. The pledges by developed countries amount to less than 25% emission reductions, and it asked how to bridge the gap between the pledges and the figures mentioned in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)’s Fourth Assessment Report of 25-40%? It said that a good deal needs to be done to attain agreement, and not reaching a broad agreement would be morally inadmissible. It called upon all Parties not to cause a failure in Copenhagen. The longer the discussions continue without reaching agreement, the more climate change becomes dangerous for the vulnerable countries, it said. 

Saudi Arabia expressed frustration about the AWG-KP’s lack of progress. It said that developing countries are not only going to be impacted by climate change, but will also suffer as a result of consequences of policies that are being adopted in order to counter climate change. All these issues are crucial and must be addressed in serious manner, it said. 

Saudi Arabia objected to the orientation emerging lately from developed countries to do away with the Kyoto Protocol. It said that the Kyoto Protocol was negotiated over many years, has made a number of achievements, and there are many mechanisms, funds and articles in the Kyoto Protocol that cannot easily be done away with. The decision by the African Group to ask for the work on “numbers” to be concluded before work on other issues is scheduled was the correct decision to send a clear message that the lack of progress is unacceptable. This is not just an African sense of frustration, but a frustration felt by all developing countries, it explained. It warned that this scenario could be repeated in Copenhagen if developing countries see that there is no desire to make progress on this issue.

It said that developed countries are taking what they want out of the Kyoto Protocol and inserting them in the AWG-LCA negotiations. This is not acceptable, and will completely change the balance in terms of common but differentiated responsibilities. The level of confidence among the Parties has reached its lowest ever, and there are repeated attempts to alter the UNFCCC and kill the Kyoto Protocol. It warned that developing countries are now much stronger, and it is no longer possible for developed countries to exert pressure, and expect developing countries to give in. 

It gave the example of the WTO where there is a delay in attaining progress because industralised countries thought that they could twist the arm of developing countries. Developing countries are willing to accept a complete agreement that will obtain the objectives of the UNFCCC if it is balanced, equitable and based on the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, it said.

Solomon Islands lamented that developed countries are now indicating that a deal will only happen next year. Developed country Parties are scaling back from a fair, ambitious and legally binding outcome claiming that is not possible because Copenhagen is just 30 days away. Two years have passed, and now they are saying that we do not have time these four weeks to put the language together. The cost of inaction will be more, it warned.

It asked whether the survival of people in small developing countries is really not as important compared to Annex I Parties coordination. Coordination is raising more question than answers. It is delaying actions particularly by Annex I Parties, it said. It wondered how many people will be displaced, lose identities and die of hunger because of inaction. All victims will come from the small island developing states and the LDCs. With each passing day, we are losing a fraction of our land. With each passing day, we face water shortages. We are victims of your coordination and time, it said. 

Gambia expressed its disappointment at the lack of willingness by some Annex I Parties to clarify their pledges, as was agreed on Tuesday (3 November). There is a gap between the pledges by Annex I Parties and what is really required, especially with LULUCF and offsetting, and this will be far less than 25 – 40 %. It said that it is urgent that Annex I Parties increase their level of ambition in Copenhagen. 

Turkey reaffirmed the principles of equity, historical responsibility, common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities and sustainable development in accordance with national circumstances. 

Bangladesh said that the Annex I pledges are insufficient for global mitigation based on what is needed according to the science, and are also not clear, as they are waiting for non-Kyoto Protocol Parties to do comparable efforts. It said that political will and solidarity will be required in Copenhagen. It insisted on the Kyoto Protocol which is the only legally binding instrument with a compliance regime, and that partners should join the international platform.
Qatar expressed its concern and disappointment about the management of the AWG-KP negotiations which did not deliver the desired result. It said that it could not accept for the Kyoto Protocol to be killed. Its achievements so far and the principle of equity had to be taken into account, it said.

Liberia said that the situation was like Nero fiddling while Rome burns - while some Parties fiddle with their numbers for the second commitment period, our nations are burning from rising temperatures, it said. All this is in addition to already stressed conditions, floods, tsunamis, decreasing agriculture yields, etc. It called upon all Parties to cooperate for the good of mankind and our common planet.

Cape Verde said that developing countries and the most vulnerable countries have the right to expect convincing actions, creative thinking and political will. It expressed its frustration as entire nations have placed their hopes on the negotiations. Today we speak about disappearing animal species but tomorrow we may be speaking of disappearing states, it said. Copenhagen may be a missed opportunity. It said that developing countries have worked in good faith, but there is filibustering at this critical time in the negotiations, and we are running short of time to meet the challenge.

Peru stressed the need for a second commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol. It was concerned by the limited progress in the work of the AWG-KP, and remained convinced that in Copenhagen, we need to reach agreement based on the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol as set out in the ‘Bali Road Map’. Future generations will judge us by this, it said. 

The Chair of the AWG-KP concluded the session by saying that enough time will be allocated in Copenhagen so that the substantive discussion will come to an end. Time and tools are needed to come to an agreement, and time is scarce. In Copenhagen, the different contact groups will continue their work according to the same time allocation, and this work will be finished during the first week. The AWG-KP will then work in a single group and report to the plenary of the meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol on 16 December. 

Sweden on behalf of the European Union said that it stands firmly behind the Kyoto Protocol and would meet its emission reduction targets for the first commitment period. It said that its target of 20% is in its binding legislation, and it would increase its target to 30% provided that other developed countries take on comparable efforts and developing countries contribute adequately. It said this is a short and long term cooperative effort, which should be multilateral, and it is determined to reach such a deal in Copenhagen. Most Annex I countries have tabled proposals for emission reductions, but these are still insufficient. Clearly, some countries should do more and commit to 30% by 2020. It said that global emissions must peak no later than 2020, and that developing should deviate substantially from “business as usual” by 15-30%.
Switzerland speaking for the Environmental Integrity Group said that a lot of work remains to be done in order to reach agreement on emission reductions at the 5th meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol in Copenhagen. It said that this was of the utmost importance in order to avoid any gap between the first and second commitment period, and uncertainty in the carbon market. A timely agreement on the framework for LULUCF and the flexible mechanisms needs to be reached. Developed countries’ commitments is only the first part it said, as substantial efforts by all countries based on common but differentiated responsibilities is needed. 

(Switzerland’s statement was interrupted w
hen two local activists raised their voices in the meeting room to denounce capitalism and the carbon markets. They carried a placard saying “End CO2lonialism”, and walked slowly from the front to the back of the room. They were immediately apprehended and dragged out of the room by many security guards.)
Australia on behalf of the Umbrella Group said that it was committed to a strong post-2012 outcome in Copenhagen. It welcomed the fact that 41 Parties have announced their mitigation ambition for 2020, and welcomed its AWG-LCA partners to indicate their individual commitment to be reflected in the Copenhagen outcome. It said that a successful outcome in Copenhagen would be a single outcome, ratifiable under the UNFCCC with individual commitments and nationally appropriate mitigation action. Clear rules for the carbon market are also essential, it said.
Japan said that it is fully committed to the Kyoto Protocol until the day it achieves its set target. (So far, a target of at least 5% has been set as the emission reduction target for Annex I Parties for the period 2008-2012). It said that a fair and effective post-2012 framework should be created. It invited “major emitting” countries from developed and developing countries to join in. It said that a simple amendment of Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol is not the solution, and advocated for a new single legal framework retaining a number of elements and useful mechanism of the Kyoto Protocol to address climate change.
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