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No substantive conclusions on Response Measures and Spillover Effects
December 11, 2009.  (Hira Jhamtani) The final contact group on article 2.3 and 3.14 of the Kyoto Protocol on potential impacts of response measures ended without an agreed outcome on December 10. 

One of the issues discussed at the Poznan climate talks is the potential adverse effects of the implementation of policies and measures by Annex 1 countries on other parties especially developing countries. Countries discuss this issue at the subsidiary bodies (joint SBI and SBSTA session) and the Ad-hoc Working Group on the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP). 

The Kyoto Protocol says (in articles 2.3, 3.14) that Annex I Parties shall strive to implement policies and measures (to reduce greenhouse gas emission) in such a way so as to minimize adverse effects, including adverse effects of climate change, effects on international trade, and social, environmental and economic impacts on other Parties, particularly developing country Parties. Article 3.14 further says that the CMP (conference of the Parties serving as meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol), shall consider the actions necessary to minimize the adverse effects of climate change and/or the impacts of response measures on Parties. 

The join SBI/SBSTA contact group on December 9 discussed the proposal by some developing countries to hold a workshop on minimizing the adverse impacts of response measures. Saudi Arabia said the workshop would provide a forum on how to address the issues. It said that there are adverse impacts of response measures in all countries and there is a need to find a win-win solution to minimize these 
impacts. This was supported by China and Qatar. China said that one topic would be what developed countries can do to minimize the impacts and how countries can adapt to the impacts. 

France speaking on behalf of the EU, asked about the focus of the workshop. It was concerned that there are proposals for similar workshops next year under the AWG-KP. It suggested a joint workshop focusing on common elements. It asked what would be the elements of the workshop and how different it would be.  This was supported by Australia and Japan. 

Micronesia, on behalf of AOSIS, said that a workshop is possible if defined in a narrow sense. It should not be discussing the adaptation response measures but the impacts of mitigation measures. South Africa said the different effects of response measures need to be discussed and therefore there is a need to clarify the workshop objectives.  

Saudi Arabia agreed that a focus is needed to tackle this issue and hoped that the discussion would not lead to a piece of paper but real actions and recommendations with time lines. 

The chair then established a group to draft elements of the draft decision on these two articles. 

On December 10 morning, the chair Kamel Djemouai from Algeria reported that countries were not able to come to a conclusion. He presented two options: to conclude the session without text or conclude with two very short texts of three paragraphs that he drafted with co-Chair Kristin Tilley from Australia.  

Countries agreed to conclude with a short text. France and Saudi Arabia expressed disappointment.
The texts merely said that the SBI and SBSTA welcomed the initial exchange of views on these two articles and will continue discussion at the 30th session in June 2009. 

Meanwhile a related issue was also discussed at the AWG-KP -- consideration of information on potential environmental, economic and social consequences, including spillover effects, of tools, policies, measures and methodologies available for Annex 1 countries.  This issue was proposed in the wake of the rising food prices, related to the use of grains to produce ethanol in developed countries. 

The draft conclusion agreed on by the contact group says that the AWG-KP agreed that its work on potential consequences should be guided and informed by Article 2.3 and 3.14 of the Kyoto Protocol, and by the best available scientific information and be based on actual impacts and consequences. But, Parties could not come to an agreement on further work on the two articles of KP and have to wait for further deliberations in June 2008. 

Further the AWG-KP acknowledged that tools, policies, measures and methodologies available to Annex 1 Parties could have potential consequences for all Parties but recognized that attention should be given to the negative consequences on developing countries. It agreed that future work on assessment of, and possible action to address, such consequences should focus on causes and effects.

Some Parties suggested an approach to group actions taken by Annex 1 Parties, including actions leading to changes in technologies; switching from international to local sourcing; the adoption of standards; and tariffs, taxes and subsidies and other trade-distorting policies. The relevant issues will be discussed in a workshop that is mentioned in its Work Programme 2009. This will be held back-to-back with the workshop on consideration of economic and social consequences of response measures under the AWG-LCA. The AWG-KP agreed to continue consideration of this issue at its seventh session in March 2009. 

The issue of potential impacts of response measures seem to have advanced in the AWG-KP, but not at the discussion under the CMP. This gives rise to speculation that some developed county parties want to gradually shift issues for implementation to “discussion” at the AWG-KP and LCA. It may be an indication of the lack of will to implement the provisions of KP, and to continue to procrastinate through discussions rather than real decisions. 
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