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A shaky start to talks on Kyoto Protocol’s future emission cuts

Bonn, 3 June (Chee Yoke Ling) – With a 17 June deadline looming ahead, agreement on the emission reduction targets of developed countries for post-2012 commitment periods under the Kyoto Protocol appears to be elusive.

At the first meeting of the Contact group on the scale of emission reductions by Annex 1 Parties held on Tuesday afternoon, Japan said that it was “not in a position to swallow” the outcome of the negotiations if it is only an amendment to the Kyoto Protocol (on future commitment periods and targets for Annex 1 Parties). It has formally notified all Parties of its submission of a proposed new Protocol.

The Contact group is one of 3 such groups established under the Ad Hoc Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex 1 Parties under the Kyoto Protocol (AWG-KP) for the Bonn session to consider two draft text by the Chair, Mr. John Ashe of Antigua and Barbuda [1]. The first is a proposal for amendments to the Kyoto Protocol to establish the emission reduction targets and commitment periods beyond 2012 (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/7). 

The second is a text in the form of decision language (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/8) covering the following: emissions trading and the project-based mechanisms; land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF); greenhouse gases, sectors and source categories; common metrics to calculate the carbon dioxide equivalence of anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks; and methodological and other issues.

The mandate of the AWG-KP is to agree on an amendment to the Protocol pursuant to Article 3.9 of the Protocol that would put in place emission reduction commitments for subsequent periods when the first commitment period ends in 2012. The quantified emission limitation or reduction amounts during the first commitment period are presented in Annex B of the Kyoto Protocol. In relation to commitments for the subsequent periods, amendments to Annex B are required, as are consequential amendments that flow directly from amendments to Annex B.

In order to fulfill the legal requirement in Article 20.2 that the text of any proposed amendment shall be communicated to Parties by the secretariat 6 months before the meeting at which the amendment is to be adopted (in this case COP15 in Copenhagen), the AWG-KP has to meet a 17 June deadline. Therefore the AWG-KP’s work in its current 8th session is crucial and urgent.

However, Japan and other developed countries that are responsible for the emissions that have resulted in global warming want new global agreements that will shift part of their responsibility to developing countries (See TWN Bonn News Update #1). These countries want to merge the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Long-term Cooperative Action (AWG-LCA) and the AWG-KP that would facilitate the alteration of the nature of obligations of developing countries under the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol. 

The result would be that some developing countries would have to take on binding emission commitments (currently only Annex 1 Parties have to undertake binding and quantified emission reduction commitments in accordance with their common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities). 

Developing countries insist on maintaining the “firewall” between the two distinct processes of the AWG-LCA and AWG-KP, emphasizing that the latter has an imminent deadline to meet. At the Monday opening plenary of the AWG-KP, developing countries called on Annex 1 Parties to show leadership in taking deep emissions cuts beyond 2012.

Sudan, speaking on behalf of the G77 and China at the opening plenary of the AWG-KP on Monday expressed serious concerns over the slow progress at the AWG-KP in concluding negotiations on the aggregate reduction and the individual or joint reductions by Annex 1 Parties. It called on Annex 1 Parties to show leadership and emphasized that this session will be the last opportunity to reach conclusion on an amendment text, and that this is a crucial session to achieve concrete results towards the successful completion of the working group’s mandate in Copenhagen.

Developing countries such as Algeria speaking on behalf of the Africa Group and Malaysia stressed that there must be a firewall between the AWG-LCA and AWG-KP as the 2 mandates are clear and separate, with the AWG-KP’s mandate specified in Article 3.9 of the Kyoto Protocol. 

The AWG-KP work programme agreed to in Poznan stipulates that in 2009 the working group will focus on agreeing on further commitments for Annex I Parties under the Kyoto Protocol. In this context, it recognized in Paragraph 49 the need for work to be conducted on the following issues: 
(a) Consideration of the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate;
(b) Consideration of the contribution of Annex I Parties, individually or jointly, consistent with Article 4 of the Kyoto Protocol, to the scale of emission reductions to be achieved by Annex I Parties in aggregate.

The last (7th) AWG-KP session in March/April failed to adopt conclusions on the scale of emissions reduction for Annex 1 Parties in aggregate and on a draft amendment text. The AWG-KP Chair was thus requested to prepare a proposal for amendments to the Protocol and this is now under consideration in the current session (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/7).
In its first meeting on Tuesday afternoon, the Contact group on the scale of emission reductions by Annex 1 (informally called the “numbers” group) focused on process. Co-chair Ms. Gertraud Wollansky of Austria reiterated that the task of the group is to focus on Paragraph 49 (a) and (b) and that it would be a Parties-driven approach. She said that the group should focus on advancing the negotiation text. While noting that there are potential overlaps with the other 2 Contact groups dealing with other issues and legal matters, she said that the group is to consider numbers and issues related to numbers. The outcome of the group’s work would be a contribution to the AWG-KP Chair’s negotiation text.

China said that Parties should only discuss numbers (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/7) at the Contact group and that they should be careful not to discuss other text. 

South Africa speaking on behalf of G77 and China said that there are a number of documents in front of them including documents 7 and 8 (FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/7 and FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/8), and also documents of the views of Parties. It proposed focusing first on the set of issues surrounding the scale of emission reductions in aggregate, and then to begin addressing individual or joint contributions to that scale. It said that the Chair’s proposed text reflects different approaches and Parties can be unpack what those options are and it would almost be like a first reading of the Chair’s text. It said that it was quite possible that issues like the duration of a commitment period and base year, the number of commitment periods can be dealt with later. All are numbers-related issues. With regard to ot! her issues it said that there is another Contact group for these. South Africa also expressed that there is a real concern over the staring point of the next commitment period that should begin at the end of first CP. It questioned whether Parties already preparing now for not meeting the first period’s commitments.


Senegal speaking on behalf of the Africa Group said that Parties needed to send a signal to the world that they are fulfilling their aim in having some aggregate number. It said a high signal and high ambitious target are needed. 

Argentina said that aggregate numbers are related to what is needed to deal with mitigation, to deal with climate change and related to the science behind that. After setting aggregate numbers the group can then talk about what countries need in terms of means to meet the targets. 

Bolivia said that Parties needed to come to conclusions by the end of this session. Two-thirds of the time allocated for their work is on scale of emissions and legal issues. If other issues are included then there will be disagreement again.

India raised a caution on science as a basis for a level of aggregate emission reduction by Annex 1 Parties. It said that Parties must be careful to understand what is science and what is not. It said that reference to Box 13.7 of the IPCC report has to be deleted. It was clear, said India, from the presentation by IPCC experts at the last AWG-KP session that the figures were based on “occult” – the assumptions were not revealed. There were some assumptions and some notions of division between Annex 1 and non-Annex 1 Parties that did not form part of the policy section accepted by governments.

Switzerland said that not all Annex 1 Parties have indicated figures for Annex B (Quantified emission limitation or reduction commitments by Party under the Kyoto Protocol). There are a number of sources for the group’s work and the conclusions will be a contribution to the (AWG-KP) Chair’s text. 

Australia said that the group is to discuss Paragraph 49(a) and (b) ad it is important to continue the iterative approach.

Russia Federation said that the last AWG-KP session agreed to elaborate on Paragraph 49(a) and that there should be a focus on individual and joint contributions. It said the group should discuss FCCC/KP/AWG/2009/7.

Czech Republic on behalf of the EC and its Member States said it was high time Parties work on text and they can work with the 2 papers. It said that the group’s work could not be simply about fixing a number. It also said that it is important to know what happens between now and 2020, and not just have a figure for 2020.

Canada said it was more useful to discuss base year, length of commitment period etc before numbers. 

Japan said it wanted to make very clear its position that at the end there has to be a strong comprehensive international framework. If it is only an amendment of the Kyoto Protocol, it is not in a position to swallow that outcome. It wanted to know whether it could include offsets, LULUCF etc. and so it wanted to discuss other issues and not an “artificial number”. It also said that an aggregate figure of 40% is being discussed in the AWG-LCA mitigation discussion and so an inter exchange between the two is very important. It expressed difficulty in discussing numbers in the Contact group.

In summarizing the discussion at that point, co-Chair Wollansky said that only issues related to numbers should be the focus. The question is what is related or not and that it was not surprising there is divergence on this. She suggested that the group start by discussing aggregate numbers and then individual number, pointing out that it is very difficult to split the 2 sets of numbers and that discussions will go back and forth. 

Canada supported by Japan responded to the co-Chair by saying it might be better to express emission reductions in absolute terms rather than % from base year. 

Czech Republic on behalf of the EC and its Member States said it would be unfortunate if Parties discuss in absolute figures. It said that Parties are watched and expectations are formulated as reduction commitments – people must understand what they are doing here, emphasizing the importance of the signal to the public.


The Contact group will resume on 3 June for 45 minutes. There will be 90 minutes of informal consultations at 4.30 pm. 



[1] The other 2 Contact groups deal with (i) other issues identified at the resumed 6th session of the AWG-KP and (ii) legal matters. A 4th Contact group will deal with “Consideration of information on potential environmental, economic and social consequences, including spillover effects, of tools, policies, measures and methodologies available to Annex 1 Parties”.
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