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A Quick Guide to the Climate Negotiations in New Delhi

23 October – 1 November 2002

The 8th Conference of the Parties (COP8) of the Kyoto Protocol to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) begins on 23 October in New Delhi, India. The Framework Convention was agreed at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil in 1992, and  has been ratified by 186 countries. Its ultimate objective is the “stabilization of greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system. Such a level should be achieved within a time-frame sufficient to allow ecosystems to adapt naturally to climate change, to ensure that food production is not threatened and to enable economic development to proceed in a sustainable manner”, and states: 

“The Parties should protect the climate system for the benefit of present and future generations of humankind, on the basis of equity and in accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities. Accordingly, the developed country Parties should take the lead in combating climate change and the adverse affects thereof.”

The UNFCCC is, as its name implies, a ‘framework’ convention, and envisages subsidiary legal instruments (e.g. protocols) to effect those goals. It had a non-binding target, which called for industrialised countries to bring their emissions back to 1990 levels by 2000.  Recognising that this was inadequate, the Parties to the convention established a process in Berlin in 1995 to negotiate a protocol with binding targets and timetables “as a matter of urgency” by 1997.  The result was the Kyoto Protocol, agreed in December of 1997.  

The Kyoto Protocol specifies legally binding targets and timetables for reductions of greenhouse gases by the developed countries listed in Annex B of the Protocol, amounting to a nominal 5% reduction of emissions by 2008-2012 relative to 1990 levels.  To date, 84 countries have signed the Protocol and 96 have ratified or acceded (see table). These include the member states of the European Union, Japan, China, India and Brazil. The Protocol requires that 55 countries, accounting for 55% of the CO2 emissions from Annex B (industrialised) countries ratify in order for it to enter into force. Having already passed the numbers test, countries interested in protecting the climate wait for the Russian Federation to ratify, which will put the Protocol over the emissions threshold and it will enter into force. Both Russian President Putin and Prime Minister Kasyanov have publicly stated that Russia will ratify, and the latest word is that it can be expected in early 2003.

The United States shows no sign of  re-entering the Kyoto process, at least as long as the Bush administration is in power. However, Canadian Prime Minister Jean Chretien announced in Johannesburg at the World Summit for Sustainable Development (WSSD) last month that he would submit the Kyoto Protocol to his parliament for ratification by the end of this year. Given the majority support for Kyoto in the Canadian parliament, a positive result is expected. This is despite an aggressive campaign waged by Canadian fossil fuel interests, particularly from the province of Alberta.  Even Australia, which took the ignoble step of formally pulling out of the Kyoto on World Environment Day earlier this year, has been making noises about re-joining Kyoto, as it seems that they have woken up to the fact that it is in their interest to do so given that their large Asian trading partners have ratified.

What’s on the table at COP 8?

While no one expects New Delhi to yield the kind of ‘do or die’ brinkmanship of COP 6 at The Hague in November 2000 which ended in collapse, or the hard bargaining over the resurrection of Kyoto at COP 6 bis in Bonn in July 2001 and at COP 7 in Marrakech last October/November, we are entering a new phase of the international climate negotiations. While there is every expectation that Kyoto will enter into force some time early next year, there is a certain nervousness about starting anything new until entry into force is a fact. However, as the first major international gathering since the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development, where climate change was once again rhetorically cited by nearly all heads of state and government as the greatest challenge for humankind in the 21st century and beyond, there is an expectation that the rhetoric in Johannesburg will be reflected by action on key issues in New Delhi. Now that Kyoto has been ratified by 96 countries, it’s time to work on the implementation side. Also, two major new themes are expected to emerge in New Delhi:

Adaptation  The Indian government, with the support of many developing countries, has signaled that it intends to put the issue of climate change adaptation high on the agenda of this meeting. The issue centers around how regions, countries and communities can ‘adapt’ to the inevitable climate change that is already ‘loaded’ into the climate system from greenhouse gas emissions to date, as well as future climate impacts. Even if we turned off all the smokestacks tomorrow, there would still be a significant degree of impact on human communities and the ecosystems upon which they depend. The Climate Convention notes the obligations of the Parties, and especially those from industrialised countries, to assist developing countries and poor communities to cope with these impacts; although nothing much has been done on adaptation so far because of the necessity to get a mitigation regime agreed and in place. However, questions regarding the types of measures that are required, what international and national mechanisms should be used, and how they should be financed (there were three new funds formally established in the Marrakech accords) are expected to be discussed in earnest here for the first time. Ultimately the issue of the ‘cost’ of emissions reductions may pale in comparison to the extra costs that will have to be borne if adequate emissions reductions are not agreed and implemented. The costs of adaptation under the most optimistic future climate scenarios are projected to be massive, and the incremental costs for each additional degree of warming may turn out to be staggering.

Adequacy  Secondly, the question of fulfilling the Parties’ obligations under the convention as noted above, i.e., ‘preventing dangerous climate change’, are expected to rise up the agenda. Whatever one thinks of the Kyoto agreement, the one thing that everyone will agree on is that the targets for emissions reductions that were agreed in December of 1997 are not adequate to fulfill the ultimate objective of the Convention, so jockeying around the question of ‘what happens after 2012?’ will begin in New Delhi. It is not expected to be resolved here, but the formal beginning of negotiations on the second commitment period (2013-2017) must start no later than 2005, as per Article 3.9 of the Protocol. 

Key issues at COP 8

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Third Assessment Report (TAR): 

What is Dangerous Climate Change?

The primary and ongoing obligation on countries signatory to the Climate Convention is to prevent dangerous climate change. With the publication of the IPCC’s Third Assessment Report in September 2001, we have new and up-to-date information on the likely extent and impacts of climate change. While there was much dithering in Marrakech last year, and more in Bonn at the Subsidiary Bodies’ meeting in June of this year over how the Third Assessment Report should be taken up, there are two central points here: 

First, it is the obligation of the Convention Parties to come to the fundamentally political decision as to what is ‘dangerous’ climate change. Pertinent questions arising out of the TAR might be
:

Is the meltdown of the Greenland ice sheet dangerous, leading as it would to several meters sea level rise? This is likely above global 1-3oC global mean warming, according to the IPCC.

Is putting 300 million people more at risk of malaria dangerous? 50-120 million more people at risk of hunger? 100 million more people at risk of coastal flooding? More than 3 billion people at risk of water shortage? Are these dangerous? There is a medium to high confidence of this a for 2-3oC global mean warming. 

Are significant  damages to crop production in tropical and subtropical countries, which could among other things reverse agricultural self-sufficiency progress in many developing nations dangerous?  There is medium confidence of this for 1-2oC global mean warming. 

Are losses of unique ecosystems and substantial damage to coral reefs dangerous? There is medium to high confidence of this for 2-3oC global mean warming.

Second, one of the major differences between the TAR and the IPCC’s Second Assessment Report from 1995 was the higher range of global mean projected temperature increase during the course of this century, from 1.0 – 3.5ºC, to 1.4 – 5.8ºC. But, the impacts of the upper end of this range were not assessed by the IPCC, at least in part due to the fact that the reports on the science and on impacts were produced simultaneously. For the purposes of assessing what sorts of impacts humans and ecosystems are going to have to adapt to, AND for the purpose of defining what is ‘dangerous climate change’, an assessment of the full range of impacts of projected climate change is required. Also, in order to examine what impacts are avoidable and which are not, there should be new scenarios for low emission and concentration levels that would keep global warming below a 2ºC increase from pre-industrial times; and for the human induced warming to decrease forom a peak in the mid to late 21st  century.  It is hoped that the Parties will request that this assessment is carried out by the IPCC, as part of their discussion on ‘research priorities’ arising from the TAR.

Sinks in the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM)

When the CDM was first created, it was hailed as a breakthrough in promoting both greenhouse gas emission reductions AND providing a functioning mechanism for fostering sustainable development. The basic premise was and is that industrialised countries could pay for projects in developing countries which reduce greenhouse gas emissions and receive credit for them against their own emissions reduction targets. This would achieve the dual goals of reducing emissions and providing technology and financial transfer to promote sustainable development. But the CDM debate has been plagued for the past five years by the efforts of a few countries to contaminate it with unsustainable technologies and practices. Thankfully, nuclear power was excluded from the CDM in Bonn last year. However, the debate surrounding the issue of carbon sinks in forests continues, and will be a major technical issue at COP 8. Greenpeace has and will continue to oppose the use of carbon sink credits in the Kyoto Protocol (see ‘Note on Sinks’ below); but given that it appears inevitable that some will be used, at least in the short term, we insist that the rules be as strict and as scientifically and ecologically rigorous as possible
.

In summary, the key issues are: one, establishing mechanisms to account for the fact that carbon sinks in forests are not permanent, especially in a warming world; two, ensuring that sinks projects enhance biodiversity and social benefits rather than detract from them, and must in particular preventthe use of mono-culture plantations; and three, that all attempts to change and weaken the rules that were agreed in Marrakech be resisted, especially the reforestation definitions for non-Annex I countries, which Canada is trying to weaken.

The ‘F’ gases

The Montreal Protocol for protection of the stratospheric ozone layer is a landmark environmental agreement. Although there is still much work to be done, it is an effective legal instrument for reducing and eliminating ozone-depleting substances, and it is beginning to have some effect. Unfortunately, some of the replacements for ozone-depleting substances are in fact potent global warming gases, regulated under the Kyoto Protocol. These are the so-called ‘F’ gases, HFCs (hydrofluorocarbons), PFCs (perfluorocarbons) and SF6 (sulfur hexafluoride). Powerful chemical interests are pushing HFCs in particular in the Montreal Protocol context, and seeking to keep ozone AND climate friendly alternatives, which are readily available, out of the market. Greenpeace notes the positive steps taken by some countries (esp. Denmark, which has passed legislation to phase out all the ‘F’ gases) to reduce and eliminate these gases. Greenpeace urges all parties to the UNFCCC to take steps to phase-out and ban the use of these substances, and push for the dissemination of ‘F’ gas alternatives, and for technology development for the very small number of specialised applications where there are as yet no readily available alternatives
. 
Say ‘No’ to the Canadian Proposal on cleaner energy exports

Earlier this year, Canada formally proposed that it be allowed carbon credits for the sale of ‘clean energy’ (such as hydroelectric power and natural gas) to its southern neighbour, the United States, which would supposedly displace ‘dirtier’ energy generated from fossil fuel power plants in the United States. Greenpeace, along with most of the Parties, reject this proposal for a number of reasons: one, it would allow for a dramatic increase in Canada’s emissions; two, there is no evidence that this these energy exports and their related emission reductions are additional, i.e., anything other than business as usual; third, under Canada’s proposal there is no way to verify that any emission reductions will in fact take place; and finally, it undermines the Kyoto architecture by giving credits to Canada for potential reductions outside its boundaries - without applying the formal project approval procedures relating to monitoring, verification and compliance which have been negotiated over the past five years; and gives Canada credit for negotiating such a deal with a non-Party to the Kyoto Protocol, the United States. The Canadian ‘Clean Energy’ proposal is totally unacceptable.

Note on Sinks

Under the terms of the Kyoto Protocol certain kinds of land use change and forestry activities which can sequester carbon are allowed to be counted toward meeting emissions reduction obligations under the Protocol.  The theory is that if a tonne of carbon is stored in a tree (a so called ‘sink’ for carbon) and hence removed from the atmosphere, then a country would be allowed to add a tonne of carbon to its allowed emissions of carbon from the burning of fossil fuels.  This whole theory that creating ‘sinks’ in forests, plants and soils, whereby carbon dioxide is taken out of the climate system to offset higher fossil fuel emissions is, according to Greenpeace, quite wrong.  Unfortunately, carbon stored in trees is not permanently removed from the atmosphere and there is a high probability that the tonne of carbon counted as stored in the tree will find its way back into the atmosphere eventually. The result of this is that the burden of reducing emissions is simply shifted to future generations. 

The main point, however, is that the use of sinks must not divert any political and financial resources away from the primary task: to reduce emissions resulting from the burning of fossil fuels. Sinks do not even “buy us time”, as some have argued. If the industrialized countries do not achieve major emission reductions in the near term, we may lose our ability to avoid dangerous climate change, by anyone’s definition. The goal of the Protocol is to reduce emissions, not to create mechanisms for avoiding reductions.  Greenpeace seeks to minimize the use of sinks in the Protocol as much as possible, and notes that a number of countries have already pledged that they will not take advantage of this loophole. 

Conclusion  

Greenpeace will continue to campaign for ratification and entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol as soon as possible, and in favor of environmentally effective implementation, with a minimum use of loopholes. None of the ‘benefits’ of the Kyoto Protocol such as the Clean Development Mechanism or carbon trading will be achieved until the Protocol enters into force.  The Protocol remains the only international legal instrument designed to start the world on the road towards the massive reductions in greenhouse gas emissions that are needed this century to avoid disastrous climate change.

Greenpeace documents available at COP 8 – also at http://archive.greenpeace.org/COP8


1. A Quick Guide to the Climate Negotiations in New Delhi

2. Briefing for delegates - 

3. Highlights from the IPCC Third Assessment Report – 2001

4. Greenpeace Submission On Issues Related To Modalities for Including Afforestation and Reforestation Under Article 12 – Non-Permanence of Sinks;

5. Temporary sinks do not cause permanent climatic benefits. Achieving short-term emission reduction targets at the future’s expense.

6. Cool Technologies: Working Without HFCs

7. Living on Borrowed Time – submission to 22nd Open Ended Working Group  Meeting of the Montreal Protocol

8. Trojan Horse – Reject the Canadian proposal on “cleaner energy exports”

9. Wind Force 12 – A Blueprint to Achieve 12% of the World’s Electricity from Wind Power by 2020

10. The Climate Justice Summit - The Bali Principles of Climate Justice
Signatories to the Kyoto Protocol: Annex B Countries are in Bold Italics. 

Countries that have ratified or acceded are marked ‘R’.

ANTIGUA AND BARBUDA - R
CUBA - R
ICELAND – R
MONACO
SENEGAL – R

ARGENTINA - R
CYPRUS – R
INDIA - R
MONGOLIA – R
SEYCHELLES – R

AUSTRALIA
CZECH REPUBLIC - R
INDONESIA
MOROCCO  R
SLOVAKIA – R

AUSTRIA – R
DENMARK - R
IRELAND - R
NAURU – R
SLOVENIA – R

AZERBAIJAN - R
DJIBOUTI – R
ISRAEL
NETHERLANDS – R
SOLOMON ISLANDS

BAHAMAS – R
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC - R
 ITALY – R
NEW ZEALAND
SOUTH AFRICA - R

BANGLADESH – R
ECUADOR  - R
 JAMAICA – R
NICARAGUA – R
SPAIN – R

BARBADOS - R
EGYPT
 JAPAN – R
NIGER
SRI LANKA - R

BELGIUM – R
EL SALVADOR - R
 KAZAKHSTAN
NIUE – R
SWEDEN – R

BENIN – R
EQUATORIAL GUINEA - R
 KIRIBATI – R
NORWAY - R
SWITZERLAND

BHUTAN – R
ESTONIA - R
 LATVIA – R
PALAU – R
TANZANIA - R

BOLIVIA  - R
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY - R
 LESOTHO – R
PANAMA - R
THAILAND - R

BRAZIL – R
FIJI – R
 LIECHTENSTEIN
PAPUA NEW GUINEA - R
TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO - R

BULGARIA – R
FINLAND – R
 LITHUANIA
PARAGUAY - R
TURKMENISTAN - R

BURUNDI – R
FRANCE – R
 LUXEMBOURG – R
PERU - R
TUVALU - R

CAMBODIA – R
GAMBIA - R
 MALAWI - R
PHILIPPINES
UGANDA - R

CAMEROON - R
GEORGIA - R
 MALAYSIA - R
POLAND
UKRAINE

CANADA
GERMANY – R
 MALDIVES – R
PORTUGAL - R
UNITED KINGDOM - R

CHILE – R
GREECE – R 
 MALI - R
REPUBLIC OF KOREA 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

CHINA – R
GRENADA - R
 MALTA - R
ROMANIA - R
URUGUAY - R

COLOMBIA - R
GUATEMALA – R
 MARSHALL ISLANDS
RUSSIAN FEDERATION (THE)
UZBEKISTAN - R

COOK ISLANDS - R
GUINEA – R
 MAURITIUS – R
SAINT LUCIA
VANUATU - R

COSTA RICA – R
HONDURAS - R
MEXICO – R
ST VINCENT & GRENADINES
VIET NAM - R

CROATIA
HUNGARY – R
MICRONESIA (FED. STATES) - R
SAMOA - R
ZAMBIA

For further information:

Steve Sawyer, Climate Policy Advisor, Greenpeace International

ssawyer@diala.greenpeace.org 

http://archive.greenpeace.org/COP8
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� see   Highlights from the IPCC Third Assessment Report – 2001


� see   Greenpeace’s submission on modalities related to sinks under the CDM, available on www.unfccc.int (Document number FCCC/WEB/2002/12). 


� see more in Greenpeace’s report “Cool Technologies: Working Without HFCs”


� For a very good independent analysis of this question see the recent report by the Royal Society (UK) “The Role of Carbon Sinks in Mitigating Global Climate Change” at  http://www.royalsoc.ac.uk/files/statfiles/document-150.pdf
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